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Foreword 

In an era of increasing transparency and accountability, it’s vital for contemporary 
companies to communicate their sustainable business practices through the lens 
of sustainability reporting. The evolving landscape for corporate sustainability, 
coupled with escalating international efforts to standardise sustainability reporting, 
underscores the need for robust, accurate, and timely analyses of current business 
practices. Extended or broader corporate reporting – collectively described in 
this report as sustainability reporting – has emerged as a standard disclosure 
practice among the largest companies in most international jurisdictions. 

Congratulations to the research team at the Deakin Integrated Reporting Centre (DIRC) 
in Melbourne for producing an insightful and timely analysis of the extent and quality 
of sustainability reporting, and associated external assurance, by the largest 300 
companies listed on the Australian Securities Exchange (ASX 300) in 2022. This study is 
particularly relevant given the recent releases of the International Financial Reporting 
Standard (IFRS) Sustainability Disclosure Standards, IFRS S1 and IFRS S2, and exposure 
draft ISSA 5000 ‘General Requirements for Sustainability Assurance Engagements’ 
proposed by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB). These 
developments mark a major milestone in global efforts to standardise sustainability-
related financial disclosures and assurance. Additionally, Australia is heading 
towards mandatory climate-related disclosures aligning with IFRS S2 from 2024. 

While we are on the cusp of change, this report provides valuable insights into 
the current state of sustainability reporting in Australia, as well as highlighting 
both the challenges and opportunities that lie ahead. This report finds there is 
currently much room for improvement by large Australian companies when it 
comes to sustainability reporting. The study finds evidence of unstructured and 
inconsistent sustainability reporting in 2022, which has potentially hindered 
the comparability and reliability of these disclosures. The low incidence 
of sustainability reporting assurance may have further undermined public 
and investor confidence in the credibility of sustainability disclosures. 

However, the outlook is more promising with the establishment of IFRS S1 and 
IFRS S2 as the global baseline, offering clarity amid the confusing array of reporting 
frameworks and standards. Australia’s likely adoption of this global baseline 
further enhances this positive outlook. With these developments in mind, the 
report’s recommendations are intended to improve future sustainability reporting 
quality, and aid ongoing regulatory efforts to develop an appropriate, effective, 
and standardised sustainability reporting system for Australian companies. 

Simon Grant FCA 
Group Executive, Advocacy and International 
Chartered Accountants Australia and New Zealand 
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Performance 
benchmark level 1: 

Location of sustainability 
reporting 

• Twenty-seven of the 242 sample companies (11%) made no identifiable 
sustainability disclosures referencing a sustainability reporting 
framework in 2022. 

• Standalone sustainability reports were the most common form of 
disclosure (55%), often accompanied by concurrent disclosures in 
annual reports. 

Performance 
benchmark level 3: 

Sustainability 
assurance practice 

• Only 30% of the 242 companies analysed obtained an independent 
external assurance opinion over their sustainability disclosures, and a 
large majority of assured companies did so selectively. 

• Only four assured companies obtained comprehensive assurance over 
their entire stand-alone sustainability reporting, while others opted for 
selective assurance on specific sections. 

Performance 
benchmark level 2: 

Mentioning and explicitly 
adhering to sustainability 
frameworks 

• Although most companies cited at least one sustainability framework, 
only a small minority provided comprehensive evidence of their 
adherence to a framework. 

• While GHGP (71%), TCFD (70%), and SDG (60%) were the three most 
cited frameworks, no company explicitly followed GHGP and SDG, and 
only 3% of companies followed TCFD. 

• The gap between citations of sustainability frameworks and 
demonstrated adherence to them was most pronounced among 
smaller companies. 

This study presents a comprehensive 
analysis of sustainability reporting 
practices and external assurance 
among the top 300 Australian listed 
companies (ASX 300), ranked by market 
capitalisation, for the 2022 calendar year. 
For the purposes of this study, the term 'sustainability 
reporting’ describes extended or broader corporate 
reporting – other than statutory financial reporting. 
Sustainability reporting encompasses corporate 
social responsibility (CSR) and environmental, 
social and governance (ESG) reporting. 

Sustainability reporting in Australia, as evidenced 
by the analysis of 2022 company reports, currently 
operates on a voluntary and piecemeal basis. 
While there are moves in Australia to follow 
the international convergence of sustainability 
reporting frameworks, it is essential to note 
that in 2022 there was no legal mandate for 
sustainability reporting in Australia and companies 
faced a disparate array of voluntary international 
reporting frameworks.1 Among those frameworks 
cited in company reports in 2022 were the Global 
Reporting Initiative (GRI), Task Force on Climate-
related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), Sustainability 
Accounting Standards Board (SASB) Standards, 
Sustainability Development Goals (SDG), and the 
International Integrated Reporting (IR) Framework. 
This situation, often described as an ‘alphabet 
soup’, has resulted in sustainability disclosures 
lacking structure and consistency within company 
reports. This, in turn, undermines the comparability 
and reliability of sustainability information. 

To reduce the complexity associated with the 
multitude of frameworks, the International 
Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB), under 
the oversight of the IFRS Foundation, took the 
significant step in June 2023 of releasing standards 
for the disclosure of sustainability-related risks 
and opportunities (IFRS S1) and climate-related 
risks and opportunities (IFRS S2). These standards 

mark a crucial milestone, establishing a unified 
and structured global baseline for investor-focused 
sustainability reporting that local jurisdictions 
can build on.2 Australian authorities are actively 
considering the adoption of these internationally 
aligned standards, with a strong emphasis on the 
potential mandate of an Australian equivalent climate 
reporting standard based on IFRS S2. Notably, on 
27 June 2023, the Treasury issued a consultation 
paper outlining its proposal for the implementation, 
sequencing, scope of reporting entities, reporting 
content, and required assurance levels for the 
proposed climate reporting (Treasury, 2023).3 

In anticipation of these forthcoming changes, this 
study systematically analysed the sustainability 
reporting practices of 242 of the ASX 300 
companies in the year 2022. Fifty-eight of the 
top 300 listed companies were excluded from 
the sample because they were either foreign-
based entities or listed investment vehicles. 

Our analyses serve a dual purpose: first, to assess 
the current state and quality of sustainability 
reporting and associated assurance by these major 
companies; and, second, to provide valuable 
insights for regulators developing an appropriate 
and effective sustainability reporting system for 
Australia. We evaluated sustainability reporting 
against three key performance benchmarks: the 
location of sustainability reporting; the mention of, 
and explicit adherence to, reporting frameworks; 
and sustainability assurance practices. 

The key findings of our study in relation 
to each of these three key performance 
benchmarks are summarised as follows: 

In short, our findings suggest some of the 
biggest names in Australian business have 
been focused on projecting favourable images 
through their sustainability reporting – rather 
than genuinely committing to comprehensive 
sustainability reporting practices. The mere 
citation of sustainability frameworks, without 
embracing the underlying principles of such 
frameworks, could be interpreted as a form of 
‘greenwashing’. This flags the risk of unstructured 
and inconsistent sustainability disclosures, lacking 
clear alignment with an established reporting 
framework. The low incidence of sustainability 

reporting assurance is also a significant cause for 
concern, potentially eroding public and investor 
confidence in the credibility of such disclosures. 

It is essential to note, that while many of 
Australia’s largest listed companies in 2022 lacked 
robust adherence to sustainability frameworks, 
the landscape is evolving positively with the 
establishment of global standards, such as IFRS 
S1 and IFRS S2, providing more clarity within 
the complex realm of sustainability reporting. 
Australia’s potential shift towards mandatory climate 
disclosures, aligned with IFRS S2 commencing 
in 2024, adds to this positive momentum. 

1. Executive Summary 
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1.1 Key Recommendations 
We offer the following recommendations to 
Australian companies, regulators, policymakers, and 
professional bodies to prepare for the upcoming 
shifts in the sustainability reporting landscape: 

Australian companies 

1) Prioritise the alignment of sustainability 
frameworks. Companies should prioritise 
aligning their sustainability reporting by 
explicitly demonstrating their adherence 
to established international reporting 
frameworks. 

2) Include content indexes in corporate reports. 
Sustainability content indexes should be 
included in corporate reports, helping 
investors and other stakeholders easily find key 
sustainability reporting elements. 

3) Provide sustainability data books. Companies 
should consider providing detailed 
supplementary sustainability data books in 
spreadsheet format, allowing stakeholders to 
analyse and model data independently. An 
innovative 22 of 242 companies in our sample 
group voluntarily implemented this practice. 

4) Seek independent external assurance of 
sustainability reporting. Boards and managers 
should recognise the benefits of independent 
external assurance, offering the highest level 
of enhanced credibility to their sustainability 
reporting. 

Regulators and policymakers (Australian Treasury, 
Financial Reporting Council, AASB and AUASB) 

1) Consider a standardised and structured 
approach to sustainability reporting. 
Considering the diversity of reporting 
frameworks, there is an urgent need to unify 
reporting frameworks and standards. We 
support issuing an Australian equivalent of 
IFRS S2 for climate reporting with its mandate 
through the Corporations Act, which is 
currently undergoing a public consultation 

process. We also recommend extending this 
mandatory approach to broader sustainability 
reporting, aligning with IFRS S1 principles. 

2) Provide guidance on the location of 
sustainability reporting. Policymakers should 
provide guidance concerning the location of 
sustainability reporting. A strong case exists 
to incorporate sustainability information 
into annual reports, particularly within 
the Operating and Financial Review when 
matters significantly impact future financial 
performance. This approach aligns with the 
proposed Australian equivalent of IFRS S2, 
which suggests that disclosures are integrated 
into a company’s annual report because 
climate-related risks and opportunities are 
linked to a company’s operations, financial 
results, and strategic decisions (Treasury, 
2023). Sustainability information addressing 
a broader array of stakeholder-oriented 
sustainability concerns can be disclosed in a 
stand-alone sustainability report. 

3) Mandate sustainability assurance. We 
recommend mandating external assurance for 
climate disclosures in line with the potential 
Australian equivalent of IFRS S2 adoption, 
and subsequently extending it to encompass 
assurance for broader sustainability reporting 
once it becomes a standardised requirement. 
Specifically, the AUASB should accelerate the 
development of assurance standards modelled 
on ISSA 5000.4 The ASX Corporate Governance 
Council should maintain its focus on 
companies’ disclosing mechanisms to enhance 
the integrity of unaudited sustainability 
disclosures under Recommendation 4.3 of 
the ASX Corporate Governance Principles and 
Recommendations. 

