
 

1 
 

 

 

14 February 2025 

Hon Andrew Bayly, Minister of Commerce and Consumer Affairs 
C/o Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment 
PO Box 1473 
Wellington 6140 
New Zealand 
 
 
BY EMAIL: climaterelateddisclosure@mbie.govt.nz 
 

Dear Minister, 

Submission on discussion document: Adjustments to the climate-related disclosures regime 

SHIFT Advisory is a law firm providing lawyers on a flexible, secondment basis to fill the internal legal 
needs of clients across the financial services and corporate market. SHIFT Compliance provides non-
legal services including Climate and ESG, Corporate Governance and Risk and Compliance services, 
in a similar manner. Over the past year and a half, a number of SHIFT Compliance consultants have 
gained knowledge of and experience in relation to the Aotearoa Climate Standards, supporting clients 
in various ways as part of internal client teams.  
 
We are aware of some of the challenges of the initial year of climate reporting and would be 
supportive of adjustments to reduce the cost burden of reporting, especially on smaller reporting 
entities. However, we note the positive progress that we have seen – in particular, a vastly increased 
awareness of climate change related issues and progress towards embedding regular consideration of 
these issues into internal practices – and would not want to lose progress after two years of reporting.  
 
As noted, we are supportive of adjustments to the climate-related disclosures (CRD) reporting regime. 
However, understandably, given the time pressure MBIE was under, we consider that there are other 
points to be explored beyond those raised in the Discussion Document. We consider that for the most 
part, the options outlined in the Discussion Document are too broad brush, and further refinement is 
warranted in order to avoid unintended negative consequences.  The Discussion Document makes it 
clear that the CRD regime will continue unchanged for another year, which will not only give climate 
reporting entities more experience producing another climate statement, but will also time to allow 
consideration of alternatives such as differential reporting, and for the External Reporting Board to 
continue its Post-Implementation Review. 
 
We also note that the Discussion Document focuses on limited aspects only of the Australian climate-
reporting regime, and does not cover other relevant factors in the Australian regime – such as its 
application to unlisted entities and its more extensive reporting requirements. Nor does the Discussion 
Document include other reference to the reporting regimes of other major trading partners such as 
California and Europe and the implications for New Zealand entities as part of the value chains of 
entities reporting in Australia or elsewhere that require value chain disclosure. 
 
Our submission is largely that the options offered are not preferred and differential reporting could 
address concerns about resource intensity and improve the usefulness of information for primary 
users while still meeting the purposes of the CRD regime.   
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Privacy and publication of responses 

[To tick a box below, double click on check boxes, then select ‘checked’.] 

 The Privacy Act 2020 applies to submissions. Please check this box if you do not wish your name 
or other personal information to be included in any information about submissions that MBIE may 
publish. 

 MBIE intends to upload submissions received to MBIE’s website at www.mbie.govt.nz. If you do 
not want your submission to be placed on our website, please check the box and provide an 
explanation in the box below.  

I do not want my submission placed on MBIE’s website because… [Insert text] 

 

 

Please check if your submission contains confidential information 

 I would like my submission (or identified parts of my submission) to be kept confidential, and 
have stated below my reasons and grounds under the Official Information Act that I believe apply, 
for consideration by MBIE. 

I would like my submission (or identified parts of my submission) to be kept confidential because… 
[Insert text] 
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We do not prefer any of these three options for the following reasons:  
 
Option 1: We support some adjustments to the CRD regime for smaller reporting entities to be 
explored through differential reporting, which rules out Option 1. Reporting frameworks that are 
used by smaller companies in the private equity or venture capital space may be a helpful point 
of reference. 
 
