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Labelling and Disclosure Unit 
Climate and Energy Division 
The Treasury 
Langton Crescent 
PARKES ACT 2600 

Submitted electronically to climatereportingconsultation@treasury.gov.au.  

Re: Consultation Paper on Sustainable Investment Product Labelling – Policy Design 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

The Investment Company Institute (ICI)1 appreciates the opportunity to provide views on the 
Australian Treasury (Treasury) consultation on the elements of the sustainable financial product 
labelling regime (“Consultation”).2   

ICI’s mission is to strengthen the foundation of the asset management industry for the ultimate 
benefit of the long-term individual investor. If the Treasury develops a sustainable investment 
product labelling regime, it should be designed based on a principles-based approach, with the 
goal of facilitating retail investors’ choice among products with varying sustainability-related 
investment strategies and objectives.  

Consistent with our response to the Treasury’s consultation on foundational issues for a 
sustainable investment product labelling framework in July 2025,3 ICI suggests the Treasury to 
incorporate the following key features if considering a sustainable investment product labelling 
regime.  

 

1 The Investment Company Institute (ICI) is the leading association representing the global asset management 

industry in service of individual investors. ICI members are located in North America, Europe and Asia and 
manage fund assets of US$55.1 trillion, including UCITS, mutual funds, exchange-traded funds (ETFs), closed-
end funds, unit investment trusts (UITs) and similar funds in these different jurisdictions. ICI has offices in 
Washington, DC, Brussels, and London. 

2 Australian Treasury, Consultation Paper on Sustainable Investment Product Labelling – Policy Design (12 

February 2026), https://consult.treasury.gov.au/c2026-732012.   

3 Australian Treasury, Consultation Paper on Sustainable Investment Product Labels (18 July 2025), 

https://consult.treasury.gov.au/c2025-629687.  
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I. Design a Voluntary and Flexible Product Labelling Regime 

Any potential product labelling regime should be voluntary and flexible, such that it would readily 
adapt to evolving market dynamics, data availability, and investors’ preferences. Asset 
managers should retain their discretion to use any voluntary product labels. Likewise, they 
should continue to have the option to design and offer funds with sustainability-related strategies 
outside of the scope of a voluntary product labelling regime. Such an approach would help 
facilitate innovation, and allow for the regime to keep pace with the diversity of retail investors’ 
sustainability preferences over time.  

Label definitions and any associated criteria must be flexible and work with all asset classes. 
Asset managers are best placed to determine the appropriate approaches to use, which may 
differ on an investment-by-investment basis, or by asset class. Even funds with similar overall 
investment goals may employ different approaches, data, performance indicators, or tools to 
achieve those goals.  

As such, any product labelling regime, in addition to being voluntary, should be agnostic as to 
the approaches and tools used to achieve the product’s overall sustainability-related investment 
goals within a given label. Criteria that narrowly prescribe the use of a particular approach or 
tool could potentially result in the exclusion of certain asset classes for certain product label 
categories, or the exclusion of multi-asset portfolios from the labelling regime altogether. An 
unintended consequence could be that funds using certain labels would be restricted to a limited 
investment universe and carry additional concentration risks.   

II. Any Additional Disclosure Requirements Should Only Apply to Funds Electing to 
Use the Voluntary Labels 

Only products that elect to use a given product label should be required to meet any additional, 
corresponding disclosure requirements. We strongly recommend against a sustainable product 
labelling regime that imposes additional disclosure requirements for all financial products offered 
in Australia, regardless of whether such products elect to use a label. The only appropriate 
threshold to trigger any additional product disclosure under a sustainable product labelling 
regime is when products elect to use a voluntary sustainability-related label and market 
themselves as complying with such a label.  

Disclosure requirements for financial products offered to retail investors should be clear, concise, 
and precisely related to the product investment strategies. Any additional disclosure 
requirements corresponding to respective product labels should support asset managers’ ability 
to communicate the various ways in which sustainability-related information is used in the 
investment process, including any sustainability-related objectives, rather than focusing too 
heavily on comparability and using metrics that may or may not relate to the product’s investment 
strategy. This could be done, for example, by providing qualitative disclosures that: (i) clearly 
articulate the sustainability-related investment goals, intentions, or objectives of the product, 
which are aligned with a particular label, and (ii) describe how data is used in the investment 
process to select and/or exclude investments. Disclosure of taxonomy alignment would only be 
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appropriate if a particular sustainable finance taxonomy relates directly to a fund’s investment 
strategy.  

