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Chief Executive Officer

Accounting Professional & Ethical Standards Board Limited
Level 11, 99 William Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

Re: Exposure Draft 01/26 - Proposed APES 206 Conformity with Sustainability Reporting Standards

We support the intent of proposed APES 206. APESB is right to fill the gap between traditional
conformity standards and the new sustainability reporting environment. The accounting
profession now needs a clear professional and ethical standard that operates credibly across
mandatory and voluntary sustainability information.

Our submission focuses on one practical issue that the draft only partly resolves: how Members
should deal with sustainability information and related claims that depend on external
instruments, registries, methodologies and verification models. That issue is no longer peripheral.
It is already showing up in climate disclosures, transition plans, compensation claims, and broader
sustainability statements.

SOR AU Pty Ltd operates the Sustainable Outcome Digital Asset model, or SODA. In plain terms,
SODA is a registry-based substantiation architecture for sustainability outcomes. It is built around
ex-post issuance only, independent verification before issuance, a litigation-ready evidence
bundle, and a single-claim registry discipline intended to stop duplicate public claims. We submit
that APES 206 should recognise this type of evidence architecture explicitly and set expectations
for how Members evaluate it.

Peter Hislop Speers

CEO

SOR AU Pty Ltd (SODA)
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Executive summary

e APES 206 is directionally sound and should proceed as a distinct standard rather than
being collapsed prematurely into APES 205 or APES 210.

e The final standard should be strengthened to deal expressly with registry-based external
sustainability evidence, not just generic frameworks and methodologies.

e APESB should require clearer treatment of provenance, traceability, exclusivity of claims,
and the quality of external verification where sustainability information relies on offsets,
certificates, units or analogous instruments.

e SODA provides a useful model for that treatment because it is ex-post, evidence-backed,
independently verified, and built to support clear, non-duplicative public claims.

e The final standard should also make explicit that broad or unqualified sustainability claims
are incompatible with proper professional conduct where the underlying evidence is
residual, conditional, or limited in scope.

1. Why APESB is right to issue APES 206

The consultation materials make the position plain. APESB developed this project because APES
205 does not address sustainability information, even though Australian Sustainability Reporting
Standards are already in force and climate-related reporting has begun to phase in from 1 January
2025. The September 2025 agenda papers also show that APESB identified four immediate project
drivers: the need to consider existing guidance, the ethical challenges Members face in
sustainability reporting, consistency across APESB pronouncements, and the need for timely
outcomes.

That is the right diagnosis. Sustainability reporting is not just an accounting-extension problem.
It pulls in judgement about boundaries, value chains, assumptions, methodologies, estimates,
future statements, external experts, verification, and public claims. A conformity standard
dedicated to sustainability is therefore justified on both practical and public-interest grounds.

We also support APESB keeping APES 206 distinct for now. Sustainability reporting is still evolving
fast. Forcing early consolidation with APES 205 and APES 210 would create drafting neatness at
the expense of operational clarity. The market does not need elegance; it needs usable obligations
that Members can apply now.

2. Where the draft is strong

The draft is strongest where it anchors conduct to public interest, professional competence and
due care, and the obligation to take all reasonable steps to apply the relevant reporting
framework. That is the right backbone. It is also sensible that Section 4 deals with Australian
Sustainability Reporting Standards, Section 5 deals with sustainability information under a General
Purpose Framework, and Section 6 covers all other sustainability information.
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We particularly support the inclusion in Section 6 of a requirement for sustainability information
and any associated assurance report to identify the purpose of the information and the significant
judgements, assumptions and methodologies adopted. That is a good baseline discipline for non-
ASRS sustainability information.

3. The gap: external sustainability evidence, registries and claim
architecture

The draft does not yet go far enough on a hard issue now facing preparers and assurance
practitioners: sustainability information increasingly relies on external evidence systems. Those
systems can include carbon units, biodiversity instruments, renewable certificates, supply-chain
attestations, registry entries, third-party methodologies, model outputs, and verification
statements issued outside the reporting entity itself.

In theory, paragraphs dealing with significant judgements, assumptions and methodologies could
catch some of that. In practice, that is too general. Members need clearer expectations on what
they must test when sustainability information depends on an external registry or instrument and
when public claims are made using that instrument.

That matters because the market is full of structurally weak claims. Some are based on forward
promises rather than delivered outcomes. Some are verified only at project design level rather
than outcome level. Some can be claimed more than once across different registries, buyers or
disclosures. Some are so poorly documented that neither management nor an assurance
practitioner can reconstruct the basis of the claim later. APES 206 should not leave that terrain to
implication.

4. Why SODA is relevant to this consultation

e SODA has been designed specifically to solve the evidence and claim-integrity problems
that sit underneath sustainability disclosures. Its core design choices are straightforward.

e Ex-postissuance only. No unit is issued before the underlying outcome has happened and
the service period has been completed.

¢ Independent verification before issuance. Verification is required prior to minting or registry
issuance, using a disciplined evidence review model aligned to recognised verification
practice.

e Litigation-Ready Product Disclosure Statement. Each issued unit is accompanied by a
structured evidence package containing methodology, data, calculations, verification and
notices.

e Single-claim registry discipline. Once a unit is linked to a public claim, it is locked to that
claim to reduce the risk of double use or serial green marketing.

e Residuals-first claims logic. The architecture is intended to support specific and auditable
statements, not vague or unqualified claims such as blanket carbon-neutral or net-zero
assertions without a defensible basis.
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e Multi-domain applicability. The same design logic can be used across climate, biodiversity,
water, land systems and nutrient integrity rather than forcing all sustainability integrity
questions into a carbon-only frame.