Option 2:  In our view, a significant threshold increase applied hastily after the first year of 
reporting and not implemented until after 2 full years of reporting seems a blunt approach to the 
problem, which rules out Option 2. Whilst we understand the desire to reduce the burden of the 
CRD regime for smaller listed entities, close alignment with the absolute size of Australian 
reporting entities omits consideration of the different markets and the relative position of 
reporting entities within their respective industries and markets. In addition, as mentioned, there 
are differences between the CRD regime and the Australian regime that also play a part – the 
Australian regime may have higher thresholds because it requires more disclosure content, 
greater assurance in the long run and also applies to unlisted companies.   
 
Option 3: Whilst it states in the Discussion Document that Option 3 would be better aligned with 
Australia’s reporting requirements, in our view, this statement doesn’t take into account a 
number of other factors that may be relevant, including: 

- Australian requirements apply to listed and unlisted companies 
- Option 3 may exclude entities falling within the Australian equivalent of Group 3  
- The smaller entities that would be temporarily excluded from the CRD regime would 

have already been reporting for 2 years. It would seem sensible for those entities coming 
into the modified CRD regime in early 2028 to at least continue with certain elements of 
the reporting requirements in the meantime.  

- As mentioned, the Australian regime is more onerous and detailed in parts. For example, 
there is less phasing in of reporting requirements and disclosure of quantification of 
financial impacts is more demanding 

- See comment above about whether close alignment with the absolute size of Australian 
reporting entities omits consideration of the relative size of entities in relation to the 
markets that they operate in. 

 
Please also see the discussion in response to Questions 7 and 10 about the scale of climate risks 
that the global and New Zealand economies may be facing. Over the medium term and beyond, 
companies that have the knowledge of and are able to respond to the considerable climate 
related risks and opportunities that are to come will be better positioned to protect their 
financial position and contribute positively to New Zealand. Aligning with Australian thresholds in 
absolute terms does not seem to take this into account.  
 
Other points that warrant further exploration in relation to appropriate issuer thresholds are the 
other sources of pressure that may apply to New Zealand listed (and unlisted) entities that a 
regular cadence of some level of climate reporting would support. These include: 
 

- not only being part of the value chain of Australian entities, but also being part of the 
value chain of reporting entities in other parts of the world. For example, EU and 
California have introduced sustainability reporting requirements that are likely to impact 
New Zealand corporates indirectly if not directly. It is notable that these regimes can also 
apply to private companies. We note the MFAT observation in relation to the EU 
sustainability disclosure regime: 
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None of the three options are preferred, for the reasons we explain below. We prefer that the 
XRB addresses concerns raised in the Discussion Document through differential reporting. 
 
Option 1: Of the 3 options, we would support Option 1 but with adjustments and differential 
reporting. We support considering adjustments to the CRD regime as it applies to investment 
scheme managers as a whole to reduce costs and increase usefulness and comparability across 
the industry. Differential reporting could  apply fewer or less frequent requirements to the 
smaller investment scheme managers.  
 
Option 2: Although comparison to Australian thresholds may be superficially compelling, the 
Australian and New Zealand fund management markets are distinct. Investor eligibility based on 
residence and other rules are dictated by a regulatory framework in each country. In addition, 
the scale of these markets and potential systemic impact differs markedly, with the Australian 
fund management industry being roughly 10+ times the size of that in New Zealand based on 
funds under management. When considering the potential range of application of the CRD 
regime, it seems relevant to consider the size, market position and impact of the schemes in their 
relevant market, not only by reference to the absolute size of schemes. 
 
Climate-related risks and opportunities are expected to be very significant for the investment 
sector and global economy. The chart below is from the Network for Greening the Financial 
System (NGFS)4, shows estimations of loss to global GDP from chronic physical risks only 
approaching -15% of global GDP by 2050 based on a current policies scenario. The NGFS 
estimation for GDP loss from acute physical risks is an additional  -8% based on a current policies 
scenario. This is just one source of estimation, which has its  limitations, but the reason for briefly 
touching on this complex area is to illustrate that it will be in the retail investors’ interests to 
have their savings managed by investment scheme managers who are equipped to track and 
respond to risks and opportunities that could have such significant impact on investors’ returns.  
 

 












