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Abstract 
 
 
Considering the significant effect financial 
institutions (FIs) have on society and the 
environment, they have a crucial role in 
achieving the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDG) and addressing climate change 
concerns. Not surprisingly, there is a growing 
interest in how FIs manage the environmental 
and social (E&S) risks emanating from their 
activities. While studying the ‘Innovative 
Climate Finance Mechanisms for Financial 
Institutions’, we conducted a survey to 
investigate the factors affecting FIs’ E&S 
performance in 11 countries in the Asia-Pacific 
region. This paper outlines the survey findings 
and provides insights into the factors affecting 
E&S performance of FIs. The paper identifies 
that awareness of E&S risks in the region is 
growing but from a low base and that E&S risks 
are increasingly integrated into risk 
management analysis and reporting 
frameworks.   

 
 
The paper demonstrates that although some FIs 
have made significant progress, considerable 
variation still exists among countries and 
institutions, and considerable work is still 
needed to improve E&S performance of FIs in 
the region. The paper highlights that although 
policy reforms and engagement can, over time, 
influence E&S performance of FIs, a lack of 
management support and institutional capacity 
remain significant constraints. The paper can 
assist policymakers in understanding the factors 
affecting E&S performance of FIs and in distilling 
the policy options needed to help them better 
integrate E&S risks into their operations. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Keywords: Financial institutions, Climate Finance, Environmental and Social Risk paper 
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1. Introduction 
 
In recent years, persistence of challenges 
pertaining to sustainable development, 
including those related to climate change, have 
inspired calls by policymakers for all 
stakeholders, including financial institutions 
(FIs), to take responsibility for environmental 
implications of their activities. (UNFCCC, 2020). 
In addition, the devastating global spread of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and its harmful socio-
economic impacts in Asia-Pacific has emerged 
as another substantial challenge. The economic 
effects of the pandemic are likely to force many 
countries in the region to focus on short-term 
solutions to stimulate economic growth, 
potentially undermining sustainable 
development. Although the immediate priority 
to the crisis is to support health systems 
overwhelmed by the pandemic and to assist the 
people and businesses hardest hit, this must 
not stop efforts to effectively pursue the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The 
actions taken to stimulate the economy will 
have long term effects, and some options will 
be better aligned with promoting sustainable 
development. Therefore, the focus on short-
term needs in response to the pandemic must 
not overlook opportunities to achieve 
sustainable development and address climate 
change.  
 
Climate change presents a conspicuous threat 
to societies as well as natural environments. 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) has named carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as the 
primary trigger for climate change. The climate 
change presents daunting challenges for all 
countries, but its adverse effects are proving 
particularly severe for developing countries, 
both in terms of disasters, and their economies 
that depend heavily on climate-sensitive 
activities. Developing countries in the Asia 
Pacific are some of the most vulnerable in the 
world to the effects of climate change. The UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) has noted that the increasing 
frequency of natural disasters makes the Asia 
Pacific region especially vulnerable. Cyclones, 
for example, are becoming stronger due to 
increased temperatures at sea.  
 
To avoid the adverse impacts of climate 
change, there must be significant and rapid 

reductions in GHG emissions. Nevertheless, 
addressing climate change poses a myriad of 
choices and is made more difficult by the fact 
that its causes are so central to how economic 
activities are typically organized. This implies 
that e multi-scalar nature of climate change 
means that no single action will be sufficient by 
itself to tackle climate change. However, given 
the central role of FIs in funding different types 
of business activities, means that these 
institutions have a vital role to play in the 
multifaceted process of transitioning away from 
a carbon-intensive economy in the region. 
 
With less than a decade left before the deadline 
for achieving the SDGs, the United Nations 
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and 
the Pacific (UN ESCAP) predicted in its 2019 
SDG progress report that the Asia-Pacific region 
could fail to achieve any of the SDGs by 2030 
based on its current trajectory (UN ESCAP, 
2019a). Investing in the SDGs makes clear 
economic sense, creating more than 
US$12 trillion of market opportunities and 
380 million new jobs. However, financing the 
investment requirements to address these 
challenges is unprecedented.  Financing SDGs 
in Asia and the Pacific would require, on 
average, additional investments of $1.5 trillion 
per year to achieve the SDGs by 2030 (UN 
ESCAP, 2019b). Among this number, 
approximately 13 per cent of this required 
additional investment is needed to finance 
climate-resilient and low-carbon projects.  
 