4) Support smaller companies. Regulators 
should proactively offer support mechanisms 
tailored to the unique challenges faced by 
smaller companies in adopting more robust 
sustainability reporting practices. 

Professional bodies 

1) Prioritise education and training. Professional 
accounting bodies should accelerate their 
training and education programs to equip 
members with the knowledge and skills needed 
to effectively navigate the complexities of 
sustainability reporting and assurance. 

2) Promote the adoption of sustainability 
frameworks. Professional bodies should 
maintain their advocacy to members of the 
benefits of using established sustainability 
frameworks and promote their adoption. 
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2.1 Research background 
and motivations 
Over the past two decades, voluntary sustainability 
reporting has emerged as a common disclosure 
practice of the largest companies in most 
international jurisdictions (KPMG, 2022 and 2023; 
ASIC, 2018; CPA Australia, 2013).5 Notably, both 
globally and within Australia, multiple voluntary 
sustainability reporting frameworks have been 
used. These include the Sustainability Accounting 
Standards Board (SASB) standards, Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI), Task Force on Climate-related 
Financial Disclosures (TCFD), Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol (GHGP), Integrated Reporting Framework 
(IR), and Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs). 

These multiple frameworks have led to a diverse, 
complex, and fragmented reporting landscape, 
sometimes referred to as an ‘alphabet soup’ (FEE 
2015; TCFD 2016). Such complexity and diversity 
have given rise to concerns regarding the consistency 
and quality of sustainability reporting, prompting 
scepticism about the credibility and reliability of 
reported information (Guthrie, 2016; Boiral et al., 
2019; Moneva et al., 2006). A 2022 report by the 
Australian Securities and Investments Commission 
(ASIC) found that while climate change-related 
disclosure practices continued to improve, a lack of 
consistency and structure remained in disclosures, 
along with selective adoption of the TCFD 
recommendations (ASIC, 2022). A survey by Ernst 
& Young (2022), focusing on senior finance leaders 
and investors, further revealed that while almost 
99% of investors incorporated ESG disclosures into 
their investment decision making, 73% stated current 
ESG disclosures did not meet their expectations. 
Additionally, 76% of investors believed companies 
were highly selective about what they disclosed, 
raising concerns about ‘greenwashing’, that is, 
companies ostensibly portraying a strong commitment 
to sustainability without genuinely acting sustainably. 

While sustainability reporting has generally remained 
voluntary in most countries, its significance has 

grown, especially in the wake of the recent 2021 
26th United Nations Climate Change Conference 
(COP26) in Glasgow. Notable developments following 
COP26 include the establishment of the International 
Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) in November 
2021 and commitments from leading investor-
focused sustainability disclosure organisations to 
consolidate and simplify sustainability reporting. 
These commitments have resulted in key 
transformations, pertinently, the consolidation of 
the Climate Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB), an 
initiative of Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) that 
formed the basis for the Task Force on Climate-related 
Financial Disclosures (TCFD) recommendations, 
into the IFRS Foundation in January 2022. This, 
in turn, paved the way for the incorporation of 
TCFD recommendations into the ISSB Standards in 
2023. Additionally, the Value Reporting Foundation 
(VRF) was formed in 2021 through a merger of 
the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board 
(SASB) and the International Integrated Reporting 
Council (IIRC). Subsequently, the VRF was also 
merged into the IFRS Foundation in August 2022. 

In June 2023, the ISSB, under the oversight of the 
IFRS Foundation, took a significant step toward 
standardising sustainability reporting by issuing 
IFRS S1, known as the ‘General Requirements 
for Disclosure of Sustainability-related Financial 
Information’ and IFRS S2, which focuses on ‘Climate-
related disclosures’.6 These standards are built upon 
well-established voluntary sustainability reporting 
frameworks, including guidance from the SASB, TCFD, 
and CDSB, which collectively address complexities 
associated with the ‘alphabet soup’ issue, providing 
investors with globally comparable information. 
In July 2023, the IFRS S1 and S2 standards were 
further endorsed by the International Organization of 
Securities Commissions (IOSCO), which sends a strong 
signal to jurisdictions around the world that the ISSB 
standards are well-suited for application in capital 
markets (IFRS, 2023). Following IOSCO’s endorsement, 
the 130 member jurisdictions, overseeing more than 
95% of the world’s securities markets, are expected 

responsibility (CSR) reporting’. While ESG and CSR 
reporting often refer to specific aspects of corporate 
performance, sustainability reporting embraces 
a broader and interconnected range of aspects. 
Specifically, it is aligned with the core principles of 
integrated thinking or reporting, which emphasises 
the integration of financial, non-financial, and ESG-
related information, providing a comprehensive 
overview of a company’s value creation processes, 
performance, and prospects. Second, the term 
sustainability reporting is consistent with the evolving 
reporting landscape – particularly the proposed 
Australian equivalent of IFRS S1 and S2 standards, 
which seek to establish a standardised approach 
for reporting on sustainability-related financial 
disclosures. For these reasons, our analysis is focused 
on sustainability disclosures in the annual report, 
the sustainability report, and climate report; we 
collectively refer to these as 'sustainability disclosure' 
in recognition of their comprehensive coverage of 
financial, non-financial, and ESG-related information. 

In line with IFRS S1 and S2, which build upon 
existing voluntary reporting frameworks, this 
study seeks to enhance our understanding of 
the current state of sustainability reporting in 
Australia and to assess whether we need a more 
standardised approach to the regulation of 
sustainability reporting. Accordingly, we undertook 
a comprehensive analysis of the sustainability 
reporting practices of ASX 300 companies in the 
2022 calendar year, assessing disclosures against 
three main performance benchmarks. In so 
doing, we had two main objectives: first, to assess 
the current extent and quality of sustainability 
reporting and associated assurance practices by 
Australia’s largest listed companies; and second, 
to support regulators in developing an appropriate 
sustainability reporting system for Australia. 

to explore ways of integrating IFRS standards into 
their regulatory frameworks for consistent and 
comparable global sustainability reporting. 

As a committed IOSCO member, Australia is actively 
considering the adoption of these international 
sustainability reporting frameworks, with a strong 
early emphasis on a potential Australian equivalent 
of IFRS S2 for mandatory climate-related financial 
disclosures. The Australian Treasury has initiated 
two rounds of public consultations in December 
2022 and June 2023, seeking input on standardised 
legislative disclosure requirements for climate-
related financial risks and opportunities (Treasury, 
2023). In particular, the Treasury is seeking 
comments on various aspects of climate reporting, 
including its implementation, sequencing, scope of 
reporting entities, reporting content, and required 
assurance levels. Additionally, on 17 August 2023, 
the Australian Auditing and Assurance Standard 
Board (AUASB), issued a consultation paper inviting 
public feedback on the adoption of the IAASB’s 
proposed ISSA 5000 ‘General Requirements for 
Sustainability Assurance Engagements’. ISSA 
5000 will be a comprehensive standard for any 
sustainability assurance engagement, consistent 
with the recently released IFRS S1 and IFRS S2. 

2.2 Research objectives 
This study presents a comprehensive analysis 
of sustainability reporting practices among the 
top 300 Australian listed companies, ranked by 
market capitalisation, during the 2022 calendar 
year. Given the issues outlined above, our study 
provides timely and valuable insights helping 
to inform the future direction of, changes to, 
Australia’s sustainability reporting landscape. 

We use the term sustainability reporting to describe 
extended or broader corporate reporting of non-
financial information based on two defining 
characteristics. First, the term 'sustainability' 
encompasses a broader scope – in contrast 
to specific terms like ‘environment, social and 
governance (ESG) reporting’ or ‘corporate social 

2. Introduction 
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Performance benchmark level 1: 
Location of sustainability reporting 

To determine which and how many companies 
engaged in at least minimal levels of sustainability 
reporting, we identified where references (if any) to 
sustainability reporting frameworks were located in 
reporting suites. This process, which focused on both 
standalone sustainability reports and sustainability 
information integrated with the annual report, 
provided essential insights into how companies 
prioritise sustainability practices and reporting. 

Performance benchmark level 2: 
Mentioning and explicitly adhering to 
sustainability reporting frameworks 

Here, we employed an innovative language analysis 
to examine the extent of engagement with, and 
commitment to, sustainability frameworks7 , 
differentiating between (a) companies that simply 
mentioned framework(s) within their reports, and (b) 
companies that explicitly disclosed and detailed their 
adherence to sustainability reporting in accordance 
with a framework. This distinction provides 
insights into a company’s genuine commitment to 
sustainability reporting, allowing stakeholders to 
rely on such disclosures as indicators of genuine 
commitment to sustainable practices. We also 
considered whether companies used a content 
index – a detailed guide allowing navigation to key 
sustainability reporting information – as an additional 
performance measure of adherence to a framework. 

Performance benchmark level 3: 
Sustainability assurance practices 

Independent verification by assurers adds credibility 
to companies’ sustainability reporting. At this 
level, our analysis delved into the incidence of 
sustainability assurance practice among sample 
companies. Key aspects explored include assurance 
providers (Big 4/non-Big 4), assurance engagement 
types (reasonable/limited), the proportion of 
assured sustainability information within a report 
(selected section or whole report), and the guiding 
assurance standard shaping these engagements. 

Additionally, we assessed the sustainability 
framework used as a basis for the assurance 
engagement. This analysis is essential because 
when established sustainability frameworks are 
employed, the assurance process is standardised, 
becoming consistent across different companies and 
sectors. Such standardisation fosters heightened 
trust and confidence among investors, enabling 
them to make well-informed decisions based on 
verified sustainability information. This practice 
is particularly relevant in a landscape where the 
ability to differentiate between companies genuinely 
committed to sustainability and those with less 
robust reporting practices is of utmost importance. 

The remaining sections of this report are structured 
as follows: Section 3 provides an overview of the 
sample, Section 4 outlines the research methodology 
employed, Section 5 presents the results, and 
Section 6 summarises the findings and presents 
recommendations to a wide range of stakeholders. 

Figure 1 details the study sample, which 
comprised the top 300 companies 
listed on the Australian Stock Exchange 
in terms of market capitalisation (ASX 
300) in the 2022 calendar year. 
Fifty eight (58) companies were excluded because: 
(a) 22 were foreign exempt companies that must 
comply primarily with the rules of their foreign home 
exchanges and are, therefore, exempt from most ASX 
Listing Rules, and (b) 36 companies were investment 
vehicles that followed Schedule 10A of the ASX 
Operating Rules (the AQUA rules, including managed 
investment funds and exchange traded funds).8 

The final sample comprised 242 companies, with 
the following breakdown by market capitalisation: 
89 companies within the ASX100, 79 within the 
ASX 101-200, and 74 within the ASX 201-300. 

