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ISAP 8 – IFRS S2 Climate Related Disclosures 

Report on Treatment of Comments on Exposure Draft 

Submission 

The ISAP 8 Task Force of the ASC is pleased to submit this report. It documents the comments we 
received on the exposure draft of ISAP 8 (“ED”) and how we addressed those comments. 

We would like to record our thanks to all commentators. 

Preamble  

The ED along with the amendments to the Glossary for the ED was published on 2 December 2024 
with a comment deadline of 4 April 2025. A transmittal memo was published concurrently which 
requested answers to four specific questions. A MSWord template was provided to submit 
comments. 

This report outlines the answers to our questions and other comments we received on the ED and 
what we did as a result. It is organized into four sections: 

I. List of submissions, with the date of receipt for each. 

II. Summary of the answers we received to our five questions and our responses. 

III. Summary of general comments received and our responses  

IV. Detailed paragraph by paragraph summary of the comments received and our 
responses. 

All the organizations that responded were supportive of the standard, except Institute and Faculty 
of Actuaries (UK), who, consistent with their response to the Statement of Intent, continued to 
question the need for the standard. Notwithstanding this, they provided comments on the draft for 
our consideration. 

After considering all the comments received and the changes being made to the ISAP 8 ED in 
response to the comments, the ISAP 8 Task Force and the ASC concluded that a second exposure 
is not necessary, and a proposed final draft could be produced for final review consultation. 

In reviewing the comments received, the ISAP 8 Task Force made a number of non-substantial 
editorial changes and restructured some content to enhance readability and clarity. These increase 
the number of changes made, but they are non-substantive in nature. 

This report was drafted by the ISAP 8 Task Force of the ASC and reviewed and edited by the ASC. 
Throughout the document “we” means the ASC.
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I.  List of comments we received on the ED 

We received 14 responses to the consultation. The consultation documents are available on the 
IAA website. 

 Organization/Company Submitted by Date Submitted 

1. Actomate Samsome Chong 10 February 2025 

2. Hungarian Actuarial Society 

• Markup of ED 

Zsolt Nagy// Gabor Hanak 9 March 2025 

3. Swiss Association of Actuaries Corina Grünenfelder 19 March 2025 

4. Institute of Actuaries of Japan Yuzo Tomimura 17 March 2025 

5. Actuaries Institute of Australia Tia Cayford 27 March 2025 

6. Caribbean Actuarial Association Rohan Hall 28 March 2025 

7. Financial Reporting Council Matthew Myring-

McCullagh// Vanessa 

Leung 

31 March 2025 

8. Casualty Actuarial Society Mary Hosford 31 March 2025 

9. New Zealand Society of Actuaries Darren Fleming 31 March 2025 

10. Institute of Actuaries of Korea Yunjeong Joo 3 April 2025 

11. Canadian Institute of Actuaries Josée Gonthier 4 April 2025 

12. Brazilian Institute of Actuaries Raquel Marimon 4 April 2025 

13. China Association of Actuaries CAA 4 April 2025 

14. Institute and Faculty of Actuaries UK Ashley MacIntyre 11 April 2025 

II. Summary of the answers we received to our four questions  

We asked the following questions in the transmittal letter for the ED. Each question is shown in 
bold font and followed by a summary of the responses we received. These responses were 
thoroughly considered in our redrafting. 

Note: Comments and suggested changes on specific paragraphs are addressed in Section IV of 

this report. General comments received in the responses to the four questions are addressed here. 

Q 1:  Is the guidance clear and unambiguous? If not, how should it be changed? 

Of the 14 commenters, 8 said the guidance was clear and unambiguous, 4 provided comments 
and recommendations for improvements, and 2 did not respond to the question. 

Comment 

 

• No, because it abundantly uses the term 'impact' in a general sense, whereas 
in a European sustainability context (e.g. CSRD) 'impact' specifically refers to 
the (inside-out) external consequences on climate and on other sustainability 
factors from a company's business activities. The ISSB does not recognize 
double materiality (i.e., it only focusses on the outside-in financial risks and 
opportunities for a company), so ISAP8 should carefully avoid any excessive 
and ambiguous use of the word 'impact’. 

https://actuaries.org/actuarial_practices/isap-8-ifrs-s2-climate-related-disclosures/
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/1.Actomate_ED_Comments_ISAP8_10Feb2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/2.HungarianAA_ED_Comments_ISAP8_9March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/2.HungarianAA_Markup_ED_Comments_ISAP8_9March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/3.SwissAA_ED_Comments_ISAP8_19March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/4.IAJ_ED_Comments_ISAP8_17March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/5.AustraliaAI_ED_Comments_ISAP8_27March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/6.CAA_ED_Comments_ISAP8_28March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/7.FRC_ED_Comment_ISAP8_31March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/8.CAS_ED_Comments_ISAP8_31March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/9.NZealandAI_ED_Comments_ISAP8_31March2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/10.IAK_ED_Comments_ISAP8_3April2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/11.CIA_ED_comments_ISAP8_4April2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/12.Brazil_IA_ED_Comments_ISAP8_4April2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/13.ChinaAA_ED_Comments_ISAP8_4April2025.docx
https://actuaries.org/app/uploads/2025/07/14_IFoA_ED_Comments_ISAP8_11April2025.pdf
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o For instance, 2.5.3.d. 'The appropriateness and uncertainty of the projected 
impacts for the risks and opportunities' is unclear. 