We further encourage the Treasury to allow asset managers to provide any additional 
disclosures corresponding to respective product labels in existing disclosure documents, such 
as Product Disclosure Statement (PDS). The Treasury should also take into consideration 
existing disclosure requirements to avoid duplicative requirements. 

III. Avoid Quantitative Criteria for Respective Labels 

We recommend that the Treasury not require specific quantitative criteria to be met in order for 
a financial product to elect to use a given product label. Specific quantitative thresholds, such 
as measuring alignment with a sustainable finance taxonomy, or the extent to which the 
investable universe has been constrained by certain indicators, in some cases may have little 
relation to a given strategy’s ability to achieve a stated sustainability-related investment goal, 
and risk unintentionally restricting the variety of sustainable investment strategies under a 
sustainable product labelling regime. For example, a label based on the extent of alignment with 
a sustainable finance taxonomy will not appropriately reflect a product’s sustainability 
characteristics if its sustainability-related investment objectives are beyond the scope of the 
taxonomy.  

Rather than using one-size-fits-all quantitative metrics to assess a product’s investment process, 
we encourage the Treasury to focus on effective disclosures that facilitate asset managers’ 
ability to describe how a given investment strategy will aim to achieve the stated goals and will 
align with the relevant product label.  

IV. Avoid Restrictions on Product Names and Marketing Communications 

Existing regulatory requirements in Australia ensure that the product names and 
communications are fair, clear, and not misleading. It is unnecessary to subject sustainability-
related investment strategies to different, or more restrictive, naming and marketing 
requirements than other products offered in Australia.   

In particular, a labelling regime should not hinder or limit the fund industry’s ability to develop, 
offer, and inform investors about the characteristics of any particular product. Products should 
be permitted to use names and terminology in marketing materials that are fair, clear, and not 
misleading, regardless of whether they fall within a certain category aligned with a label or elect 
to use the voluntary labelling regime at all. Additional restrictions on names and marketing that 
depend on a product labelling regime could have the negative consequence of limiting the 
information provided to retail investors about funds’ investment processes and any sustainability-
related investment strategies.  
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V. Allow Use of Product Labelling Regime Based on Self-Declaration 

We recommend that asset managers be permitted to use the potential product labelling regime 
based on a self-declaration. Assessment and verification could be performed by the internal 
functions of asset managers, which are subject to existing regulatory requirements in ensuring 
communications with investors are fair, clear, and not misleading.  

A mandatory requirement for a fund to seek third-party verification of its strategy would generate 
unnecessary costs and reliance on third-party providers, and may not add value for investors. 
There is a limited range of providers qualified to perform such verification tasks, and there are 
currently not fully consistent, reliable, internationally recognised standards for independent 
auditors or assurance providers in verifying the uses of sustainable product labels. Asset 
managers should be given the flexibility to determine whether to use third-party providers in 
verifying their uses of labels based on their specific circumstances and in the best interest of 
investors. 

VI. Allow Overseas Product to Follow Regulatory Frameworks in Home Jurisdictions 

We recommend that, for overseas products that choose not to use Australia’s sustainable 
investment labels, the Treasury should defer to the regulatory framework of the products’ home 
markets, provided that the requirements are broadly comparable with those in Australia. If these 
overseas products are in compliance with the sustainability-related regulatory frameworks in 
their home jurisdictions, they should be deemed as compliant with the relevant sustainability-
related regulatory requirements in Australia. Not only would this enhance alignment with 
international regulatory frameworks, it also would ensure retail investors in Australia are able to 
access a wide-ranging set of investment products from different jurisdictions.  

We support international interoperability as a key feature of a voluntary sustainable product 
labelling regime in Australia, given the cross-border nature of investments. We encourage the 
Treasury to consider recognising similar product classification regimes in other jurisdictions with 
comparable features where possible.   

* * * 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Consultation. We welcome 
continuing this dialogue with you. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
tracey.wingate@ici.org, Matthew Mohlenkamp at matthew.mohlenkamp@ici.org, and Lisa 
Cheng at lisa.cheng@ici.org.  
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Sincerely,  
 
/s/ Tracey Wingate 
 
Tracey Wingate 
Chief Global Affairs Officer 
Investment Company Institute 
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