Table 1 presents the final sample by industry 
sectors, following the Global Industry Classification 
Standard (GICS) 4-digit codes. The top three most 
represented industry sectors were Materials (59 
out of 242 companies, or 24.38%), Financials 
(35 companies, 14.46%) and Real Estate (29 
companies, 11.98%). The least represented industry 
sectors were Utilities (3 companies, 1.24%) and 
Communication Services (6 companies, 2.48%). 

3. Sample 

242 
Final Sample 

300 
Population 

58 
Excluded 

89 ASX 100 

79 ASX 101-200 

74 ASX 201-300 

11 ASX 100 

21 ASX 101-200 

26 ASX 201-300 

22 
Foreign 
Listed 

36 
Investment 

Products 

Figure 1. Sample data 

Table 1. Sample by GICS industry sector 

Sector Number % 

Communication services 6 2.48% 

Consumer discretionary 28 11.57% 

Consumer staples 14 5.79% 

Energy 14 5.79% 

Financials 35 14.46% 

Health care 14 5.79% 

Industrial 21 8.68% 

Information technology 19 7.85% 

Materials 59 24.38% 

Real estate 29 11.98% 

Utilities 3 1.24% 

Final sample 242 100.00% 
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The study analysed the sustainability reporting 
practices of ASX 300 companies in terms of 
three broad benchmarks of performance level. 
At the first performance level, we identified 
companies that had made at least minimal levels 
of sustainability disclosure by locating references 
to sustainability frameworks in their corporate 
reports. At the second level, we conducted a detailed 
language analysis to gauge the extent of a company’s 
engagement with sustainability frameworks within 
their reporting, distinguishing companies that merely 
mentioned a sustainability reporting framework 
from those that demonstrated preparation of 
reports in accordance with a framework. At the 
third level, we evaluated the strongest performance 
in terms of reporting integrity and credibility by 
examining the presence of sustainability assurance. 

4.1 Location of sustainability reporting 
In the first stage of our examination, we identified 
sustainability disclosures and their location within 
the reporting suites of 242 sample companies. We 
found sustainability disclosures in a mixture of three 
platforms: (1) annual report only, (2) standalone 
sustainability report(s) only, and (3) in both annual 
report and standalone sustainability report(s). 

The location of sustainability reporting provides 
insights into companies’ strategic approaches to 
communicating their commitment to sustainability 
and its integration into their core operations. When 
disclosures are integrated into annual reports, it 
can be inferred that the company is projecting 
sustainability as an integral part of its overall 
strategy and performance. Conversely, a stand-
alone sustainability report could be interpreted 
positively, indicating a dedicated focus on specific 
sustainability-related matters, or negatively, 
particularly if sustainability information is not 
also included in the annual report, which might 
indicate a silo mentality to sustainability issues. 

We categorised references in company reports 
to sustainability reporting frameworks as a base 
performance indicator. Reporting frameworks 

An innovative feature of this study is our use of 
language analysis to differentiate between: (a) 
companies that simply mention a framework 
within their reporting suite, and (b) companies that 
explicitly indicate their adherence by specifying 
how sustainability reporting has been conducted 
in accordance with a particular framework. Explicit 
disclosure of adherence to a framework is a key 
performance indicator, providing more confidence 
in the authenticity and integrity of sustainability 
reporting than mere references to frameworks. 

To classify a company that explicitly adheres to a 
particular framework in their sustainability reporting, 
we identified specific phrases, such as ‘reported 
in accordance to/with’ and ‘prepared based on’. 
When a company simply mentions a framework 
or states that a framework was considered in the 
preparation of sustainability reports, we classified 
the company as not reporting on sustainability in 
accordance with the framework. Table 2 in Panel B 
lists the key phrases indicating a company’s explicit 
adherence to a sustainability framework. To identify 
a company that explicitly indicates their adherence 
to a sustainability framework, our language analysis 
was conducted in (a) the ‘About the Report’ section 
within sustainability reports, and (b) the ‘About the 
Report’ sections and relevant sustainability sections 
within the annual report. Appendix 2 Panels A to 
D provide four examples of extracts from annual 
reports and sustainability reports, illustrating 
how companies mentioned and illustrated their 
explicit adherence (following) to a framework. 

In terms of additional analysis, we developed an 
alternative, less stringent methodology to identify 
adherence to a particular sustainability framework 
using the reporting of a content index. A content 
index serves as a comprehensive guide within the 
reporting suite, which specifies the location of 
sustainability metrics in accordance with provisions 
of the reporting framework. It facilitates access 
by users to key sustainability reporting metrics.11 

Content indexes were identified for the following 
frameworks – GRI, TCFD, and SASB. We posit that 

are designed to provide uniform templates on 
sustainability reporting content and structure 
for companies, ensuring that information is 
not only comprehensive, but also presented in 
meaningful and standardised formats. As such, 
frameworks are an essential tool for any company 
with a genuine commitment to transparency 
on sustainability. For this study, we therefore 
considered companies that made no reference 
to sustainability frameworks in their reports as 
effectively having no sustainability reporting. 

It is important to note that this study focuses on 
voluntary sustainability frameworks only. As a result, 
the examination excludes statutory disclosures 
about modern slavery, as they fall within the 
scope of mandated reporting under the Modern 
Slavery Act 2018.9 Similarly, we do not consider 
mandatory reporting under the National Greenhouse 
and Energy (NGER) reporting scheme (National 
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 2007).10 

4.2 Mentioning and explicitly adhering 
to sustainability frameworks 
We used a two-step process to examine the 
extent of company engagement with sustainability 
frameworks. First, we conducted a word search 
to identify citations of sustainability frameworks 
within the annual report, stand-alone sustainability 
reports, and climate reports. While some companies 
use the word “framework”’ to describe their 
recommended disclosures (e.g., TCFD, IR), others 
refer to either “standards” (e.g., GRI, SASB), or 
“goals” (e.g., SDG). A framework typically provides 
flexibility in communicating alignment (e.g., IR 
Framework), while standards tend to be more 
prescriptive and provide more detailed guidance. 
For simplicity, we use the generic term “framework” 
when discussing all sustainability guidance. Table 
2 in Panel A lists the 10 sustainability frameworks 
mentioned by sample companies. Refer to Appendix 
1 for a description of each framework. Note, a 
company can mention more than one sustainability 
framework within their reporting suite. 

the disclosure of a content index suggests that a 
report adheres to, or is prepared in accordance 
with, a particular framework (or at least follows 
some of the elements of the framework), despite 
the company not explicitly stating their adherence. 

4. Research Methodology 

Table 2. Coding criteria to examine the extent of a 
company’s engagement with a sustainability framework 

*The word search included both acronyms and full word/term of each 
framework. 

Panel A: List of sustainability frameworks* 
1 Global reporting initiative, GRI 
2 Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures, TCFD 
3 Integrated Reporting, IR 
4 Sustainability Accounting Standards Board, SASB 
5 Greenhouse gas Protocol, GHGP 
6 United Nations Global Compact, UNGC 
7 International Council on Mining and Metals, ICMM 
8 Carbon Disclosure Project, CDP 
9 Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures, TNFD 

10 Sustainability Development Goals, SDG 

Panel B: Key phrases that indicate a company’s 
explicit adherence to a sustainability framework 
1 Prepared in accordance to 
2 Prepared in accordance with 
3 Prepared based on 

4.3 Sustainability assurance practices 
The third and highest performance indicator in 
our study involved identifying companies that had 
subjected their sustainability reporting to external 
assurance. Three key aspects were analysed: (1) 
incidence of sustainability assurance practice, 
including analysis on assurance providers, assurance 
engagement types, and the proportion of assured 
sustainability information within a report, (2) 
examination of the sustainability frameworks 
used by external auditors to provide assurance 
against a company’s sustainability disclosures, and 
(3) the standards guiding assurance engagements 
relating to sustainability disclosures.12 
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5. Results and Analysis 

5.1 Location of sustainability reporting 
Figure 2 Panel A describes the overall reporting 
suites of the 242 sample companies. We 
found 11% of companies (26 of 242) made 
no identifiable sustainability disclosures 
with reference to a framework, while 89% 
of companies (216 of 242) reported on 
sustainability within their reporting suites. 

Among the 26 companies not referencing a 
sustainability framework, 8% (2 of 26) were within 
the ASX100, 19% (5 of 26) were within the ASX101-
200, and 73% (19 of 26) were within the ASX 201-
300. The highest percentage of these companies 
belonged to Materials sector (27%, 7 of 26), 
followed by Consumer Discretionary (23%, 6 of 
26), and Information Technology (19%, 5 of 26).13 

Among the 216 companies that reported on 
sustainability, (a) 24% (51 of 216) integrated 
sustainability-related information within the annual 
report only, (b) 61% (133 of 216) simultaneously 
provided sustainability disclosures in their annual 
report and in standalone sustainability reports, 
and (c) 15% (32 of 216) provided sustainability 
disclosures in stand-alone report(s) only. Combining 
the latter two groups, we found 165 companies, 
or 68% of the final sample of 242 companies, 
published stand-alone sustainability reports. 

Among the 165 companies that published single 
stand-alone sustainability reports, we identified a 
mixture of sustainability reports, climate reports, 
and both. We found that 81% (134 of 165) of 
companies prepared a stand-alone sustainability 
report only, 5% (8 of 165) prepared a climate 
report only, and 14% (23 of 165) published 
both sustainability and climate reports. 

Figure 2 Panel B summarises five distinct locations 
of sustainability reporting for the final sample of 
242 companies. The first three of these involve 
the disclosure of at least one sustainability 
report or climate report or both a sustainability 
report and a climate report (165 companies). It is 
important to note that among these companies, 
some chose to concurrently disclose sustainability 
information in their annual reports, while others 
opted not to provide any additional disclosures 
within their annual reports. The fourth involves 
the integration of sustainability information 
within annual reports only. The fifth comprises 
companies that had no sustainability reporting 
with reference to a reporting framework. 

Most companies (134 of 242), or 55%, opted 
to release a stand-alone sustainability report. 
In contrast, 21% (51 of 242) chose to integrate 
sustainability information solely within their annual 
reports, and about 10% (23 of 242) engaged in a 
comprehensive disclosure approach by publishing 
both sustainability and climate reports. Meanwhile, 
a small number of companies – eight out of the 
242 – focused exclusively on climate reports. 