• Section 2 could benefit from additional examples or case studies to illustrate 
the application of the guidance, particularly in complex areas like climate risk 
modeling and scenario analysis.  

• 2.4.1. 'Others' data' is unclear.  
• 2.5.6.b.i.: 'Allows the impacts of climate-related risks and opportunities to be 

separably identifiable'. Separate from what: the expected (i.e. best estimate) 

climate change trajectory, or no climate change?   
Section 3 might include examples or templates for the reports to further clarify 
expectations. 

Response • We replaced “impact(s)” with “effect(s) or affect(s)” as appropriate throughout 
the ISAP. This aligns with the ISSB terminology. 

• We made improvements to 2.4.1. and 2.5.6.b.i. 

• We did not add more examples. Examples are better suited in an IAN. 

Comment Paragraph 2.2 could be made clearer by stating why it is important to understand the 
distinction between the materiality applied to the actuarial services and the 
materiality applied to the preparation of an IFRS S2 disclosure. 

Response We revised paragraph 2.2 to make the requirements.  

Comment We have noted some areas where we believe wording could be made clearer, as 
indicated below in our comments on specific paragraphs.  

In addition, it would be helpful in the preamble/background to establish why such a 
standard must exist and its expected lifespan. 

Response Comments on specific paragraphs were addressed separately. The Introduction 
section gives reason for the Standard. Standards have no sunset but are subject to a 
formal review cycle. 

Comment i. It is important to clarify throughout the ISAP that the entity is responsible for 
disclosures under ISAP 8, not the actuary, and the actuary’s work relates to 
supporting the entity on the preparation of disclosures. For example, the scope 
at section 1.2 could be revised to clarify this point. 

ii. Many of the provisions in the ISAP are worded in a way that cross-refers to 
specific provisions in ISAP 1 and that presumes the actuary is required to 
comply with specific provisions of ISAP 1. 

iii. Section 1.4 provides that the guidance in ISAP 8 complements the guidance in 
IFRS S2 and IFRS S1. It is suggested that it is clarified that ISAP 8 is not 
intended to contradict IFRS S2 or S1. 

iv. Cross-referring to specific sections of IFRS S2 could lead to cross-referencing 
issues should IFRS S2 change in the future. 

Response i. We revised the wording in the introduction, as well as 1.1 and 1.2 to limit the 
applicability to support the preparation by entities of climate related disclosures 
in accordance with IFRS S2. We also added further language throughout the 
Standard to clarify that the entity is responsible for the disclosures and that the 
role of the actuary’s work is to support the preparation of the disclosures, with 
the entity responsible for the disclosures. 
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ii. No action was taken on this point. This is the way the IAA has chosen to 
structure the ISAPs (with ISAP 1 as the foundation). ISAPs are model standards. 
Refer further details in the response under general comments below. 

iii. We added wording in 1.4 on the relationship of ISAP 8 to IFRS S1 and IFRS S2. 

iv. This was a deliberate drafting approach decision. There may be a need for 
timely updates to the ISAP 8 cross references if IFRS S2 is updated. The ISAP 
due process guidelines for changes to an ISAP would allow for an expedited 
process to update the references. 

 

Q2: Is the guidance sufficient and appropriate? If not, how should it be changed? 

Of the 14 commenters, 13 generally said the guidance is clear and unambiguous, with a few 
paragraph-specific comments recapped by some commenters; 1 provided comments which are 
addressed below. 

Comments i. Section 2 could include more specific examples of local requirements or 
methodologies that might be relevant in different jurisdictions.  

ii. 2.2.2 should explain in more detail the difference in the meaning of materiality and 
threshold approaches when it comes to actuarial services vs. IFRS S2 materiality  

iii. 2.5.9. there should be a mention of operational vs financed vs insurance-
associated emissions and a reference to PCAF methodologies  

iv. 2.5.5.a. climate adaptation and mitigation should be defined for the reader  

v. Section 3 could include guidance on how to communicate complex technical 
information in a way that is understandable to non-experts.  

Response i. No change. Examples are better suited in an IAN. 

ii. We revised the section on materiality. 

iii. No change. This is beyond the scope of this ISAP. 

iv. We made clarifying improvements to 2.5.5. 

v. No change. Examples are better suited in an IAN. 

 

Q3:    Is the guidance at the right level of detail? If not, what text should be omitted because it is 

too detailed? In what areas do actuaries need more detailed guidance? 

Of the 14 commenters – 12 said the guidance was at the right level of detail with 4 of them 

providing additional comments that are reiterated in the paragraph specific comment section; and 

2 did not respond to the question. 