The public sector cannot do this alone; financing 
will need to be generated from both the public 
and private sectors. Leveraging all types of 
financial assets and involving a wide range of 
stakeholders, including development 
institutions, national governments, financial 
regulators, and FIs. The 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development states that there is a 
need to address the barriers that hinder the 
diversion of finance towards sustainable 
development and to leverage opportunities to 
increase investments in the SDGs. Aligning 
global economic policies and financial systems 
with the 2030 Agenda and enhancing 
sustainable financing strategies and investments 
at regional and national levels is also a key 
objective of the Secretary General’s Roadmap 
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for Financing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development  (UN, 2018). 
 
To achieve the 2030 Agenda and address 
climate change, funds need to be directed not 
only towards sustainable investment but also 
away from carbon-intensive and 
environmentally damaging investments. 
Therefore, FIs will need to play a central role in 
financing sustainable and green investment and 
restricting funding for socially and 
environmentally harmful activities. 
Development institutions, national 
governments, and FIs must work together 
urgently to leverage private financing in 
sustainable and green development. Further, 
the private and public sectors must collaborate 
to address the complex and multifaceted 
process of transitioning to sustainability and to 
ensure that the financial system and related 
institutions are positioned to achieve this 
challenge. In a world that is increasingly facing 
the effects of climate change and related 
environmental and social (E&S) disruptions, 
appropriate solutions must be found to enable 
FIs to contribute positively towards sustainable 
development. 
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2. Background 
 
 
Highlighting the importance of financing to 
achieve the SDGs and to advance solutions to 
help unlock the resources needed, the 
Secretary-General of the UN announced a 
Roadmap for Financing the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development (UN, 2019). One of 
the six action areas of the Roadmap calls for 
climate finance to be scaled up. FIs can 
promote climate finance in many ways, such as 
promotinmg and supporting  green loans for 
energy-efficient projects. Indeed, awareness of 
climate and green finance, as an important tool 
to protect the environment, is increasing.  
 
Climate and green banking and finance refer to 
banking and financial products, services, 
operations and activities that take into account 
the environmental and social effects and 
recognize the responsibility of FIs to support 
initiatives that transform the economy towards 
a low carbon environment and climate 
resilience (e.g., renewable energy financing, 
energy efficiency and sustainable agriculture). 
The term ‘green banking’ is defined as the 
implementation, support and promotion of 
environmentally friendly practices and the 
reduction of the carbon footprint in internal and 
external operations. The term ‘green’ implies a 
comprehensive interpretation of the term 
whereby the scope of green banking includes 
the prevention, minimisation and compensation 
of damages to the climate, but also to the 
environment more generally including 
investments in environmental goods and 
services such the protection of biodiversity 
(Lindenberg, 2014). 
 
As such, green banking involves banks 
incorporating environmental risk within their 
lending criteria and hence making it easier for 
environmentally conscious firms to access 
finance, and more difficult for companies that 
harm the environment, thereby helping to 
embed green practices into the business 
environment. In the past decade, climate and 
green finance initiatives have become quite 
widespread with the launch of green financial 
products and services and the financing of 
green and climate projects within the region. 
Additionally, climate and green regulations for 
FIs have been introduced into numerous 
countries; however, this is not uniform across 

the Asia-Pacific Region. For example, 
Bangladesh has over a decade of experience 
establishing green regulations, launching its 
‘Policy Guidelines for Green Banking’ (BB, 2011) 
and ‘Guidelines on Environmental Risk 
Management (ERM)’ (BB, 2011) in 2011.  
Whereas, alternatively in Cambodia, the 
Association of Banks only recently issued the 
Cambodia Sustainable Finance Principles and 
its Implementation Guidelines in 2019. There are 
different types of green regulations; (i) guidelines 
for environmental risk assessment and 
management (e.g., Environmental due diligence 
and reporting), (ii) own impact reduction (e.g., 
Enhancing energy efficiency and use of 
renewable energy for FI’s buildings) and (iii) 
green business facilitation (e.g., Green credit 
facilities).  
 
The progress towards climate and green finance 
encourages FIs to manage their in-house E&S 
risk operations better and to lend and invest in 
an environmentally and socially sustainable 
manner. Although many FIs in the region have 
had little involvement in climate and green 
finance until recently. FIs in the region are 
becoming more aware of E&S risks due to client 
relationships and how these activities create 
risks for FIs themselves. E&S risks commonly 
include climate change, environmental pollution, 
hazards to human health, effects on 
communities, and threats to biodiversity and 
cultural heritage. 
 