Figure 2. Location of sustainability reporting within the reporting suite 

Panel B. Five distinct locations of sustainability reporting in the final sample 

Panel A. Overall reporting suite 
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3. Sustainability report 134 55% 

4. Annual report only 51 21% 

5. No reference to sustainability reporting framework 26 11% 

Final sample 242 100.00% 

Sustainability report 

81% 
(134 of 165 companies 

that issued at least 
one standalone report) 

Climate report 

 5% 
(8 of 165 companies 
that issued at least 

one standalone report) 

Both sustainability 
and climate reports 

14% 
(23 of 165 companies 

that issued at least 
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Additional analysis: Sustainability 
reporting by market capitalisation 

The final sample of 242 companies is 
categorised by market capitalisation as follows: 
89 companies are within the ASX100, 79 
companies are within the ASX101-200, and 
74 companies are within the ASX201-300. 

Figure 3 compares the five distinct locations of 
sustainability reporting across these three size 
categories by market capitalisation. Only 2% of 
companies within the ASX 100 (2 of 89) did not 
report any sustainability information referencing a 
framework in their reporting suite, though the figure 
increases to 9% among companies within the ASX 
101-200 (5 of 79) and 27% among companies within 
the ASX 201-300 (19 of 74). Among companies in 
the ASX100, 24% (21 of 89) disclosed sustainability 
information only within their annual reports, followed 
by 20% of companies in the ASX101-200 (17 of 
79), and 17% of companies in the ASX201-300 (13 
of 74). This finding suggests that while entities of 
all sizes are integrating financial and sustainability 
information, the incidence appears to be greater 
for larger entities. The proportion of companies 
providing stand-alone sustainability reports was 
similar across all size categories. However, companies 
within the ASX101-200 appear to represent a slightly 
higher proportion of 57% (45 of 79) for stand-alone 
sustainability reporting, compared to 53% (47 of 
89) of companies within the ASX100 and 52% (38 
of 74) of companies within the ASX 201-300. 

ASX 100 companies were most likely to issue 
stand-alone climate reports, with 8% (6 of 89) 
issuing a climate report and 13% (12 of 89) issuing 
both a climate report and a sustainability report. 
In contrast, the provision of stand-alone climate 
reports was relatively low within the ASX 201-300 
companies, with 4% (4 of 89) of companies issuing 
both a climate report and a sustainability report, 
and none issuing a stand-alone climate report. 

Additional analysis: Sustainability 
reporting by industry 

Figure 4 tabulates the five distinct locations of 
sustainability reporting by 11 GICS 4-digit industry 
sectors. Results revealed a wide variation in 
sustainability reporting across industry sectors. 

There was no company within the Consumer 
Staples, Industrial, Real Estate, and Utilities sectors 
that chose not to report sustainability information 
in their reporting suites, suggesting a relatively 
stronger commitment to sustainability within these 
industries than others. The Communication Services 
(50%) and Utilities (67%) sectors were unique 

Figure 3. Sustainability reporting by market capitalisation 
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in disclosing sustainability information primarily 
within their annual reports, with a minority of 
companies within these sectors (33%) producing 
both standalone sustainability and climate reports, 
and none publishing a sustainability report only. 

More than 50% of companies in six of the 11 industry 
sectors published standalone sustainability reports 
– Consumer Staples (86%), Energy (57%), Healthcare 

(57%), Industrial (76%), Material (53%), and Real 
Estate (66%). While 11% (26 companies) of the 242 
sample companies made no sustainability disclosures 
across their reporting suites (Figure 2 Panel B). We 
observed a higher proportion of companies making 
no sustainability reporting within the Consumer 
Discretionary (25%), Information technology 
(26%), and Health Care (21%) industry sectors. 
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Figure 4. Sustainability reporting by GICS industry sector 
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5.2 Mentioning and explicitly 
adhering sustainability frameworks 
In the second stage of our study, we examined 
the extent of companies’ engagement with 
sustainability frameworks within their reporting 
suites, differentiating between companies merely 
mentioning frameworks from those explicitly 
indicating they prepared their reports in accordance 
with a framework. Figure 5 compares the proportion 
of the 10 sustainability frameworks mentioned by 
sample companies within the reporting suites, and 
the proportion of companies that explicitly stated 
that their adherence to a sustainability framework 
(using key phrases such as “prepared in accordance 
with” and “prepared based on”). To reiterate, a 

company can mention and follow/adhere to more 
than one framework within their reporting suite. 

Figure 5 shows that the four most mentioned 
frameworks in company reporting suites were 
(1) the Greenhouse Gas Protocol (GHGP) (71%, 
172 of 242), (2) the Task Force on Climate-related 
Financial Disclosures (TCFD) (70%, 169), (3) the 
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) (60%, 146), and (4) 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (60%, 
144). The high incidence of mentioning climate-
related disclosure frameworks (i.e., GHGP and 
TCFD) highlights the prominence of climate-related 
risks across the Australian business landscape. The 
Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures 
(TNFD), Integrated Reporting Framework (IR), 
and International Council on Mining and Metals 
(ICMM) are the least mentioned frameworks, 
with reporting being 10% (24), 10% (23), and 8% 
(19), respectively. The Sustainability Accounting 
Standard Board (SASB) was in the middle, 
mentioned by 33% (79 of 242) of companies. 

Results presented in Figure 5 also highlight the 
considerable difference between the proportions 
of frameworks mentioned and the proportions of 
frameworks followed. Most strikingly, while GHGP, 
TCFD, and SDG were the top three most mentioned 
frameworks, with proportions of 71%, 70%, and 60%, 
respectively, no company was explicitly adhering 
to or following the GHGP and SDG. Also, only 3% 
of companies (8 of 242) were following the TCFD. 
GRI was the most popular framework followed by 
sample companies, but, at 18% (44 of 242), the 
proportion of companies following the GRI was low. 
Similarly, a very low number of companies prepared 
their sustainability disclosures in accordance with 
TCFD (3%, 8 of 242), SASB (2%, 6 of 242), and 
the IR Framework (1%, 3 of 242). The remaining 
five frameworks that were not followed by any 
company are UNGC, SDG, TNFD, CDP, and GHGP. 

The significant differences revealed in Figures 5 
suggest that the majority of companies tended to 
mention (and were therefore informed by) specific 
sustainability frameworks, without genuinely 

Frameworks followed in the reporting suite 

Frameworks mentioned in the reporting suite 

Figure 5. A comparison between companies 
mentioning and companies following a sustainability 

framework in their reporting suite 
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adhering to or following the frameworks. This 
discrepancy raises two potential issues. First, it 
could be indicative of greenwashing, a practice 
where companies portray an impression of a strong 
sustainability commitment to the public, often for 
reputational gains, while not substantively aligning 
their actions with the claimed framework (Laufer, 
2003). Second, it flags the risk of unstructured and 
inconsistent sustainability disclosures, lacking a 
clear alignment with any sustainability framework. 
This could potentially undermine the integrity 
of a company’s sustainability efforts and impact 
investors’ ability to make informed judgements. 

Finally, it is important to consider that the language 
analysis method employs stringent criteria, 
identifying specific phrases, such as ‘prepared 
in accordance to/with’. This ensures a rigorous 
examination, but also acknowledges the potential 
that different phrases may have been used to 
convey adherence to a sustainability framework. 
That is, the measure may not capture all companies 
that are genuinely following or adhering to a 
particular framework. For this reason, we consider 
an alternative measure in the following section. 

Additional analysis: Content index - 
alternative measure of following or 
adherence to a sustainability framework 

Reporting a content index suggests that a report 
adheres to, or is prepared in accordance with, a 
particular framework (or is at least following some 
elements of the framework), despite a company not 
explicitly detailing their adherence. As discussed 
in the methodology section, a content index is a 
detailed guide within the reporting suite allowing user 
navigation to key sustainability reporting metrics. 

Figure 6 compares the proportion of companies 
mentioning a sustainability framework to the 
proportion of companies reporting a content index. 
We found some companies reported more than one 
index as part of their reporting suite. Specifically, 
of the 94 companies (39% of 242) that reported a 
content index, 43 companies (46% of 94) reported 

multiple indexes, whereas 51 companies (54% of 
94) reported only one index. We identified the 
existence of a content index within the company 
reporting suite for five sustainability frameworks, 
including GRI (34%, 83 of 242), SDG (5%, 12), TCFD 
(12%, 28), SASB (13%, 32), and UNGC (5%, 12). 

Comparing the mentioning of sustainability 
frameworks against the reporting of a content index, 
results reported in Figure 6 show a marked difference. 
While 60% (146 of 252) of companies mentioned 
GRI, 34% (86 of 242) of companies disclosed a GRI 
content index, suggesting they were likely adhering 
to and following some elements of GRI. The gap 
widens considerably for TCFD, SDG, and UNGC, 
which were mentioned by 70%, 60%, and 17% of 
companies respectively, but were followed (based on 
the publishing of a content index) by 12%, 5%, and 5% 

Disclosure of a content index 

Frameworks mentioned in the reporting suite 

Figure 6. A comparison between companies mentioning a 
sustainability framework and companies disclosing a content index 
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respectively. The smallest gap emerges for SASB (33% 
of companies mentioned a framework compared to 
13% of companies that published an index) and UNGC 
(17% of companies mentioned a framework compared 
to 5% of companies that published an index). 

Although the proportions of companies following a 
framework improved, as measured by the disclosure 
of a content index, when compared to the proportions 
of companies that explicitly stated that they were 

following or adhering to a framework (as depicted in 
Figure 5), the overall incidence of adherence remains 
relatively low. Therefore, despite the less stringent 
criteria for categorising a company’s adherence to 
a framework, our results remain such that only a 
minority of companies reported their sustainability 
disclosures in accordance with a framework. 

201–300 (N=74) 
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Figure 8. Frameworks “followed” in the reporting suite 
across three size categories by market capitalisation 
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Figure 7 tabulates the proportion of companies 
that mention a sustainability framework in their 
reporting suite across three size categories measured 
by market capitalisation (ASX 1-100, ASX 101-200, 
and ASX 201-300). A consistent pattern across 
all frameworks was that larger companies were 
more likely to mention a sustainability reporting 
framework than smaller companies. This pattern is 

Additional analysis: Mentioning and 
explicitly adhering to sustainability 
frameworks by market capitalisation 

The breakdown of the 242 companies by market 
capitalisation is as follows: 89 companies 
were within the ASX 100, 79 within the ASX 
101-200, and 74 within the ASX 201-300. 
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Figure 7. Frameworks “mentioned” in the reporting suite 
across three size categories by market capitalisation 
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apparent across the most mentioned climate-related 
frameworks, such as GHGP and TCFD, as well as for 
the broader reporting frameworks of GRI and SDG. 