Q4: Are there other matters that should be included in this standard? Are there some included 

here that should not be? 

Of the 14 commenters – 5 responded “no” to the question, 7 provided comments with paragraph- 

specific suggestions, which are addressed under those relevant paragraphs in this report; 2 did not 

respond to the question. 
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III. Summary of general comments received and our responses -  

Summary of 
General 
Comments 

i. A theme that came up in several of the comment letters is the need to continually 
highlight and emphasize that the disclosures are the responsibility of the entity, and 
that the actuary is providing services to support the entity in these disclosures (i.e. the 
actuary does not take responsibility for the disclosures). 

ii. Section 1.4 provides that the guidance in ISAP 8 complements the guidance in IFRS S2 
and IFRS S1. It was suggested that it be clarified that ISAP 8 is not intended to 
contradict IFRS S2 or S1, and if there are inconsistencies, the wording of IFRS S2 and 
IFRS S1 and related Appendices/Guidance/etc. take precedence over the wording of 
ISAP 8. 

iii. Related to this, there was specific concern raised that, since the entity is responsible 
for the disclosures, including assessing whether the level of measurement uncertainty 
of quantitative information is so high that the resulting information would not be useful, 
this standard should not imply that actuaries should be making this assessment in 
providing actuarial services under this standard. Therefore, references to actuaries 
providing such opinions do not belong in the standard (2.5.6 e). 

iv. There were comments made in a few of the responses that the references to ISAP 1 
within ISAP 8 reduce the standard’s usefulness to member associations as it makes it 
hard for them to adopt the standard easily if they have not specifically adopted ISAP 1 
and potentially introduces issues when ISAP 1 is updated. 

v. Several comment letters asked for more examples and more text on technical 
approaches /methods to be included in the standard. On the reverse side, there were 
virtually no comments that text should be reduced / eliminated except for one 
comment suggesting reducing the details in the section on climate resilience scenario 
modelling 

vi. There were a number of comments on the wording of our materiality section in the 
draft ISAP 8 being confusing. 

vii. There was a comment that our use of the word ‘impacts’ in ISAP 8 related to climate 
change is inconsistent with the terminology ‘effects’ used in IFRS S2, particularly since 
the term ‘impact’ is used with different context in some other climate change literature.  

viii. There was one comment that our continued cross references throughout the text to the 
relevant sections of IFRS S2 could be problematic if IFRS S2 itself is updated. 

Response We addressed all these comments in the relevant paragraphs and made suitable 
improvements and clarifications that we believe address the points raised., including 
removing 2.5.6 e.  

However, with regard to v above, we did not add examples or increase technical content as 
requested since they are better placed in IAN 200, which is concurrently under 
development. Also, with regard to viii above, we retained the cross references as we believe 
these make the standard easier to use in conjunction with the underlying IFRS S2 standard, 
and the ISAP due process guidelines would allow for an expediated process to update the 
cross references if ISAP S2 is changed. 

As well, with regard to iv above, the IAA had made a conscious decision to structure the 
ISAPs in a way that ISAP 1 on General Actuarial Practice is a pre-requisite to compliance 
with other ISAPs, and references to ISAP 1 are consistently used in the other ISAPs. ISAP 8 
follows this same structure as used in other ISAPs. We recognize that the reliance of ISAP 
8 on ISAP 1 can pose challenges, particularly for jurisdictions that have not adopted ISAP 1 



International Actuarial Association  Actuarial Standards Committee 

  7 August 2025 

 

 Page 6 of 16 

or have materially different local standards. However, the wording included in the preface 
of ISAP 8 “If an actuarial standard-setting body wishes to adopt or endorse this ISAP, it is 
essential to ensure that existing standards are substantially consistent with ISAP 1 as this 
ISAP relies upon ISAP 1 in many respects” is intended to provide flexibility and guidance in 
such cases. ISAPs are model standards. Local adoption or endorsement of ISAP 8 would 
be possible even if ISAP 1 is not locally adopted, provided that existing local standards are 
substantially consistent with ISAP 1. 

 
 
IV. Paragraph by paragraph summary of the main comments received and our responses. 

There were a number of good minor editing points raised in the responses and the internal 
discussions on the responses. We have considered all such suggestions and adopted those that 
we felt improved clarity. Such suggestions are not detailed below. 

Paragraph 1.1 

Paragraph 1.6  

Comment Suggestion that the date should be filled using 26 June 2023.  

Response Added June 2023. 

Paragraph 2.1 

Comment 
One comment suggested adding an item to the list of considerations “The business,, 
commercial, financial and climate-related environment in which the entity operates, and the 
entity’s attitudes to these including its risk management framework;” 

Response We agreed with the general point, and that additional is an appropriate improvement. We 
added 2.1.c “The business, financial and climate-related environment in which the entity 
operates”, and 2.1.d “The entity’s approach to adapt to and mitigate the effects of climate-
related risks and opportunities” as considerations. We did not include “commercial” in 2.1.c 
as it was felt that “business” was sufficient.  In 2.1.d we felt “approach” was more 
appropriate and objective than “attitude”, and that it was unnecessary to include the specific 
reference to “risk management framework” as it is covered by the broader 2.1.d wording.  