This is not a request for APESB to endorse one proprietary model. It is a request for APESB to
recognise that models with these features are materially different from low-discipline evidence
systems and should be evaluated differently by Members. If APES 206 remains silent on that
distinction, Members will be left with too much ambiguity and too little guidance.

5. Recommended amendments to APES 206

We recommend that APESB strengthen the final standard and related guidance in the following
areas:

Recommendation Rationale / drafting intent

Add an explicit requirement that where Sustainability Information
relies on external registries, units, certificates, methodologies or

A. External evidence systems verification reports, Members must evaluate whether the source has
clear criteria, traceable provenance, reliable governance and
sufficient evidence to support the relevant disclosure or claim.

Require Members to consider whether the relevant sustainability
outcome can be traced to a unique evidence record and whether the

B. Traceability and exclusivity same outcome could be claimed by another party, in another registry,
or in another reporting period. Where exclusivity cannot be
established, the limitation should be disclosed clearly.

Require Members to distinguish clearly between ex-ante instruments,
forecast outcomes and ex-post delivered outcomes. Sustainability
information should not imply delivery where only intention, forecast,
or project registration exists.

C. Outcome timing

Make clear that Members should evaluate the competence,
independence, scope and timing of external verification. Not all
verification is equal. Design-stage or process-only review should not
be presented as equivalent to outcome verification.

D. Verification quality

Add application material stating that broad or unqualified
environmental claims are inconsistent with proper disclosure where

E. Claims language the evidence is residual, conditional, partial, or materially uncertain.
Preparers and practitioners should favour narrow, specific, auditable
wording.

State that Members should ensure the evidence basis for material
sustainability claims can be reconstructed later. Registry references
alone are not enough unless the underlying data, methodology and
verification trail remain accessible.

F. Evidence retention

Reflect the same logic in related APESB pronouncements and
G. Cross-pronouncement consistency guidance notes so Members do not face one integrity expectation in
APES 206 and a weaker one elsewhere.
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6. Suggested drafting concept for Section 6

Illustrative additional paragraph:

Where Sustainability Information or an associated sustainability claim relies on external instruments, registry
records, credits, certificates, attestations, methodologies or verification reports, Members shall take all
reasonable steps to determine whether those external sources are fit for purpose, supported by sufficient
appropriate evidence, traceable to the relevant reporting entity or claim, and clearly described so that
intended users understand the nature, scope, timing, assumptions, limitations and exclusivity of the
underlying sustainability outcome.

7. Why this matters for auditors, preparers and the public interest

This is not a niche drafting point. It goes to the credibility of sustainability reporting itself. APES
206 is explicitly framed around public interest, competence and trustworthiness. Those objectives
are undermined if Members can rely on external sustainability instruments without a clear
professional benchmark for assessing whether the instrument evidences a real, specific and non-
duplicative outcome.

For preparers, stronger drafting will improve internal discipline before claims are published. For
assurance practitioners, it will sharpen the work effort around external evidence and reduce the
temptation to treat registry presence as a proxy for substantiation. For users, it will improve
comparability between robust disclosures and glossy but weak claims.

For APESB, the upside is straightforward: the final standard will be more future-proof.
Sustainability reporting is heading toward more data intermediation, not less. Registries, digital
evidence chains and machine-readable claim infrastructure will become more common. APES 206
should be written for that world, not for a paper-only reporting environment that has already
passed.

8. Response to APESB's structural question

APESB asks whether APES 205, APES 210 and APES 206 should ultimately be consolidated or
remain distinct. Our position is that they should remain distinct at this stage.

The reason is simple. Financial conformity, assurance conformity and sustainability conformity
overlap, but they are not the same operational problem. Sustainability reporting still requires
specific guidance on methodology, external evidence, value-chain complexity, transition
statements and claim discipline. Consolidation can be revisited later once practice settles. Doing
it now would dilute clarity.
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Conclusion

APESB should finalise APES 206. The project is necessary, timely and well-aimed. But the final
standard should do more than require Members to identify methodologies and assumptions in
general terms. It should address the real integrity problem now sitting inside sustainability
disclosures: whether external evidence systems genuinely support the claims being made.

SODA demonstrates that a higher-integrity architecture is possible. Ex-post issuance,
independent verification before issuance, litigation-ready evidence, and single-claim traceability
are not decorative features. They are the difference between sustainability information that can
withstand scrutiny and sustainability information that collapses under it.

If APESB strengthens APES 206 accordingly, the final standard will do what the market actually
needs: improve the quality of sustainability reporting, reduce ethical ambiguity for Members, and
support more trustworthy sustainability information in Australia.
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Appendix - SODA features most relevant to APES 206

Feature Why it matters in practice

Supports clearer distinction between delivered outcomes and

Ex-post onl
P y forward-looking aspirations or forecasts.

Improves evidential quality for preparers and assurance

Independent verification before issuance . X . R
practitioners assessing reliance on external instruments.

Litigation-Ready Product Disclosure Provides structured retention of method, data, assumptions,
Statement calculations, verification and notices.

Addresses the practical risk of double use or duplicate public

Single-claim link
ingle-claim linkage claims.

Supports precise drafting and reduces the risk of broad,

Residual-only, specific claims posture unqualified statements.

Makes the architecture relevant not only to climate disclosures
Multi-domain design but also to biodiversity, water, land systems and nutrient-related
sustainability information.
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