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This guidance document was prepared by Acclimatise, the 

trading name of Acclimatise Group LTD and Russian 

Chapter, the Russia Chapter of the World Economic Forum’s 

Climate Governance Initiative (CGI) for use by its members 

and that of the members of fellow Chapters of the global CGI 

network. 

 

The authors have exercised reasonable skill, care and 

diligence to assess the information acquired during the 

preparation of this report, but makes no guarantees or 

warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information 

provided by third parties.  The information contained in this 

report is based upon, and limited by, the circumstances and 

conditions acknowledged herein, and upon information 

available at the time of its preparation.  The information 

provided by others is believed to be accurate but cannot be 

guaranteed. The information in this report is high level and 

general in nature. It does not constitute financial 

recommendations or advice and is not intended to provide or 

replace legal advice tailored to the specific jurisdiction and 

circumstances.  

 

Acclimatise and MinterEllison does not accept any 

responsibility for the use, in whole or in part, of the contents 

of this report.  Any alternative use, including that by a third 

party, or any reliance on, or decisions based on this 

document, are the responsibility of the user or third party. 
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Acclimatise 

Acclimatise is a specialist advisory and analytics company providing world-class expertise in 

climate change adaptation and physical climate risk management. Founded in 2004, 

Acclimatise’s mission is to make the world more resilient to climate change, by making climate 

change information useful for clients and helping them to take the very best decisions in the 

face of uncertainty. 

With a presence in the United Kingdom, United States, India and mainland Europe, Acclimatise 

has worked in over 80 countries. Acclimatise’s experience spans a wide range of sectors 

including finance, insurance, water, energy, transport, mining, agriculture, defence, food and 

beverages, and development. Working with corporates, financial institutions and governments, 

Acclimatise is committed to achieving the greatest impact in driving action on climate change 

adaptation. 

www.acclimatise.uk.com 

 

MinterEllison 

MinterEllison is the largest commercial law firm in the Asia-Pacific with offices across Australia, 

the UK, New Zealand, PR China and Hong Kong, and Mongolia.  

MinterEllison leads the market in advising on climate risk governance through a corporate law 

lens. Clients benefit from MinterEllison's proven ability to collaborate and deliver climate risk 

governance and disclosure advice at the forefront of the latest developments in law, policy, 

science, economics and academia. Our subject matter expertise is combined with deep sectoral 

experience to provide an unrivalled commercial lens across climate-related risk, governance 

and disclosure law issues. 

www.minterellison.com 

 

Russian Chapter 

Russian Chapter is a local part of the global Climate Governance Initiative (CGI) of the World 
Economic Forum. Russian Chapter: The Directors’ Climate Forum was launched on the initiative 
of the WEF in May 2020. It is a platform for board members, companies’ managers and 
committee chairpersons who seek to expand their knowledge about the effects of climate 
change on the Russian businesses. 
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 Executive Summary 
 

An evolving climate risk landscape 

Corporates today – across sectors – are faced with a physical climate risk landscape that is 

dynamic and unprecedented. This rapidly evolving landscape is giving rise to material impacts 

that are often significant, yet not fully appreciated, and that, in the absence of effective risk 

mitigation, may pose systemic risks to financial stability. Due to the potential financial impacts of 

climate change, climate risk analysis and disclosure have quickly become – and will remain - a 

board level issue of critical interest to financial and corporate regulators.  

The physical impacts of a changing climate are impacting businesses today, modifying a suite of 

risks that may previously have been viewed to be managed. These impacts – which are 

affecting firms, their key stakeholders and supply chains, and customers – risk undermining the 

foundations of corporate value (including reputation value) and placing constraints on the 

accomplishment of strategic objectives. Critically, these risks are becoming translated into 

foreseeable material financial risks and liability risks. 

The physical impacts of climate change also raise important far-reaching structural and long-

term implications across a range of factors that affect companies. These include access to 

critical material inputs, labour supply, household income, demand for goods and services, and 

ecosystem health. Failing to understand these trends may also, conversely, mean market and 

competitive opportunities being missed. 

At the same time, investor, insurer and regulatory expectations are increasing, with the 

disclosures aligned with the Recommendations of the Task Force on Climate-related Financial 

Disclosures (TCFD) on a course to becoming mandatory in several jurisdictions. In Russia, the 

Federal Government has inaugurated a two-year, cross-government programme to improve 

climate monitoring and adaptation planning and policy across sectors. 