Comment One comment suggested adding an additional bullet in what is now (2.1.g.) “How climate 
scenarios are developed, interpreted, and applied for the purpose of IFRS S2”. 

Comment 
a. Drop reference to “in connection with IFRS S2” in first bullet point.   

b. Add reference to continuous knowledge updating.  

c. Under general comments, it was suggested that the purpose of ISAP 8 should be more 
specific throughout, clarifying that it relates to actuaries performing actuarial services 
to support the preparation by entities of climate related disclosures required under IFRS 
S2 

Response a. Agree reference is unnecessary. Change made.   

b. No change.  Basic knowledge requirements are addressed in ISAP 1. Continuous 
knowledge updating is better addressed in a Code of Conduct.  

c. Based on a general comment, we added the wording “to actuaries when performing 
actuarial services to support the preparation by an entity of climate-related disclosures 
in accordance with” to the stem on 1.1.  



International Actuarial Association  Actuarial Standards Committee 

  7 August 2025 

 

 Page 7 of 16 

Response We decided against including this as it is too specific, as this paragraph is more focused on 
general knowledge requirements than on technical details of the entity’s approach to 
climate risk modeling and/or scenario analysis. 

Comment One comment suggested adding “, including interdependencies between assets and 
liabilities, where historical relationships may no longer apply” to the end of the 1st bullet of 
what is now (2.1.g.) to make the relationship between assets and liabilities explicit. 

Response We agreed with explicitly calling out the relationship between assets and liabilities as an 
item for consideration but removed the reference to “historical relationships” as it is too 
specific. We also added “and value chain” after “business model” in this bullet as they are 
always mentioned together in IFRS S2, and an entity’s value chain includes its investments 
and financed emissions associated with those investments, so the value chain is tied to the 
entity’s assets and cash-flows. 

Comment One comment suggested re-wording what is now (2.1.f.) to emphasize that the actuary 
should have knowledge of what is needed in terms of skills, capabilities, and resources, 
regardless of whether they exist within the entity. 

Response We agreed with the comment and made the improvements as suggested. 

Comment One comment suggested replacing “climate-related issues” with “climate-related risks and 
opportunities” and to refer to “business model and value chain” instead of only “business 
model” in the 1st bullet of what is now (2.1.g.). 

Response We agreed with both suggestions and made the improvements. 

Comment One comment suggested replacing “Risks and factors” with “Factors” in the last bullet of 
what is now (2.1.g.) since the words “Risks and” seemed redundant. 

Response We decided to keep “Risks and factors” as it connects better with the rest of the sentence. 

Paragraph 2.2 

Comment All four organizations who submitted comments expressed concern over introducing the 
concept of considering projected impacts versus “expectations” for impacts, especially 
those from third parties. One organization cited the importance of distinguishing between 
materiality for actuarial services and at the level of the entity’s disclosures. The comments 
generally highlighted some confusion in references to materiality for purposes of actuarial 
services versus materiality for the entity.  

Response We re-wrote 2.2 (and 2.1) to read more clearly. We clarified the relationship between 

materiality of actuarial services and at the level of the entity’s disclosures. We deleted the 

text on third party expectations as this would be a topic for an IAN, as opposed to 

belonging in the standard. 

Paragraph 2.3 

Comment There were suggestions for more specificity for the “nature” of climate vs. traditional risks, 
as well as how to apply proportionality in high uncertainty scenarios. Also, a suggestion 
was made in relation to opportunities to introduce the phrase “greater opportunities”.  

Response 
The suggested prescriptiveness is more suitable for an IAN.  In relation to opportunities, we 

retained the word “exposure” over “greater opportunities”.  
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Paragraph 2.4 

Comment i. One comment (in General Comments) pointed out that the words “others’ data” in the 
1st bullet of par. 2.4.1 was unclear and suggested using the words “data from parties 
other than the entity”.  

ii. One comment suggested adding the words “and results” after “opinions and 
supporting analyses” in the 2nd bullet of par. 2.4.1 and in original par. 2.4.2.a.  

iii. One comment suggested adding the words “performed by an actuary” after “in 
situations of particular climate-related disclosure work” in par. 2.4.2 to clarify that 
this applies to the actuary’s direct scope of work and not to other parts of the 
external disclosures that the actuary did not directly contribute to.  

iv. A few comments pointed out that the section (in particular par. 2.4.2) lacked clarity 
on the extent of the actuary’s responsibility or seemed impractical, challenging to 
achieve, and overly burdensome, and suggested either deleting the section entirely, 
adding statements that actuaries are not expected to independently verify the 
expertise of third parties, or simply replacing par. 2.4.2 with a statement that the 
actuary should consider the need to review the other party’s supporting 
documentation.  