Figure 8 tabulates companies that explicitly 
disclosed that they were following or adhering to a 
particular framework when preparing sustainability 
disclosures across three size categories measured 
by market capitalisation (ASX 1-100, ASX 101-
200, and ASX 201-300). The only framework 
against which a notable proportion of companies 
prepared their reports was GRI, with 30% (27 of 
89) of companies within the ASX100 and 16% 
(13 of 79) of companies within the ASX101-200 
preparing sustainability disclosures in accordance 
with GRI. Few companies within the ASX201-300 
(5%, 4 of 74) made sustainability disclosures in 
accordance with GRI. Other than GRI, there was 
negligible disclosure by companies following a 
sustainability framework across all size categories. 

Additional analysis: Issuance of a 
supplementary data book 

When analysing companies’ reporting suites, 
we observed that 9% of sample companies 
(22 of 242) had disclosed supplementary 
data, often referred to as a 'data book', 'data 
supplement', 'data pack', or a 'data sheet'. We 
use the term 'data book' when referring to such 
supplementary data disclosures in this study. 

A data book provides a more comprehensive set of 
metrics than is included in sustainability disclosures 
in the annual report or standalone sustainability 
reports. Typically presented in Excel format, the 
data book delves into detailed quantitative metrics, 
providing a deeper understanding of a company’s 
sustainability performance. This includes metrics 
related to environmental impact (e.g., total energy 
consumption per ton of iron concentrate produced), 
social contributions (e.g., value of goods or services 
sourced from indigenous suppliers), and governance 
practices (e.g., average hours of senior management 
training). To illustrate this, we have included an 
illustrative data book in Appendix 4 for reference. 

In Figure 9, we identify two subgroups within the 
22 companies that have provided a data book: 
(1) those that have disclosed a data book along 
with a separate sustainability report and (2) those 
that have disclosed a data book in addition to 
sustainability disclosures in the annual report. Of the 
242 sample companies, 6% (15 of 242) provided a 
separate sustainability report in addition to the data 
book, while 3% (7 of 242) supported sustainability 
disclosures in the annual report with a data book. 

The disclosure of a supplementary data book as 
part of a company’s reporting suite appears to 
be an innovative reporting practice, which allows 
report users to download data and undertake 
their own financial modelling and analyses. This 
allows users to carry out more in-depth analyses 
of a company and suggests a company’s strong 
commitment to transparency and a recognition 
of the pivotal role of sustainability information 
for stakeholders. In essence, the data book offers 
stakeholders with a comprehensive and easily 
accessible data source on a company’s sustainability 
performance metrics and so contributes to 
enhancing transparency and accountability. 

Figure 9. The issuance of a data book by 
sample companies (N=242) 
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Additional analysis: Companies reporting 
under national greenhouse and energy 
reporting (NGER) Act 2007 

Among the 242 sample companies, a subset of 
64 companies, representing 26% of the total, are 
required to provide mandatory reports concerning 
greenhouse gas emissions, energy production, 
and energy consumption to the Clean Energy 
Regulator under the National Greenhouse and 
Energy (NGER) Act 2007. These companies fall 
under the NGER mandatory disclosure scheme 
because their total greenhouse gas emissions, 
energy production, and energy consumption 
exceed the thresholds defined by the Clean Energy 
Regulator. It is noteworthy that NGER reporting is 
a report to the regulator and its disclosure within 
a company’s reporting suite is not mandated. 

As part of our additional analysis, we examined 
whether these 64 companies, subject to the 
mandatory NGER scheme, voluntarily disclosed their 
NGER reporting within their corporate reporting 
suite. Our findings revealed 70% of companies (45 
of 64) mentioned NGER in their reporting suite, 
however, except for one company, none explicitly 
stated their adherence to NGER using key phrases 
such as ‘prepared in accordance with/to’.14 

Our findings highlight a gap between mandatory 
reporting to the Clean Energy Regulator and 
voluntary disclosure of NGER information within 
public corporate reporting. Clearly, companies are 
not fully informing stakeholders of their climate 
impacts through their voluntary reporting. 

5.3 Sustainability assurance practices 
The third stage of the study examined sustainability 
assurance practices for an understanding of the 
current credibility level of sustainability reporting 
provided by Australia’s largest companies. Three 
key aspects were analysed around sustainability 
assurance: (1) the incidence of sustainability 
assurance practice, including analysis on assurance 
providers, assurance engagement types, and the 

proportion of assured sustainability information; (2) 
the examination of the sustainability frameworks 
used by external auditors to provide assurance 
against companies’ sustainability disclosures; and 
(3) the standards guiding assurance engagements 
relating to sustainability disclosures. 

5.3.1 Incidence of sustainability 
assurance practices 
We began by examining the incidence of sustainability 
assurance practices by sample companies. Results 
in Figure 10 show that only 30% of companies 
in the sample (73 of 242) subjected some or all 
their sustainability information to assurance. 
Thus, most of the sustainability information 
provided by Australian largest companies is 
not subject to independent assurance. 

Figure 10. Sustainability assurance practices 
of sample companies (N=242) 

Sustainability assurance 

Others 

No sustainability assurance 
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We also documented the type of assurance 
providers by classifying them as Big 4 or non-Big 4 
auditors. The Big 4 auditors provided sustainability 
assurance to 26% of the sample (63 of 242), or 86% 
of companies engaging in sustainability assurance 
(63 of 73). The remaining 4% of sample companies 
(10 of 242), or 14% of companies engaging in 
sustainability assurance (10 of 73) appointed 
either a non-Big 4 accountant or a non-accountant 
assurance services provider. Clearly, the Big 4 auditors 
dominate the market for sustainability reporting 
assurance among Australian listed companies. 
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Additional analysis: Incidence of sustainability 
assurance practices by market capitalisation 

Figure 11 compares the rate of sustainability 
assurance across the three size categories measured 
by market capitalisation. Results showed that the 
cohort of companies involved in sustainability 
assurance sit primarily within the top 100 largest 
Australian companies. Specifically, among sample 
companies in the ASX 100, 56% of companies (50 
of 89) engaged assurance practitioners to review 
their sustainability reporting. The rate of assurance 
significantly reduces to 25% for companies within 
the ASX 101-200 (20 of 79). Only 4% of companies 
within the ASX201-300 (3 of 74) independently 
assured their sustainability reporting. 

Our results are consistent with a recent study 
produced by the International Federation of 
Accountants (IFAC). IFAC (2022) documented 
that 69% of the largest 50 Australian companies 
were found to engage assurance of sustainability 
information in 2021. The higher incidence of 
assurance might be explained by larger companies 
being subject to greater prominence and visibility 
in the market and having more resources to 
afford external, independent assurance. 

Additional analysis: Types of assurance engagement 

When a company has decided to seek external 
third-party verification of their sustainability 
information, a subsequent decision is made 
regarding the type or level of assurance. This decision 
encompasses considerations such as the scope 
and extent of the assurance engagement, which 
determines the planning and amount of evidence 
required to complete the assurance process. 

Auditors can provide two main types of assurance 
engagement: (1) limited assurance, or (2) reasonable 
assurance. In the context of ESG reporting, BDO 
(2023) explains limited assurance relies more 
heavily on representations made by the company’s 
management team as an information source. It entails 
less verification of source documents and a less 
detailed understanding of processes and controls. In 
contrast, reasonable assurance demands a greater 
understanding of internal processes and controls. It 
requires the auditor to check metrics and disclosures, 
tracing them to their source to confirm accuracy. 

Figure 12 depicts the types of assurance engaged 
by the 73 companies that engaged in sustainability 
assurance practices – 65 companies (89%) engaged 
limited assurance, 6 companies (8%) engaged in both 
limited and reasonable assurance15, and 2 companies 
(3%) engaged reasonable assurance. Results suggests 
that within the current Australian sustainability 
reporting landscape, only a minority of companies 
go beyond the minimal level of assurance to offer a 
more credible evaluation of their sustainability data. 

Figure 12. Types of sustainability assurance 
engagement provided by companies that engaged 

in sustainability assurance practices (N=73) 
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Additional analysis: Proportion of 
sustainability information assured 

The assurance of sustainability information can 
apply to various types of reports where sustainability 
information is disclosed. In our analysis of the 73 
companies that practiced sustainability assurance, 
we made several noteworthy observations: 49 
companies (67%) engaged assurance on a stand-
alone sustainability report, 8 companies (11%) 
engaged assurance on a standalone climate 
report, 5 companies (7%) engaged assurance on 
both their standalone sustainability report and 
standalone climate report, and 11 companies (15%) 
opted for assurance on sustainability information 
integrated within their annual reports. 

An additional consideration when seeking external 
third-party verification is the extent or proportion 
of sustainability information within a report that 
undergoes external assurance. In this regard, in 
Figure 13, we found that among the 73 companies 
that engaged in sustainability assurance practices, 
95% (69 of 73) had specific sections of the report 
containing sustainability information assured, 
rather than subjecting the whole report to external 
assurance. A small subset of companies, just 
four out of 73, chose to have their entire reports 
containing the sustainability information externally 
assured. See Appendix 5 for examples of audit 
report paragraphs illustrating assurance over an 
entire report and selected sections of a report. 

Results suggest that within the current voluntary 
regime, Australia’s largest companies are yet 
to fully embrace a comprehensive and robust 
approach to ensure the credibility of sustainability 
reporting. Should sustainability reporting become 
mandatory following the development of 
sustainability-related financial disclosure standards 
issued by the ISSB, it is crucial to understand the 
current state of sustainability reporting assurance 
practices to better frame policy responses. 

5.3.1 Sustainability frameworks 
used by auditors 
We also examine the sustainability frameworks used 
by external auditors to provide assurance against 
a company’s sustainability disclosure. Using an 
established framework to issue assurance will likely 
foster greater trust and confidence among users. 

Figure 14 Panel A reports the various 
sustainability frameworks referenced by auditors 
of the 73 companies that underwent external 
assurance, and Panel B reports the distribution 
for the final sample of 242 companies. 