 

The resilience imperative 

The real physical risks facing firms and the evolving regulatory landscape both create growing 

urgency on the need for corporates to understand, assess and disclose physical-related climate 

risks and opportunities. In addition, it means taking concrete steps to build resilience to 

identified physical risks, adjusting to new stakeholder expectations, and meeting the changing 

needs and demands of customers and clients as they respond to the impacts of climate change.  

Ensuring that companies are braced for these changes requires clear ownership and 

accountability. Robust climate risk protocols and practices should be mainstreamed throughout 

the corporate structure, together with routine disclosure of material climate risks, be they 

physical, transition or liability-related in nature. This is an investor and financial regulator 

expectation and increasingly an explicit regulatory requirement. 
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In their oversight capacity, NEDs have a unique and powerful role to play in driving Board-level 

action on climate risk. To continue to act in the best interests of all the stakeholders of the 

companies on whose boards they sit, Non-Executive Directors should ensure that companies 

are appropriately and responsibly managing physical risks, and are fully aware of the rapidly 

evolving physical, regulatory, and investor relations environment.  

By being prepared with key facts and probing questions, NEDs can help improve Board 

accountability and ensure that key – potentially overlooked – climate-related risks are being 

managed. 

 

Guidance to inform and structure dialogue 

Prepared for the Directors’ climate forum, Russian Chapter, this guidance brings leading 

physical risk and legal expertise to bear on an issue that represents one of – if not the – key 

challenge facing corporates today: How can business build resilience and thrive in the context of 

a changing climate?  

It provides a set of key questions that Non-Executive Directors can use to hold informed and 

strategic discussions around physical risks with their boards and senior management. It is 

designed as a ‘pick-up-and-use’ tool to be used in the boardroom setting today, and includes 

nine key questions (and follow-up questions), covering themes ranging from climate impacts to 

liability, that NEDs can ask company Directors. 

 Nine questions for Non-Executive Directors to ask boards 
 

The following are nine key questions to help Non-Executive Directors in their governance 

and oversight of corporate responses to physical climate risks and opportunities. Whilst 

effective oversight and assurance will be unique in the circumstances of each company, this 

guidance provides a foundational set of questions that are useful across all sectors.   

The questions are organised by theme (e.g. governance and impacts) and relate to a pillar of 

the TCFD recommendations: Governance, Strategy, Risk Management, or Metrics and Targets.  
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GOVERNANCE  

1. What governance mechanisms are in place for the management of current and 

future physical climate risks?  

a. Are oversight, strategy, assurance and disclosure mechanisms in relation to 

climate risk adequate to fulfil our directors' duties, such as those to act with due 

care and diligence in governing foreseeable climate risks and to act in the 

company's best interests / promote its success? 

b. Are they compliant with regulatory expectations on governance of climate risks in 

the jurisdictions of operation?  

c. Who is responsible for overseeing management and disclosure of climate-related 

physical risks throughout the company?  

d. What incentives are in place - at the board level and throughout the company - to 

achieve climate resilience goals and are these in conflict with any other incentives?  

e. How is the company bringing teams - strategy, risk, operational, finance, audit, 

procurement, legal, environmental, health and safety, human resources and 
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government affairs - together to promote cross-company ownership of climate 

strategy and embedding a consistent approach across the company?  

f. How does it engage with governmental, non-governmental and business 

stakeholders to influence policy aimed at delivering effective climate resilience 

outcomes? 

g. How does the company account for and disclose its assessment of physical risks 

– as an input to both qualitative and quantitative reports?    

 

RESOURCING  

2. Does the Board have access to the right skills and knowledge it needs to institute 

a robust physical climate risk management strategy and monitor performance?  

a. Does the company have the right skills across departments to implement its 

physical climate risk strategy in a context of climate uncertainty?   

b. Are we being supported by appropriate experts and advisors? 

c. What is the company's plan to build cross-company buy-in and individual as well 

as cross-departmental capacity to manage physical climate risk?   

 

RIGOUR 

3. How is the company assured of the adequacy and rigour of its climate risk 

management policies and practices and disclosures? 

a. Has the company obtained appropriately qualified external specialist advice in the 

area of physical climate risk? How has this contributed to enhancing in-house 

capabilities and challenge internal bias?  

b. Are material physical climate risks disclosed consistent with annual, periodic and 

continuous reporting obligations, including in prospectuses and other fund-raising 

disclosures?  

c. Have physical climate risks been raised as key audit matters? 

d. Is the company reporting in accordance with the TCFD Recommendations and 

emerging mandatory regulatory requirements, as well as the positions of investors 

and regulators concerning physical climate risks? 