v. One comment suggested adding judgements or opinions to the list in original 
par.2.4.2.a to allow for the case where reliance is placed on other party expertise and 
data and it is not covered by the current list in original par. 2.4.2.a (data, 
assumptions, models).  

vi. One comment suggested moving original par. 2.4.2.c before original par. 2.4.2.a 
since original par. 2.4.2.c would probably be part of the thought process going into 
complying with original par. 2.4.2.a.  

vii. One comment suggested replacing the word “and” in par. 2.4.1 “Inputs and outputs 
from climate science, energy, and macroeconomic models, and the assumptions and 
methodologies underpinning these models” with “including” since the assumptions 
would be an example of an input into these models.  

viii. One comment suggested reordering the bullets in original par. 2.4.2.a to “data, 
assumptions and/or models” for consistency with other parts of the standard. 

Response i. We agreed with the comment and made the improvement as suggested.  

ii. We decided against it since ISAP 1 par. 2.3 uses the words “data, opinions of other 
professionals, and supporting analyses” and does not use the word “results”.  

iii. We think this is already implied by “in which it is the actuary who selects the party on 
whom to rely” and generally understood. We decided against adding this language.  

iv. We think the fact that actuaries are not expected to independently verify the expertise 
of third parties is already implied by ISAP 1 par. 2.3, which is referenced in ISAP 8 
par.2.4.   

v. We do not think that par. 2.4.2 is overly burdensome, and we think that this should be 
part of the actuary’s thought process in selecting the party on whom to rely. However, 
we added the words “to the extent practicable” to address the concern on practicality. 
We decided against adding these. “Opinions of other professionals and supporting 
analyses” is already listed in par. 2.4.1, and par. 2.4.2 is internally consistent in 
referring to “data, assumptions, and models”, which is more factual information. It 
also may be difficult to define criteria to select sources of “opinions”, in particular. The 
word “judgements” is not present in ISAP 1 par. 2.3 or anywhere in ISAP 8, and we do 
not want to introduce this word for the first time.  
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vi. We agreed with the comment and made the improvement as suggested.  

vii. We decided against the suggestion since ISAP 1 par. 2.10.6.f lists “key assumptions” 
and “inputs” as separate items of the same list. We think assumptions are broader 
than just an example of an input into a model.  

viii. We agreed with the comment and made the improvement as suggested.  

Paragraph 2.5. 

Comment 2.5.1. 

Organization comments were: (i) the drafting portrays a knowledge requirement; (ii) the 
term “commercial environment” is vague; (iii) clarify it is what entity uses for governance 
purposes.  

Response To address the “knowledge” comment, we modified the reference to “understand” the 
entity’s attributes to “consider” the impact on those attributes. We replaced “commercial 
environment” with (the IFRS S2 terms) “business model and value chain”. We also re-
organized the text to improve readability.   

Comment 2.5.2. 

Clarify how “reasonable” (the strategy and its effect on work) should be assessed.   

Response We did not change the wording, as methodology for assessing reasonableness is beyond 
the scope of the ISAP. Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.5.b cite instances where the actuary should 
check for reasonableness. 

Comment 2.5.3. 

Two organizations provided comments, questioning the use of the word “key” in relation to 
risks and questioning the value of “the breadth of risks and opportunities identified that may 
apply”.  

Response We changed “key” to “significant”; and rephrased the “breadth” comment to a consideration 

of whether they are broad enough in scope. In addition, we combined the two original 
subparagraphs relating to “appropriateness” considerations.  

Comment 2.5.4. 

One organization suggested it be clarified the work should be in relation to “current and 
anticipated effects of climate-related risks and opportunities”.   

Response We concurred and made an improvement.  

Comment 2.5.5.  

i. For 2.5.5.a., one organization suggested changes to the text: “The mitigation and 
adaptation strategies and the projected impacts of such strategies incorporated into 
the entity’s strategy to manage climate-related risks and opportunities” to the 
following; “The mitigation and adaptation strategies and/or scenarios and the 
projected impacts of such strategies and/or scenarios incorporated into the entity’s 
strategy to manage climate-related risks and opportunities.” (The suggested changes 
are bolded).  

ii. One organization suggested that a sub-clause is inserted into 2.5.5 to support 
actuarial practice in the area of reviewing transition plans. The same organization 
suggested that the  this sub-clause is cross checked against the TPT guidance per this 
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link: https://www.ifrs.org/sustainability/knowledge-hub/transition-plan-taskforce-
resources/ 

iii. One organization said that the requirement to consider the mitigation and adaptation 
strategies is already captured under IFRS S2. For 2.5.5.a., the organization suggested 
we should consider adding a requirement for the actuary to consider the regulatory, 
market, or competitive barriers to the successful implementation of mitigation and 
adaptation strategies. The organization added that given the systemic nature of 
climate-related risks, traditional management levers may not prove successful. For 
2.5.5.b., the organization suggested we consider offering guidance on the appropriate 
course of action if there are no targets and/or no plan. The organization added that 
here the actuary could face such a situation, particularly for clients who are disclosing 
for the first time. 

