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• ESG Reporting:  Which to use?



Evolution fo ESG Reporting
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This Discussion Paper sets out a visual framework for sustainable development – shaped 
like a doughnut – by combining the concept of planetary boundaries with the 
complementary concept of social boundaries. 

Achieving sustainable development means ensuring that all people have the resources 
needed – such as food, water, health care, and energy – to fulfil their human rights. And it 
means ensuring that humanity’s use of natural resources does not stress critical Earth-
system processes – by causing climate change or biodiversity loss, for example – to the 
point that Earth is pushed out of the stable state, known as the Holocene, which has been 
so beneficial to humankind over the past 10,000 years.  

In the lead-up to the UN Conference on Sustainable Development in June 2012 (known 
as Rio+20), and the High-Level Summit on the Millennium Development Goals in 2013, 
there is a growing debate on how to draw up renewed and expanded global development 
goals which bring together the twin objectives of poverty eradication and environmental 
sustainability.  

Figure I below brings them into a single framework. The social foundation forms an inner 
boundary, below which are many dimensions of human deprivation. The environmental 
ceiling forms an outer boundary, beyond which are many dimensions of environmental 
degradation. Between the two boundaries lies an area – shaped like a doughnut – which 
represents an environmentally safe and socially just space for humanity to thrive in. It is 
also the space in which inclusive and sustainable economic development takes place. 

Figure 1. A safe and just space for humanity to thrive in: a first illustration 

 

Source: Oxfam. The 11 dimensions of the social foundation are illustrative and are based on 
governments’ priorities for Rio+20. The nine dimensions of the environmental ceiling are based on 
the planetary boundaries set out by Rockström et al (2009b) 

Sustainable 
Development: A 
safe and just space 
for all

Source: A Safe and Just 
Space for Humanity: 
Oxfam Discussion paper

Power of 
finance



Infrastructure Financing Gap
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18. The biggest infrastructure financing gap, meanwhile, is in the transport sector ($600 billion per 
year), followed by power ($300 billion) (Figure 3). The investment gap for water and sanitation is around 
$100 billion per year, while the gap in telecommunications is small. 
 
 

Figure 3: Infrastructure Investment, Current and Projected, by Sector 
 

 
 
Notes: 
1  For Transportation, Power, Water and Sanitation, Telecommunications: Current Investment is based 

on 2011 figures. Investment needs are for 2016–2030 divided by 15 years. 
2  For Education and Health: Figures only include 18 DMCs; Year coverage: 2009 (Education) and 2013 

(Health) for the Philippines; 2013 for Fiji, India, Thailand, and Viet Nam; 2014 for Armenia, 
Bangladesh, Bhutan, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Timor-Leste; 2011 (Education) and 
2014 (Health) for Mongolia; 2015 (Education) and 2014 (Health) for Kazakhstan; 2014 for the 
Kyrgyz Republic; 2012 for Georgia; and 2012 (Education) and 2014 (Health) for the People’s 
Republic of China. 

Source: Asian Development Bank (2017a).  

 
 
B. Social Infrastructure 
 
19. The financing gap in the social sector, including education and health, is also wide. Although few studies 
are available to estimate the gross funding gap for the social sector in Asia, comparing actual social sector 
spending with the benchmark can provide the necessary information. This study adopts the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) recommendation as a benchmark for education 
spending needs and the World Health Organization (WHO) benchmark for health spending needs. 
 
20. In this study, the total education investment covers general government education expenditure 
(current, capital, and transfers). It includes transfer-funded expenditure from international sources to 
government. Total health investment refers to total health expenditure as the sum of public and private 
health. It includes the provision of health services (preventive and curative); family planning; nutrition; 
and emergency aid designated for health, excluding those allocated for water and sanitation. UNESCO 
recommends that 6% of GDP be allotted for education, and the WHO recommends that 5% of GDP be 
spent on health (Singh 2010). 4  The difference between education or health expenditure and the 
UNESCO or WHO benchmarks is used to estimate the education and health spending gaps. 

                                                            
4  Recommendation on education expenditure as mentioned by UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education; Kishore 

Singh at the UNESCO Future Seminar on “Innovative Financing for Education” in 2010; Recommendation on health 
expenditure as implied in WHO World Health Report 2010. 
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Constraints to Investments Solutions
Philippines too small to attract global  
investors

Participate in a regional supermarket e.g. 
create ASEAN asset class

Cross-border rules vary; lack of 
standardization

Harmonized laws and regulations on ESG 
reporting

“Short termism” by investors role of asset managers, credit rating 
agencies 

Information asymmetry about 
projects, risks, actual demand

Mandatory reporting on material risks and 
returns

Risk-return profiles not comparable 
within and across countries

Uniform reporting, comparing “apples-to-
apples”

Future risks from climate; extreme 
weather, natural hazards

Forward looking scenario risk analysis, e.g. 
TCFD

Lack of bankable projects Technical support to pipeline
Ratings by credit rating agency

High risk for public goods, early phase, 
long-maturity 

Blended finance strategies



Risk Return Profiles of infrastructure 
investments
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make rational investment decisions about infrastructure in emerging and developing economies. This 
greatly reduces the pool of capital available for financing infrastructure globally. 
 
 

Figure 8: Risk–Return Profiles of Infrastructure Investments in Relation 
to Traditional Asset Classes 

 

 
 
Source: Russ and Foscari (2010).  

 
 
41. These uncertainties prevent the development of an asset class that could be priced efficiently 
and traded freely. Without this definition, the demand for infrastructure finance in emerging and 
developing economies will not align with the supply of finance for long-dated, inflation-linked returns. 
 
42. Inattention to social and environmental protection in large-scale infrastructure projects in 
developing countries are also criticized and limit infrastructure investment. This issue is particularly 
relevant for Asia, where dense populations, rapidly rising income levels, and awareness of living quality 
makes environmental and social safeguards one of the most important considerations in investing in 
infrastructure. 
 

2. Weak Preparation of Bankable Projects 
 
43. Currently, developing Asia lacks a supportive policy environment and project-structuring 
capacity to generate bankable projects for investment. This is particularly true in the utility and social 
infrastructure sectors, which do not provide adequate economic returns, but meet the social needs of 
the citizens.  
 
44. Meanwhile, infrastructure projects are complex. As Mckinsey Global Institute (2016, 23) notes, 
about 70% of the pipeline now available to equity investors is greenfield projects, which the authors view 
as much riskier than brownfield projects with demonstrated returns.7 Before deciding to proceed with 
                                                            
7  A brownfield project is one that is already built and operating; a greenfield project is one still under development. 

Fixed Income

Greenfield Infrastructure 

Equities 

Brownfield 
Infrastructure 

 
 

 
 

 

 

• Seasoned toll roads
• Social Infrastructure 

• Electricity generation
• Gas processing
• Ports

• Airports
• Desalination
• Rail Infrastructure

• Greenfield Project Development
• New toll roads
• Merchant power plants 
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Whole of Nation approach to 
Sustainable Financing

• Aligned with SDG targets, 
Ambisyon Natin 2040

• Funds sourced from public, 
private, ODAs, Multi-laterals

• Whole of nation approach 
to be  led by inter-
government agencies 
(NEDA, DoF, BSP, CCC)





Risks to 
assets

Stranded costs, 
natural hazards, 
climate change

TCFD

Risks from 
assets

CO2 emissions, 
pollution, scarce 

resources, 
biodiversity

SASB, GRI

SDG 
Impacts

livelihoods, 
renewable 

energy, Green 
buildings, schools

GRI, <IR>

ESG reporting: Which to use?


