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15 December 2020 

Mr Erkki Liikanen 
Chair, IFRS Foundation Trustees 
commentletters@ifrs.org  

Dear Erkki 

Sustainability Reporting 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the IFRS’s Consultation Paper on Sustainability Reporting. 
We acknowledge the growing focus on sustainability issues across a broad range of stakeholders and 
appreciate IFRS’s engagement to obtain feedback. 

QIC is a Queensland Government owned investment manager that has over AU$79billion1 in funds under 
management for over 110 institutional investors in Australia and internationally. ESG/sustainability issues 
are an integral part of both our corporate and investment strategy, and we support the IFRS participating in 
the development of accounting standards in this space. 

QIC’s responses in relation to the Consultation Paper on Sustainability Reporting are provided in Appendix A 
to this letter. If you require further information on our views expressed in this submission, please contact 
Andrew Saunders, Senior Manager, Responsible Investment, on +61490 501 455 or at a.saunders@qic.com. 

Yours sincerely 

Claire Blake  Ravi Sriskandarajah 
Chief Financial Officer Executive Director, Client Solutions & Capital 

1 As at 30 June 2020 
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APPENDIX A: Response to IFRS Consultation Paper on Sustainability Reporting 
 

QUESTION 1: Is there a need for a global set of internationally recognised sustainability reporting 
standards?  

(a) If yes, should the IFRS Foundation play a role in setting these standards and expand its standard-
setting activities into this area? 

(b) If not, what approach should be adopted? 

Yes, we agree there is a need for a global set of internationally recognised sustainability reporting 
standards. We believe the IFRS Foundation should play a role in setting these standards in collaboration 
with the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Climate 
Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB) and the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) as alluded to in paragraph 34 of 
the consultation paper. This will avoid ‘re-inventing the wheel’ and reward those organisations/investors 
who have already made a commitment to and implemented data capture and reporting systems based on 
the leading frameworks outlined above. 

 

QUESTION 2: Is the development of a sustainability standards board (SSB) to operate under the 
governance structure of the IFRS Foundation an appropriate approach to achieving further consistency 
and global comparability in sustainability reporting? 

Yes, we support this governance structure and believe it is necessary to achieve the stated objectives. If 
possible, we would support the involvement of experts from the existing bodies mentioned above, in 
particular those from SASB. 

 

QUESTION 3: Do you have any comment or suggested additions on the requirements for success as listed 
in paragraph 31 (including on the requirements for achieving a sufficient level of funding and achieving 
the appropriate level of technical expertise)? 

No. 

 

QUESTION 4: Could the IFRS Foundation use its relationships with stakeholders to aid the adoption and 
consistent application of SSB standards globally? If so, under what conditions? 

Yes. We believe this is necessary to ensure the standards become the global benchmark. Potential options 
include the appointment of ‘Technical Leads’ for each region/country that are intimately involved in the 
development of and dissemination of education on the standards. Additionally, key corporate and/or 
investor stakeholders should be identified early in the process to pilot the standards and case studies 
developed as a result of these to provide practical examples, including lessons learned, once the standards 
are released. 

 

QUESTION 5: How could the IFRS Foundation best build upon and work with the existing initiatives in 
sustainability reporting to achieve further global consistency? 

Engage as early as possible with SASB, GRI, CDSB and CDP to provide input into the process they’re 
currently undertaking to harmonise their respective frameworks. We believe SASB should be a key 
organisation for engagement, given their focus on financially material issues across industries and provision 
of relevant accounting metrics for each. These issues and accounting metrics have been developed with 
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regard to  academic research, broad industry engagement with investors and corporates, and are 
monitored by an Investor Advisory Group which includes some of the world’s largest investors. 

QUESTION 6: How could the IFRS Foundation best build upon and work with the existing jurisdictional 
initiatives to find a global solution for consistent sustainability reporting? 

By engaging early with the aforementioned groups currently leading in the sustainability 
reporting/framework space. Preferably this engagement would happen as soon as possible given they’re 
currently working together to harmonise their frameworks and as mentioned in the consultation paper 
would welcome IFRS’s involvement. 

 

QUESTION 7: If the IFRS Foundation were to establish an SSB, should it initially develop climate-related 
financial disclosures before potentially broadening its remit into other areas of sustainability reporting? 

Yes, we agree with the IFRS that climate-related financial disclosures should be the immediate focus should 
the SSB be established. While the Task Force for Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) has been a 
critically important and positive driving force for disclosures on climate risk, given the nature of the 
framework the level of comparability across TCFD reporting has not reached a meaningful level. Disclosures 
should focus on forward-looking metrics whilst also requiring regular reporting of historic performance (i.e. 
Scope 1 & 2 GHG emissions).  

 

QUESTION 8: Should an SSB have a focused definition of climate-related risks or consider broader 
environmental factors? 

We believe the SSB should have a focussed definition of climate-related risk to support consistency and 
comparability in reporting. Once the climate-related metrics have been developed then broader 
environmental, social and governance factors should be addressed. 

 

QUESTION 9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to materiality in paragraph 50 that could be 
taken by the SSB? 

Yes, we support the gradualist approach focussing initially on those sustainability metrics most relevant to 
investors and other market participants. This supports the requirement for this important work to be 
completed as soon as possible, avoiding getting mired in the complexity of double materiality and 
potentially delaying this important piece of work. 

 

QUESTION 10: Should the sustainability information to be disclosed be auditable or subject to external 
assurance? If not, what different types of assurance would be acceptable for the information disclosed to 
be reliable and decision-useful? 

Yes. This provides credibility to the disclosures and supports transparency in reporting and audit processes.  

 

QUESTION 11: Stakeholders are welcome to raise any other comment or relevant matters for our 
consideration. 

We would just like to re-iterate that SASB is a key framework to be considered/reviewed. We believe a lot 
of the groundwork to support what the IFRS Foundation is trying to achieve has been completed by SASB 
with broad industry engagement and on-going support. Whilst SASB was developed in the United States 
(US) and some of the accounting metrics are US specific, we believe it is a strong foundation. The role of 
the IFRS Foundation would be most useful in standardising and elevating the existing framework through 
some adjustments and leveraging its relationships with global stakeholders to aid the adoption and 
application of such a framework globally. 