iv. For 2.5.5., one organization suggested changes to the text: “When the actuary is 
performing work for the principal to prepare, provide input to, or review disclosures 
with respect to strategy and decision making, the actuary should consider” to the 
following text: “When the actuary is performing work for the principal to prepare, 
provide input to, or review disclosures required by an entity under IFRS S2 with respect 
to required quantitative information about the entity’s financial position, financial 
performance and cash flows.” (The suggested changes are bolded). 

v. One organization requested we define what we mean when we reference “mitigation 
and adaptation" strategies. 

vi. One organization asked us to be careful when using the term “mitigation”, stating that 
there should be clarity about what we mean by the term. The organization suggested 
that one solution to this could be to use a qualified term of mitigation such as “risk 
mitigation” or “emission mitigation”. 

Response i. We do not agree with the suggestion as the emphasis on “strategies” implicitly 
includes consideration of scenarios. Also, the suggestion states “strategies and/or 
scenarios” which seems incorrect, suggesting that the elements could be mutually 
exclusive, and an actuary should be able to choose between them. 

ii. We added additional content covering actuarial practice in the area of reviewing 
transition plans. 

iii. We do not agree with the suggestion for 2.5.5.a., as we do not believe it is the 
actuary’s responsibility to consider barriers to the successful implementation of 
mitigation and adaptation strategies in the context of providing actuarial services on 
disclosure related to the entity’s adopted strategy (as opposed to advising the entity 
on its strategy). Equally, on 2.5.5.b., we do not believe it is the actuary’s responsibility 
to provide guidance on the appropriate course of action if there are no targets and/or 
no plan. It is for the intended user(s) of the actuary’s information to consider and 
decide on the feasibility of strategies and courses of action. 

iv. We agree that the reference to “entity” should be made within the text, but we do not 
agree with the other suggested changes on the basis that they would serve to make 
the text unnecessarily prescriptive. 

v. We agree, and addressed this by amending 2.5.5.a. to read: “The climate-related risk 
mitigation and adaptation strategies….” 

vi. We agree that the term “mitigation” should be qualified more strongly and have 
amended the text to read: “climate-related risk mitigation”. This edit is consistent with 
the edit made for response (v), above. 

Comment 2.5.6 

https://www.ifrs.org/sustainability/knowledge-hub/transition-plan-taskforce-resources/
https://www.ifrs.org/sustainability/knowledge-hub/transition-plan-taskforce-resources/
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/Actuary.html
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/work.html
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/Principal.html
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/Actuary.html
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This paragraph mandates quantitative estimates as a principle, but in practice, such 
quantification is often difficult due to the high uncertainty and data limitations inherent in 
climate-related risks. Expecting actuaries to always provide quantified figures may hinder 
practical implementation and could lead to the presentation of inaccurate figures. We 
suggest explicitly acknowledging the appropriateness of qualitative analysis or scenario-
based interpretation by the actuary when quantitative information is not feasible or 
appropriate, and adding a brief guideline for such judgment. 

Response We disagree that 2.5.6 unduly requires quantitative information. We believe it is appropriate 
for 2.5.6 to mandate quantitative estimates as a principle, following the guidelines in 
2.5.6.a.  We note that the actuary is free to provide qualitative information only if they 
choose (see 2.5.6.f), provided the rationale for this choice is disclosed. 

Comment 2.5.6. 

Delete “required” on the basis that IFRS S2 includes circumstances where quantitative 
information is not required, for example, paragraph 19. Add additional wording for 
consistency with IFRS S2 and to clarify what the quantitative information relates to should 
the paragraph references in IFRS S2 change. 

Response We agreed and made the improvement. 

Comment 2.5.6.a.  

Further clarification on what the range estimates represent:    

“Where quantitative information is to be provided for the anticipated future effects of 
climate-related risks and opportunities, the actuary should provide range estimates which 
represent xxx wherever feasible unless:”    

e.g. disclosing what the range estimates are intended to represent, e.g. variability in 
assumptions, unmodelled risks, uncertainty in climate models etc. 

Response We agreed and made improvements to the wording. 

Comment 2.5.6.a.ii 

There may be many situations where both a point estimate and a range of estimates are 
appropriate, but for whatever reason the actuary feels a point estimate is more appropriate. 

Response We agreed and made improvements to the wording. 

Comment 2.5.6.c 

There is potential interaction between parts a and c. This is because a range of estimates 
may be applied by an actuary to try to quantify the level of measurement uncertainty around 
a point estimate or individual climate-related scenarios. Put another way, the presence of 
different climate-related scenarios is not necessarily indicative of measurement uncertainty 
but more likely indicative of the fact that there are different plausible scientific opinions 
around the path of future net-zero transitions. This could be highlighted in the wording for 
clarity. 

Response We revised the wording in 2.5.6.a. to address the issue raised. No changes were made to 
2.5.6.c. 

Comment 2.5.6.b. 