As outlined in Figure 14 Panel A, the top two 
frameworks used by auditors for providing assurance 
about companies’ sustainability disclosures were 
the GHGP, used by 52% of companies (38 of 73), 
and the GRI, used by 51% of companies (37 of 
73). Regarding the final sample of 242 companies 
presented in Panel B, these proportions correspond 
to 16% and 15%, respectively. The use of UNGC, 
IR, TNFD, and CDP by auditors is negligible (0%). 

An intriguing observation comes to light when 
examining the use of the TCFD and SDG frameworks 
in the assurance process. Both TCFD and SDG stood 
out as highly mentioned frameworks, highlighting 
their significance in corporate sustainability reporting. 
Specifically, from Figure 5, TCFD is mentioned within 
disclosures by 70% of the final sample, 169 of 242; 
SDG is mentioned by 60%, 145 of 242. However, 
this emphasis has not translated into widespread 
practical implementation within the assurance 

Figure 13. Proportion of sustainability 
information assured in a report (N=73) 

Whole report assured 

Selected section assured 5% 
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process. Notably, only 10% of companies that 
engaged assurance referenced TCFD (7 of 73, see 
Figure 14 Panel A), and just 3% of the full sample (7 
of 242, see Figure 14 Panel B) engaged assurance 
that was reported against TCFD. A similar pattern 
holds for the SDG framework: only one auditor 
provided assurance in accordance with SDGs.16 

The lower incidence of assurance against SDGs can 
be attributed to their nature as a collection of goals 
designed to serve as a comprehensive blueprint for 

achieving a more sustainable future, rather than 
a specified framework prescribing recommended 
sustainability disclosures. Note, that as mentioned 
in methodology section, we collectively refer to all 
sustainability standards and goals as “frameworks”. 
On the one hand, many companies employ the SDGs 
as targets, tailoring their initiatives to align with 
these broader goals (e.g., no poverty, zero hunger, 
good health and well-being, quality education, 
gender equality), rather than using them as a 
guidance for their sustainability reporting. On the 
other hand, the TCFD framework is voluntary and 
provides guidance on the disclosure of information 
on the financial implications of climate-related risks 
and opportunities. The TCFD is the core of IFRS 
S2 (Climate-related financial disclosures) released 
in June 2023. Given the growing significance of 
climate-related financial disclosures and the TCFD’s 
role in shaping such disclosures, the relatively 
low incidence of TCFD assurance is a concern. 

To summarise, the results portrayed in Figure 
14 highlight two interesting aspects. First, the 
selection of sustainability frameworks for assurance 
engagement corresponds with their prevalence 
among companies’ sustainability reporting suites. 
However, the practical implementation of these 
frameworks for external assurance purposes remains 
comparatively low, indicating a substantial gap across 
virtually all frameworks considered. For instance, 
despite the GRI being the one of the most employed 
frameworks in assurance practices, used by 51% 
of assured companies (37 of 73), this translated 
to only 15% of the final sample (37 of 242). This 
suggests that, whilst acknowledged and mentioned 
by companies, the application of these frameworks 
for assurance purposes remains limited in practice. 

Second, some frameworks are less frequently chosen 
for assurance purposes than others, despite their high 
recognition within companies’ sustainability reporting 
suites. This is likely partially explained by the 
distinct nature and objective of certain sustainability 
frameworks, such as SDGs, which are the basis for 
broader goals rather than structured guidance for 

Figure 14. Sustainability frameworks used by auditors to provide 
assurance against a company’s sustainability disclosure 
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sustainability reporting. Other potential factors 
include the varying levels of familiarity and expertise 
among auditors regarding specific frameworks, the 
complex nature of some frameworks that may pose 
challenges during the assurance processes, and 
the dynamic landscape of sustainability reporting 
standards that may require continuous adaption 
and understanding by auditors. Considering these 
findings, further exploration of the factors that 
impact the integration of sustainability frameworks 
into assurance practices could yield insights on the 
specific challenges or considerations that affect 
their application within assurance practices. 

5.3.3 Assurance standards 
guiding engagements 
Under ASAE/ISAE standards, an assurance 
engagement occurs where an assurance practitioner 
obtains sufficient and appropriate evidence to 
express a conclusion, which enhances the degree 
of confidence of the intended users about subject 
matter information (ASAE 3000, paragraph 
12). In this section, we examine the assurance 
standard guiding assurance engagements relating 
to sustainability disclosures. These assurance 
standards are crucial in providing a structured 
framework for auditors to ensure the accuracy and 
credibility of assurance engagement processes. 

In the Australian and international context, specific 
assurance standards have been established by 
international standard setting bodies to govern 
sustainability assurance engagements. This study 
identifies four assurance standards as follows: 

a) ASAE 3000/ISAE 3000 are the Australian/ 
international equivalent standard on ‘Assurance 
Engagements Other than Audits or Reviews 
of Historical Financial Information’, issued by 
the Auditing & Assurance Standards Board 
(AUASB)/International Auditing and Assurance 
Standards Board (IAASB). 

b) ASAE 3410/ISAE 3410 are the Australian/ 
international equivalent assurance standards 
providing requirements and guidance specific 
to assurance engagements of ‘Greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions disclosures’, issued by 
the Auditing & Assurance Standards Board 
(AUASB)/International Auditing and Assurance 
Standards Board (IAASB). 

c) AA 1000, an assurance framework that provides 
methodology to be used by sustainability 
professionals worldwide for sustainability-
related assurance engagements to assess the 
nature and extent to which a company adheres 
to the AccountAbility Principles. The standard 
is issued by AccountAbility, a global consulting 
and standards company. 

d) ISO 14065 specifies general principles and 
requirements for bodies performing validation 
and verification of environmental information 
statements. The standard is issued by the 
International Organisation for Standardisation 
(ISO), an independent, non-governmental 
international organisation, which issues global 
standards that are intended to ensure products 
and services are safe, reliable, and of good 
quality. 

Figure 15. Assurance standards used by external 
auditors to assure sustainability information 
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Focusing on the 30% of sample companies (73 
of 242) that engaged in sustainability assurance, 
Figure 15 tabulates assurance standards used 
by external auditors to assure sustainability 
reporting. Assurance practitioners can and do 
refer to more than one assurance standard. The 
most prominent assurance standard is the ASAE/ 
ISAE 3000, which is used by auditors in 96% of 
the companies subject to sustainability assurance 
(70 of 73). This is followed by ASAE/ISAE 3410, 

with 51% (37 of 73) of auditors referencing this 
standard in their audit reports. It is noteworthy 
that both AA1000 and ISO14065 standards are 
followed by 1% (1 of 73) of assurance providers. 

The strong preference for ASAE/ISAE standards 
in sustainability assurance practices among 
Australian auditors is not unexpected, given that 
the Big 4 dominate the assurance market. 

This study delivers a comprehensive 
analysis of the sustainability reporting 
practices of the largest Australian listed 
companies (ASX 300), ranked by market 
capitalisation, for the 2022 calendar year. 
Our study had two main research objectives: 

1) to assess the current extent and quality 
of sustainability reporting, and associated 
assurance practices, by large Australian 
companies. 

2) to support regulators in developing an 
appropriate sustainability reporting system that 
suits the Australian environment. 

To pursue these objectives, we undertook a 
comprehensive analysis of the current sustainability 
reporting practices of ASX 300 companies, assessing 
the performances of each company with reference 
to three defined levels of sustainability reporting. 

At the first level – to determine how many 
companies that had achieved at least minimal levels 
of engagement with sustainability reporting – we 
identified where, if anywhere, companies made 
references to sustainability reporting frameworks 
across their reporting suites. Second, we conducted a 
language analysis examining the extent of companies’ 
engagement with sustainability frameworks – and, 
critically, differentiating between those that merely 
mentioned frameworks and those that explicitly 
confirmed that they were adhering to or following 
a framework. Third, to identify companies with 
higher levels of sustainability reporting credibility, we 
examined the incidence and level of independent, 
external assurance of sustainability reporting. 

6.1 Key findings 
Performance benchmark level 1: 
Location of sustainability reporting 

Among the final sample of 242 companies (excluding 
58 companies as either foreign exempt or financial 
product vehicles), we found standalone sustainability 

reports were the most common form of disclosure 
(55%), often accompanied by concurrent disclosures 
in annual reports. A further 21% of companies 
integrated sustainability information within annual 
reports but did not provide standalone sustainability 
reports. A relatively small proportion (10%) 
published both sustainability and climate reports, 
and 3% (8 of 242) published a climate report only. 
Only 26 of our sample of 242 companies (11%) 
made no reference to any sustainability reporting 
framework (see Figure 16, Panel A). The absence 
of reporting framework acknowledgement was 
most common among smaller companies – 27% of 
companies within the ASX201-300 (19 of 74) and 
9% of companies within the ASX101-200 (5 of 79) 
made no reference to a sustainability reporting 
framework. By contrast, just 2% of companies 
in the ASX100 (2 of 89) made no reference to a 
sustainability reporting framework (see Figure 3). 

Performance benchmark level 2: Mentioning and 
adhering to sustainability reporting frameworks 

The main frameworks mentioned by ASX 300 
companies in their sustainability reporting included 
the Greenhouse Gas Protocol (GHGP – 71%), the 
Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures 
(TCFD – 70%), the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI – 
60%), and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs 
– a 60%). For more detail see Figure 16, Panel B. 

A significant gap exists between the number of 
companies that refer to sustainability reporting 
frameworks and the number that report and detail 
their adherence to frameworks. For instance, 
although a significant majority of companies cited 
TCFD, only 3% disclosed reporting in accordance 
with TCFD. The disparity between referencing 
frameworks and adhering to them was significant 
across all company sizes – but most pronounced 
among the smaller companies of the ASX 300. 
Within the ASX 100, 89% mentioned TCFD, and 6% 
followed it; among ASX 201-300 companies, 46% 
mentioned TCFD and just 1% disclosed reporting 
in accordance with TCFD (see Figures 7 and 8). 