 

RESILIENCE 

4. Has the company defined a strategy to build resilience to climate-related physical 

risks?   
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a. What actions is the company taking to ensure physical risks are managed 

effectively throughout the company, and across our value/supply chains, in 

accordance with our objectives and risk appetite?  

b. What operational and / or financial strategies does the company have in place to 

manage physical climate risk1? 

c. How are changes in extreme weather events and incremental climatic changes 

considered in the design phases for new developments and refits for existing 

assets?  

d. How does the company prioritise and financially provision for climate resilience 

actions?  

e. Are disaster recovery plans (including those concerning critical suppliers) regularly 

reviewed to assess their adequacy in ensuring continued delivery of services 

following extreme events?  

f. Has it defined the actions it can take to contribute to developing effective systemic 

responses aimed at optimising adaptation measures? 

 

RISKS  

5. Has the company conducted a baseline assessment of physical climate risks and 

opportunities for hazard types relevant to the company’s footprint, operations and 

supply chains?   

a. Have we considered physical climate risks under our financial risk management 

framework, and included it on our risk register as appropriate? 

b. Does the company assess direct and indirect physical risks using at least two 

scenarios (including a 2°C scenario and a 4°C scenario)?2 

c. Are physical climate risks evaluated objectively and consistently across the 

company?   

d. How does the company determine materiality and exceedance thresholds – 

including levels of 'intolerable risk' to individual assets and transactions and/or the 

wider company?  

e. Has the company identified trigger points for adapting, shutting down, or disposing 

of assets?  

 
1 see Error! Reference source not found. for a non-exhaustive list of management actions 
2 The differences in the physical impact between the two targets of the Paris Agreement - to keep mean global 
temperatures increase below well below 2 deg. C and aim for 1.5 deg. C - are significant. Of these temperature 
scenarios, the 2 deg. C scenario is the more precautionary for projecting physical risks. This scenario is also referred 
to in the Technical Suppement to the TCFD Recommendations. 
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f. How is the company addressing the systemic challenges associated with physical 

climate risk? 

 

IMPACTS 

6. What are the key material impacts of long-run climate change and extreme events 

on the company?  

a. What constraints do climate-related physical risks place on being able to 

accomplish strategic objectives?  

b. How does the company estimate the nature, scope and severity of how climate-

related physical material risks could evolve? Does it map its exposure using base 

case, best-case (2°C) and worst-case (4°C) scenarios when doing this?  

c. What are the impacts of physical climate risks on depreciation and operational 

costs? How are internal and external audit processes incorporate these 

considerations into existing processes, including provisions and impairment 

exercises? Is the Audit Committee properly trained to oversee these aspects of the 

audit process? 

d. What are the key physical climate risks that could affect communities, ecosystems, 

and supply chains on which our business depends, and how are these 

interconnected? What risks - market, reputational, competitive, litigation - do 

projected climate impacts raise vis-à-vis the company's strategic goals and day-

to-day operations? 

e. Has the company assessed the broader systemic risk factors to which it is 

exposed? 

 

OPPORTUNITIES 

7. Has the Board identified the opportunities associated with physical climate impacts 

that have the potential to boost the accomplishment of strategic goals and increase 

value to shareholders and other stakeholders?   

a. What opportunities - market, operational, competitive, reputational - do projected 

climate impacts raise vis-à-vis the company's strategic goals and day-to-day 

operations?  

b. What opportunities could the company leverage more effectively than it currently 

does? 

 

LIABILITY  
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8. Has management identified instances where physical climate impacts could create 

or increase liability risks?  

a. How might the company or board be exposed to litigation or liability connected with 

a failure to adequately oversee, manage or disclose physical climate risks?  

b. Could the materialisation of a physical climate risk trigger a breach of 

environmental or health and safety regulations, licence terms, covenants and/or 

insurances? 

c. How do we proactively manage or provision for physical climate risks in our 

material contracts both upstream (procurement) and downstream? 

d. Does the company routinely diligence contracts (e.g. procurement, mergers and 

acquisitions, joint ventures, asset disposals) for liabilities potentially affected by 

physical climate risks?  

e. Have we integrated specialist climate risk modules into our due diligence 

procedures? 

f. Does our approach to force majeure and contractual risk allocation remain fit for 

purpose?  

 

METRICS  

9. How will the company measure success regarding its management of physical 

climate risks?  

a. What are the company's climate resilience targets?  

b. What are the company's success criteria regarding physical climate risk and what 

indicators are used to monitor these?  

c. Have we stress-tested our vision across different future warming scenarios? 

 

 

 