It is proposed that this standard be supplemented with a requirement that for 
comprehensive impacts of climate-related risks and opportunities that cannot be separated, 
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an explanation should be provided. In actuarial analysis, there may be multiple reasons that 
impacts interact with each other and cannot be separated individually.  

Response We made some changes to 2.5.6.b. to address the issue raised. 

Comment 
2.5.6.b.i  
Consider clarifying wording.  Without reading IFRS S2, it is not clear if this is requiring that:   

• the impact of risks be separately identifiable from the impact of opportunities or   

• The impact of each individual risk and opportunity be separately identifiable.  

Response We agreed and made changes and clarifications to 2.5.6.b.  

Comment 2.5.6.d. 

Reconsider this requirement. It may not always be practicable to provide quantitative 
information (e.g., tipping points).   

Response We disagree with this feedback. We are not mandating the provision of quantitative 
information in this Standard. 2.5.6.f allows the actuary to provide qualitative information as 
long as the actuary provides a rationale to explain why this is done. 

Comment 2.5.6.e. 

Even if not explicitly asked to do so, actuaries should still say when the level of 
measurement uncertainty of quantitative information is so high that the resulting 
information would not be useful. 

Response We deleted 2.5.6.e. and incorporated slightly expanded text in 2.5.6.a. capturing 
measurement uncertainty but making sure to avoid any inference that the actuary is 
responsible for the entity’s decision on whether such information is useful for disclosure.  

Comment 2.5.7. 

A response proposed omitting excessive detail: Sections that are overly detailed, such as 
the exhaustive list of considerations for climate-related scenario analysis, could be 
streamlined to focus on key points.  

Response We believe the level of detail included is appropriate.   As per the Q3 general response, 12 of 
the 14 commenters supported the level of detail in the draft Standard. 

Comment 
2.5.7.a.ii   

You may want to add an item, possibly as the first one:” The level of relevance of such 
scenarios to the actuary’s work”  

Response We agreed and incorporated the suggested improvement.  

Comment 
2.5.7.a. iii   
The following is a complex area with significant uncertainty and the potential to materially 
impact outcomes over the longer term.     
Tipping points & Non-linear impacts – Further guidance on the actuary’s considerations 
around how non-linear impacts, feedback loops, and implications of climate system tipping 
points have been considered.    

e.g. Actuary should recognise the limitations of any analysis with respect to the 
consideration of tipping points & non-linear impacts. Any analysis that does not cover these 
considerations should be disclosed and the limitations of this made clear.    
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Response We agreed with the sentiment and  incorporated improvements by moving “Disclosure of 
any material limitations and uncertainties when communicating outputs to the principal or 
users of the work.” from published scenarios (2.5.7a ii) to the scenario design section in 
general (2.5.7a). Hence, the comment on tipping points & non-linear impacts is reflected as 
well as any other consideration in the scenario design section (2.5.7a). 

Comment 
2.5.7 b. vii)     

“Reliance on third-party models and data”   

Response We agreed and incorporated the suggested improvement.  

Comment 
2.5.7 b.   
Whilst third party models may have a wide range of calibrated assumptions, additional 
assumptions or more detail might be required to cater for the specific entity being 
assessed.    

Add after sub-point xi.)  “The need to identify and develop additional assumptions 
necessary for the specific entity”   

Response We agreed and incorporated the suggested improvement.  

Comment 
2.5.7 b. i)   
The appropriate evaluation tools and metrics to assess the impacts on the financial 
position (impact on assets and liabilities), financial performance (profitability), and cash 
flows as outlined in IFRS S2 paragraph 15, including relationships and interdependencies 
between assets and liabilities, where historical relationships may no longer apply, 
impacting guarantees   

Reason: The relationship between assets and liabilities is implied in the existing wording, 
but we suggest stating explicitly to encourage actuaries to consider whether existing 
models remain appropriate.     

Response The suggested change was not made  as we believe this would bring too much detail into 
2.5.7. b.i.  

Comment 
2.5.7.a   
Consider adding a requirement for the actuary to clearly identify the nature of the 
emissions, socioeconomic, political, and technological pathway.   

Reason: It may be difficult to understand the results otherwise. For a given temperature 
target, the impacts could be very different depending on the exact nature of the transition.   

Response Suggestion addressed in 2.5.7.a.i by adding (underlined wording) 

“Use of scenarios that capture different carbon net-zero transition pathways, taking into 
consideration different emission, socioeconomic, political, and technological pathways”. 

Comment 
2.5.7.a iii   
The characteristics of climate change scenarios   

Reason: Most of the bullet points seem to describe characteristics of climate-related risks 
themselves.  

Response Not changed as we note that this section is about scenarios.  

Comment 
2.5.7.a v   
Alignment of the model scenario to the risk profile of the entity.     

Reason: This section of the standard deals with scenario design as opposed to modelling 
(which is the next section).   

https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/Principal.html
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/work.html
http://model/
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Response We agree and incorporated the suggested improvement.  