6. Conclusion and 
Recommendations 
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As an alternative proxy measure of companies 
reporting in accordance with a framework, we 
identified the incidence of companies disclosing a 
content index. Inclusion of a sustainability content 
index suggests the company follows at least some 
of the elements of a framework (although without 
confirming whether they are reporting in strict 
accordance with the framework). We identified 
content indexes within company reporting suites for 
five sustainability frameworks: GRI (83 companies out 
of 242, or 34%), SDG (12, or 5%), TCFD (28, or 12%), 
SASB (32, or 13%), and UNGC (12, or 5%). The results 
presented in Figure 16, Panel B, suggest that while 
a high proportion of companies disclose a content 
index, the overall rate of disclosure for individual 
reporting frameworks is low. For example, just 14% 
of companies disclosed a GRI content index. The 
results again suggest only a minority of companies 
genuinely report sustainability information in 
accordance with an established reporting framework. 

Performance benchmark level 3: 
Sustainability assurance 

Only about 30% of companies (73 of 242) subjected 
their sustainability disclosures to assurance. 
Engagement of assurance services was most 
common among larger companies – 56% of sample 
companies in the ASX 100 (50 of 89) engaged 
sustainability assurance compared to just 4% of 
ASX 201-300 companies (3 of 74) – see Figure 11. 
Additional analysis revealed that 95% of companies 
that subjected their sustainability disclosures to 
assurance (69 of 73) selected only parts of their 
reports to be assured. In other words, from our 
entire sample group of 242 companies, we identified 
just four standalone sustainability reports subjected 
in their entirety to independent assurance. 

We also found that sustainability frameworks 
have limited practical application for external 
assurance. For example, while the GRI was one of the 
frameworks most frequently used as the criterion 
against which the auditor provides assurance (51%, 
or 37 of 73 assured companies), it translated to just 
15% of the total sample engaging assurance against 

the GRI (37 of 242) (see Figure 16). It is noteworthy 
that while TCFD was a frequently mentioned 
framework (70% of final sample, 169 of 242) – and 
that TCFD is the basis for the new sustainability 
standard of S2 – just 3% of companies used TCFD as 
the assurance criterion (7 of 242). A similar pattern 
was observed with the SDG framework, which 
was mentioned by 60% of sample companies (145 
of 242) yet was used for assurance purposes by 
just 1 out of 242 companies in the final sample. 

6.2 Concluding remarks 
Our findings reveal that in 2022, most of Australia’s 
largest companies were concerned with projecting a 
positive image through their sustainability reporting, 
rather than demonstrating a genuine commitment 
to comprehensive sustainability reporting practices. 
While sustainability frameworks are frequently cited 
in annual reports and other company documents, 
the practical implementation and independent 
external assurance of sustainability reporting remains 
low. There are several implications of this. First, the 
lack of robust adherence to established corporate 
sustainability frameworks raises the obvious spectre 
of ‘greenwashing’, whereby companies publicly 
project a commitment to environmental responsibility 
and sustainability without substantively adhering 
to any established practical framework. This 
leads inevitably to unstructured and inconsistent 
disclosures, undermining the comparability and 
reliability of sustainability information in company 
reports. For instance, where companies choose 
to implement selected aspects of a sustainability 
framework that they find beneficial, other important 
aspects are potentially ignored. Second, the low 
incidence of sustainability reporting assurance 
by ASX 300 companies provides further cause 
for concern, undermining public and investor 
confidence in the credibility of sustainability 
disclosures – adding fuel to perceptions that some 
of the nation’s biggest companies might be more 
focused on projecting favourable images than 
genuinely engaging with sustainability reporting. 

SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING AND 
ASSURANCE BY ASX 300 COMPANIES 

DEAKIN INTEGRATED REPORTING CENTRE | 2023 

Disclosure of Content indexFrameworks followed Frameworks assuredFrameworks mentioned 

TCFDSDGIRUNGCSASBGRI ICMMTNFD GHGPCDP 

Panel B. A comparison between the proportion of sample companies (N=242) mentioning a framework, 
following a framework, disclosing a content index, and externally assure sustainability reporting 

60% 

33% 

17% 

10% 

60% 

70% 

10% 
8% 

17%18% 

2% 
0% 1% 0% 

3% 
0% 1% 0% 

34% 

13% 

5% 

0% 

5% 

12% 

0% 0% 0% 

15% 

2% 
0% 0% 0% 

3% 
0% 1% 0% 

71% 

0%0% 

16% 

Figure 16. Key findings 

Panel A. Five locations of sustainability reporting 

Location of sustainability reporting Number % 

Both sustainability and climate reports 23 10% 

Climate report 8 3% 

Sustainability report 134 55% 

Annual report only 51 21% 

No reference to sustainability reporting framework 26 11% 

Final sample 242 100% 

28 29 



It is noteworthy that while many of Australia’s 
largest companies displayed limited adherence to 
sustainability frameworks in 2022, the landscape 
is presently evolving with the establishment of 
global standards, such as IFRS S1 and IFRS S2. These 
internationally aligned sustainability standards offer 
more clarity amidst the complex array of reporting 
frameworks. Australia’s prospective shift towards 
mandatory climate reporting, aligned with IFRS S2 in 
2024, adds to this positive momentum. Our findings 
have relevance within this evolving and optimistic 
sustainability reporting environment. Specifically, they 
underscore the importance of establishing a uniform, 
structured, and mandatory approach to sustainability 
reporting in Australia, as would be achieved with 
the potential mandate of an Australian equivalent 
of IFRS S2. Uniform mandatory reporting standards 
are likely to enhance transparency, accountability, 
and the overall quality of sustainability reporting, 
which might help to drive companies’ commitment 
to sustainability practices. Within this context, 
there is an essential role for assurance providers to 
support the credibility of sustainability reporting, 
and for companies to clearly disclose mechanisms 
that enhance the integrity of unaudited sustainability 
disclosures as required under ASX Corporate 
Governance Council (CGC) Recommendation 4.3. 
We believe our findings assist all stakeholders in 
preparing for the inevitable and dynamic changes 
in the reporting landscape that lies ahead. 

6.3 Recommendations 
Drawing on our key findings, we offer the following 
recommendations to Australian companies, 
regulators, policymakers, and professional 
bodies to prepare for the upcoming shifts in 
the sustainability reporting landscape: 

Australian companies 

1) Prioritise the alignment of sustainability 
frameworks. Companies should prioritise 
aligning their sustainability reporting with 
established international reporting frameworks, 
and clearly demonstrate their adherence to a 
framework in their sustainability reporting. 

2) Include content indexes in corporate reports. 
Sustainability content indexes should be 
included in corporate reports to help investors 
and other stakeholders easily find key 
sustainability reporting elements. 

3) Provide sustainability data books. 
Companies should consider providing 
detailed supplementary sustainability data 
in spreadsheets on their websites, allowing 
stakeholders to analyse and model data 
independently. An innovative 22 of 242 
companies in our ASX 300 sample group 
voluntarily implemented this practice in the 
2022 calendar year. 

4) Seek independent external assurance of 
sustainability reporting. External assurance 
lends credibility to sustainability reporting, 
enhancing investor and broader stakeholder 
confidence in companies’ sustainability 
practices. As the reporting landscape evolves, 
and as external pressure on companies to 
demonstrate sustainable practices grows, 
boards and managers should recognise the 
benefits of independent external assurance 
in offering the highest level of credibility to 
sustainability reporting. 

Regulators and policymakers, including 
Australian Treasury, the FRC, AASB and AUASB 

1) Consider a standardised and structured 
approach to sustainability reporting – 
including issuing an Australian equivalent 
of IFRS S1 and IFRS S2. Considering the 
currently fractured and diverse landscape 
including at least 10 different sustainability-
related frameworks, there is an urgent need to 
unify reporting standards and requirements. 

Specifically, we support issuing an Australian 
equivalent of IFRS S2 for climate reporting 
and its mandate through the Corporations 
Act, which is currently undergoing a public 
consultation process. We also recommend 
extending this approach to broader 
sustainability reporting, aligning with IFRS S1. 

2) Provide guidance on the location of 
sustainability reporting. There is scope for 
policymakers to provide guidance on the 
location of sustainability reporting within 
company reporting suites. A strong case exists 
to locate sustainability information within 
company annual reports, particularly within 
the Operating and Financial Review, when 
the sustainability matters significantly impact 
future financial performance. This approach 
aligns with the Australian equivalent of IFRS 
S2, which proposes that climate disclosures 
be integrated into a company’s annual report 
because climate-related risks and opportunities 
are inextricably linked to a company’s 
operations, financial results, and strategic 
decisions (Treasury, 2023). Alternatively, 
sustainability information can be housed in 
stand-alone sustainability reports to address 
a broader array of stakeholder-oriented 
sustainability concerns. 

3) Mandate sustainability assurance. It is 
recommended that independent external 
assurance be made mandatory for climate 
disclosures in alignment with the ongoing 
considerations for an Australian equivalent of 
IFRS S2, encompassing assurance for broader 
sustainability reporting once it becomes 
a regulated requirement. Specifically, the 
AUASB should accelerate the development of 
assurance standards modelled on the proposed 
international standards for sustainability 
assurance – ISSA 5000 General Requirements 
for Sustainability Assurance Engagement.17 

Further exploration of the factors influencing 
the integration of sustainability frameworks 
into assurance practices could also yield 

valuable insights into associated practical 
challenges and considerations. Also, the ASX 
Corporate Governance Council should continue 
to emphasise the importance of companies 
disclosing mechanisms in place to enhance 
the integrity of unaudited sustainability 
disclosures under Recommendation 4.3 of 
the ASX Corporate Governance Principles and 
Recommendations. 

4) Support smaller companies. Our study reveals 
that smaller companies, particularly those 
within the ASX201-300, are less likely than 
larger companies to adhere to sustainability 
reporting frameworks and use external 
assurance. To bridge this gap, regulators 
should proactively offer support mechanisms 
tailored to the unique challenges faced by 
smaller companies in adopting more robust 
sustainability reporting practices. One effective 
strategy could be the phased implementation of 
reporting requirements, using larger companies 
as examples of best practice, and offering 
tailored assistance programs to facilitate 
smaller companies in the gradual alignment of 
their reporting to best practice. 

Professional bodies 

1) Prioritise education and training. As the 
reporting landscape evolves, professional 
accounting bodies should accelerate their 
training and education programs to equip 
members with the knowledge and skills needed 
to effectively navigate the complexities of 
sustainability reporting and assurance. 

2) Promote the adoption of sustainability 
frameworks. Professional bodies should 
continue to educate their members about the 
benefits of using established sustainability 
reporting frameworks. These frameworks 
offer structured guidelines for reporting 
on various sustainability aspects, ensuring 
that the information provided is consistent, 
comparable, credible, and useful for various 
stakeholders. 
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1) For simplicity, we use the generic term “framework” 
when discussing sustainability guidance. This includes 
frameworks that offer flexibility in alignment (e.g., IR), 
standard’ that are prescriptive, and goals that are time 
bound (e.g., SDGs to be achieved by 2030). Refer to 
Section 4.3 for further clarification. 

2) IFRS sustainability standards are set to become effective 
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Climate information is proposed to be published in annual 
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and is expected to be in place for the commencement of 
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recently released IFRS S1 and IFRS S2. 
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Responsibility reporting (CSR) and Environmental, Social 
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2.2 for further elaboration. 
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guidance as “standard”’ (e.g., GRI; SASB), and others as 
“goals” (e.g., SDG). 
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Warrants rules but are specifically designed for Managed 
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operations and supply chains. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Descriptions of sustainability frameworks Appendix 2: Examples of companies’ engagement with a sustainability framework 

Panel A: Mentioning a sustainability framework in an annual report 

The excerpt below illustrates how Computershare Limited (CPU), an ASX100 listed company, mentions 
SDG, TCFD, SASB, and CDP frameworks within the sustainability section of its 2022 annual report. 

Sustainability Frameworks Definition 

Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) 

The GRI is an international, independent, non-profit organization that aims to improve the world by enabling 
organisations to understand and communicate their economic, environment, and social impacts to a wide range 
of stakeholders. Published in 2016, the GRI Sustainability Reporting Standards are a set of guidelines that provide 
framework for a wide range of sustainability topics, including governance, human rights, labour practices, and 
environmental impacts. Under the GRI structure, standards are categorised into three buckets, being universal standards 
(general disclosures that all organisations need to apply to their reporting), sector standards (particular standards 
addressing issues identified by the broader industry), and topic standards (support adequate reporting on the topics 
identified as material to the organisation.18 

Task Force on Climate-
related Financial 
Disclosures (TCFD) 

The TCFD was created in 2015 by the Financial Stability Board (FSB) whose role, since its establishment in 2019 after 
the global financial crisis, is to promote international financial stability. The TCFD recommendations are voluntary 
and provide guidance on the disclosure of information on the financial implications of climate-related risks and 
opportunities. The TCFD has 11 recommendations that span four different areas including governance, strategy, risk 
management, and metrics and targets. The TCFD is the core of IFRS S2 (climate-related financial disclosures) released 
in June 2023. The FSB which oversees the TCFD acknowledged that the ISSB standards mark the culmination of the 
TCFD's work since its establishment in 2017 and has asked the IFRS Foundation to take over the TCFD monitoring 
responsibilities from 2024.19 

Integrated Reporting 
Framework (IR) 

The IR Framework was published by the International Integrated Reporting Council in 2023 and revised in 2021, aims 
to provide a comprehensive and coherent reporting method that communicates an organisation's strategy, governance, 
performance, and prospects in the context of its external environment. It enables stakeholders to understand an 
organisation's value creation process better and assess its long-term sustainability. The IR Framework is now part of the 
IFRS Foundation.20 

Sustainability Accounting 
Standards Board (SASB) 

SASB is a non-profit organisation founded in 2011 that strives to establish and maintain industry-specific standards for 
guiding the disclosure of financially material sustainability-related risks and opportunities. That is, SASB standards focus 
on sustainability issues expected to have a material impact on the company’s financial performance and cash flows, 
aimed at serving the needs of most investors and other providers of financial capital. SASB standards focus on climate-
intensive sectors. SASB is now under oversight of the IFRS.21 

Greenhouse gas Protocol 
(GHGP) 

Established in 1998, the GHGP is an organisation that was formed through a partnership between the World Resources 
Institute and the World Business Council for Sustainable Development. The GHGP provides standardised framework 
for companies, organisations, cities, and even countries to help them manage and reduce their greenhouse gas 
emissions. The standards aim to offer a much-needed data-driven approach to the global reduction of emissions and 
allow organisations to identify which activities generate the most emissions. The GHGP is most well-known for its 
classification of scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions.22 

United Nations Global 
Compact (UNGC) 

The UNGC is a non-binding United Nations pact to get businesses and firms worldwide to adopt sustainable and socially 
responsible policies, and to report on their implementation. The UNGC encourages companies to integrate ten specific 
principles into their strategies, policies, and procedures, and establish a culture of integrity where companies are not 
only upholding their basic responsibilities to people and planet, but also setting the stage for long-term success. The Ten 
Principles of the UNGC cover areas of human rights, labour, environment, and anti-corruption.23 

International Council on 
Mining and Metals (ICMM) 

ICMM was founded in 2001, as a CEO-led leadership organisation, on the premise of improving sustainable 
development in the mining and metals industry. ICMM's Mining Principles define the good practice environmental, 
social and governance requirements of company members, expressed through a comprehensive set of 39 Performance 
Expectations and 9 related position statements on several critical industry challenges. The Mining Principles seek to 
maximise the industry’s benefits to host communities, while minimising negative impacts to effectively manage issues of 
concern to society.24 

Carbon Disclosure Project 
(CDP) 

Launched in 2000, the CDP is an independent non-profit organisation that runs the global disclosure system for 
investors, companies, cities, states, and regions to manage their environmental impacts. The aim is to drive companies 
and governments to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, safeguard water resources, and protect forests.25 

Task Force on Nature-
related Financial 
Disclosures (TNFD) 

Established in 2021, the TNFD is a framework for nature-related risk management and disclosure. It was designed 
to help organisations act and report on nature-related risks relevant to their direct and indirect operations. TNFD 
recommendations aim to assist in shifting the global financial system from one that exploits nature to one that supports 
and nourishes it. TNFD is still in development and has yet to be adopted by regulators as the template for nature-related 
disclosure requirements. In December 2022, the ISSB announced that it will consider TNFD recommendations in their 
ongoing work on integrating climate and biodiversity disclosure standards.26 

Sustainability Development 
Goals (SDG) 

The SDGs were set up in 2015 by the United Nations General Assembly, which are a collection of 17 goals designed 
to be a blueprint to achieve a better and more sustainable future for all by 2030. The goals include no poverty, zero 
hunger, good health and well-being, quality education, gender equality, clean water and sanitation, affordable and clean 
energy, decent work and economic growth and others. Some companies are voluntarily incorporating SDGs into their 
reporting.27 

Frameworks including 
SDG, TCFD, SASB, and 
CDP are mentioned, 
but it is unclear 
whether sustainability 
reporting is prepared 
in accordance with 
these frameworks. 
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Panel C: Mentioning a sustainability framework in a stand-alone sustainability report 

The excerpt below illustrates how Treasury Wine Estates Limited (TWE), an ASX100 listed company, mentioned 
TCFD, GRI, UNGC, and SDG frameworks in the ‘About this report’ section in its 2022 sustainability report 

Panel B: Explicitly adhering to (following) a sustainability framework in an annual report 

The excerpt below illustrates how Cochlear Limited (COH), an ASX100 listed company, disclosed 
adherence to the IR framework in the ‘About this report’ section in its 2022 annual report. 

The report is prepared 
in accordance with 
the IR Framework. 

It is stated that frameworks such 
as TCFD, GRI, UNGC, and SDGs are 
considered, rather than adhered to or 
followed, in sustainability reporting. 
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Below are examples of GRI, SASB, and TCFD content indexes provided by SIMS Limited (SGM), an 
ASX101-200 listed company. The content indexes are disclosed in SGM’s 2022 data book. 

Panel D: Explicitly adhering to (following) a sustainability framework in a standalone sustainability report 

The excerpt below illustrates how Cromwell Property Group (CMW), an ASX101-200 listed company, explicitly 
disclosed adherence to the GRI framework in the ‘About this report’ section in its 2022 stand-alone sustainability 
report. Additionally, CMW also disclosed GRI and SASB content indexes as part of the reporting suite 

Appendix 3: Example of a content index 

Similarly, the 
TCFD Index shows 
SGM’s responses 
to disclosure items 
under the TCFD 
framework and 
the locations of 
these disclosures. 

The report is prepared 
in accordance with the 
GRI framework. GRI and 
SASB content indexes 
are also provided. 

The TCFD Index shows 
SGM’s responses 
to disclosure items 
under the SASB 
framework. It also 
provides information 
on where these 
disclosures can be 
located within the 
reporting suite. 

The GRI Index 
explains SGM’s 
responses to 
disclosure items 
under the GRI 
framework. 
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Below is an example of a data book provided by the Australian & New Zealand Banking Group Ltd 
(ANZ), an ASX 100 company, as part of their annual reporting suite. This data book is published in Excel 
format on ANZ’s official website and summarises ANZ’s progress on key ESG metrics for 2022. 

Appendix 4: Example of a data book 

The ‘Table of 
contents’ in ANZ’s 
data book outlines 
key performance 
metrics categorized 
under environment, 
social, and 
governance. 

Key environmental 
performance 
indicators, including 
GHG scopes 1-3, are 
tabulated for the 
years 2018 to 2022. 
Additionally, the data 
book also provides 
average performance 
figures for different 
jurisdictions (e.g., 
Australia, New 
Zealand) to facilitate 
comparison. 

In addition, the data 
book is accompanied 
by the disclosure 
of UNGC and GRI 
content indexes. 

Key governance 
indicators, such as 
average hours of 
training per employee 
and by gender, are 
tabulated for the 
years 2018 to 2022. 

Key social indicators, such as employee 
headcount, employees categorised by 
contract type, gender, and region, are 
tabulated for the years 2019 to 2022. 
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Panel A: Example showing assurance of an entire stand-alone sustainability report 

The excerpt below illustrates CSR Limited (CSR), an ASX101-200 company, subjected its 
entire 2022 stand-alone sustainability report (a climate report referred to by CSR as the 
NGER report) to a process of reasonable assurance, conducted by Deloitte. 

Panel B: Example showing the assurance of a selected section of a stand-alone sustainability report 

The excerpt below shows that Minerals Resources Limited (MIN), an ASX100 company, subjected selected sections 
of its 2022 stand-alone sustainability report to a process of limited assurance, conducted by Ernst & Young. 

Appendix 5: Examples of sustainability assurance 

The entire NGER 
report is subject to 
external assurance. 
Additionally, Deloitte 
auditors explicitly 
stated that the 
assurance engagement 
is guided by ASAE3410 
and the NGER Audit 
Determination 
process. 

The assurance 
process focused on 
selected performance 
data within the 
sustainability report. 
It is also clear that 
management’s 
forward-looking 
statements are not 
assured. 
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