Comment 
2.5.7.b xii   
Consider removing:   
“Any material limitations in the modelling or outcomes and how to disclose them.”   
Reason: Seems to be captured under 2.5.7b vi   

“Model limitations around data inputs, assumptions, and/or model methodology”   

Response We vagree that the first part of xii is included in vi.   

However, as the second part of xii (on disclosures) is not included in vi, we changed xii 
using the same wording as in 2.5.7a ii “Disclosure of any material limitations and 
uncertainties when communicating outputs to the principal or users of the work.”    

Comment 
2.5.7.b   
It is proposed to add a macro-assumption factor as an important factor for actuaries to 
consider, such as economic trends, societal context (including policy ambition / change 
tolerance), variables at the national or regional level, energy use, and technological 
development.   
Reason: Climate risks are highly correlated with macroeconomics and policies, a point that 
was particularly emphasized in paragraph 3.2 of the statement of intent released in 2023.   

Response We decided not to make a change as we believe this would bring too much detail into 2.5.7 
b i.  

Comment 2.5.8. 
Add after sub-point b. “The entity‘s risk mitigation and resilience plans, the actions being 
progressed, and the likelihood of these being sufficient”.   

Response No change was made. This section is concerned with risk management, not resilience, and 
only in relation to climate risks, which are covered in the existing wording and that in S2 

itself. 

Comment 2.5.9. 

Two commented that more guidance and examples would be helpful. Also, the reference in 
2.5.9 should be to S2 paragraphs 27-37.  

Response No change in this respect as S2 itself and the accompanying guidance provide extensive 
material and examples. This ISAP will be supplemented by IAA IAN 200, which is being 
developed, which is the place for educational guidance and examples.  

Agreed: reference changed to 27-37    

Paragraph 2.6 

Comment Should be deleted or redrafted to reflect fact that pension funds are asset owners not 
investment managers  

Response 
Redrafted as it is important to refer to pension funds because IFRS S2 does not, and many 
actuaries work on them. Therefore, the section remains, but only with a concise statement 
to consider the guidance in IFRS S2 applicable to commercial banks, asset managers, and 
insurers. Given the significant variations in the operation contracts of pension funds 
globally, no background discussion on pension funds is included.  Further guidance, 
including any background discussion on pension funds, is beyond the scope of ISAP 8 and 
would be better addressed as needed in an IAN. 

Paragraph 3.1.  

http://model/
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/data.html
http://model/
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/Principal.html
https://www.actuaries.org/IAA/Documents/CTTEES_ASC/ISAPs_Glossary_Terms/work.html
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Comment 3.1.1.e  

Is the disclosure about the level of uncertainty also quantitative?  

Response We decided to leave 3.1.1.e as is, as uncertainty is likely to be difficult to quantify in any 
event.    

Comment 
Data is mentioned throughout the standard and would be a key input into the analysis.   

3.1.2.a.  Consider adding a requirement to disclose data sources.   

Response Comment incorporated. 

Comment 3.1.2.e.  

The text “Disclosures of the extent to which the scenarios selected do not include a 
scenario aligned with the latest international agreement on climate change or have 
departed from those outlined by relevant reputable bodies (e.g., IPCC - Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change) and the rationale for such departures (see 2.5.7.a.i.)” is not 

aligned with the relevant section 2 text.   

Response We aligned the disclosure text to the relevant section 2 paragraph by deleting the following 
example text in brackets “(e.g., IPCC – Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change)” as we 
do not generally include examples and the example does not appear in the relevant section 
2 text. 

Comment 3.1.2.b   

Consider adding a requirement to disclose results with and without management actions.  

Response No change made. The requirement for the actuary to consider management actions is 
already reflected in 2.5.7.b.v, and we prefer not to put another burden on the actuary to 
disclose results with and without management actions. 

Comment 3.1.5 

i. Include after 3.1.1 

ii. Reliance on other party expertise, data, assumptions, and models  

Response i. We left as is,  but added a cross reference to 2.4 where “Other Party” is first mentioned 

ii. We agreed and incorporated "assumptions” in the wording. 

Glossary 

Comment Suggested new definition: Emission mitigation   

When used in relation to climate, efforts to reduce the amount of greenhouse gas emissions 
released into the atmosphere and that reduce the current concentration of these gases by 
enhancing sinks (e.g., increasing the area of forests). In the context of climate, mitigation is 
different from adaptation. As typically used in actuarial practice, the term refers to an action 
that reduces the frequency or severity of a risk.   

Reason: To avoid confusion about the usage of the term mitigation.   

This is the same definition as used in the CRTF Glossary. 

Response ISAP 8 uses the term mitigation. We did not make the change. 
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Comment 
Suggested new definition: Risk mitigation  

When used in relation to general risk reduction, efforts to reduce the net risk of an entity.   

Response ISAP 8 uses the term mitigation. We did not make the change. 

Comment For terms related to ISAP8, it is proposed to add relevant remarks to the applicable standard 
after the term. For example: Model (ISAP 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) changed to Model (ISAP 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8)   

Response We agreed and made the suggested improvements.  

 