Although FIs have their direct E&S effects (e.g., 
energy use), their principal exposure to E&S risks 
arise indirectly by lending and investing in their 
client’s business activities. Therefore, how a 
bank client manages its E&S effect also affects 
the FI. The impacts of E&S on FIs can manifest 
in a variety of risks. For example, a borrower 
failing to comply with environmental regulations 
can receive fines that jeopardise their reputation 
and license to operate. Similarly, natural 
disasters linked to climate change can destroy 
property and lead to unpaid loans. 
 
Almost all business activities can potentially 
harm people and the environment, and these 
effects can create risks for FIs that invest in and 
lend to those businesses. When an FI lends to a 
client, the FI is exposed to financial and 
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reputational risks because E&S risks are 
inherent in the client’s operations, and almost 
all transactions are exposed to some degree of 
E&S risk. Which E&S risks are inherent in the 
transaction will depend on several factors, such 
as the specific issues associated with a client’s 
operations, the industry sector, and the 
geographic and regulatory contexts. In most 
cases, the client should control the E&S issues 
related to its operations and mitigate these 
risks. Although this is not always done. Failure 
to effectively manage E&S issues in a business 
can result in a variety of consequences for the 
company, including financial effects (e.g., 
reduction in asset values), legal effects (e.g., 
fines for non-compliance with environmental 
laws), and reputational effects (e.g., loss of 
sales due to public misperception of the 
company). If businesses and the FIs that 
finance them do not identify and manage these 
risks, then there are negative impacts on the 
environment. Both the business and the FI will 
likely suffer financially, damage their reputation 
ane lose public support (see Figure 2.1)                                                        

 
Previous studies have revealed the benefits of 
FIs incorporating environmental and social risk 
management (ESRM) into their strategies and 
business practices (e.g., Kunhibava, et al. 2019 
and Setyowati, 2020). FIs can seize 
opportunities to lend to new industries that offer 
solutions to E&S challenges such as renewable 
energy, ecotourism, and sustainable agriculture. 
International best practice in ESRM involves 
assessing both E&S risks of the activities that FIs 
finance and the extent to which they can be 
avoided, reduced, or mitigated. Evaluating the 
client’s capacity to manage these risks and to 
build management systems to control and 
mitigate these risks, together with ongoing 
compliance with national regulations, can also 
play a crucial role. Similarly, the disclosure and 
reporting requirements of climate change-
related risks can play a crucial role in ensuring 
that the effect of climate change and climate 
policies are correctly managed by FIs.

 
Figure 2.1: Potential Financial and Reputational Impact of Environmental Risk on 
Financial Institutions (MAS, 2020) 
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3. Survey Methodology  
 
As part of ESCAP’s ongoing work in the areas 
of climate finance, we, along with our partners 
administered an in-country survey for a sample 
of FIs in the 11 selected countries in the region. 
In particular, the survey examined the current 
state of green finance activities and whether the 
FIs implementing them had received the 
expected benefits. The objectives of the survey 
included: 

•  
• Establishing baseline information 

regarding the level of E&S risk 
awareness among FIs 

• Ascertaining the extent to which FIs are 
integrating E&S risks into their 
operations 

• Gauging FIs’ interest in deepening their 
commitment to climate and green 
finance 

• Establishing a baseline of factors 
affecting FIs’ E&S performance to 
understand better the challenges they 
face when engaging in climate and 
green finance 

• Highlighting not only the challenges FIs 
face when implementing climate and 
green finance but also their 
opportunities for business growth. 

•  
A total of 159 survey responses were received. 
The survey population in the study included 
representatives from local banks and foreign-
owned banks, representative offices of foreign 
banks and other institutions, including non-
bank FIs such as microfinance institutions, 
specialist banks, insurance companies and 
development banks (see Figure 3.1).  
 
We divided the FIs into two categories (i.e., 
medium and large) based on their total assets 
under management in the five quantiles of 
normal distribution, to obtain US$3.8 billion cut 
off. We follow quantile approach by Le and 
Nguyen (2020) to define large financial 
institution within more than 0.75 quantile and 
medium financial institution below 0.75 
quantile, based on total asset. Therefore, large 
FIs included those whose total assets under 
management were more than or equal to 
US$3.8 billion, and medium FIs had those 
whose total assets under management were 
less than US$3.8 billion. Most survey 
participants were from local commercial banks. 

Figure 3.1: Types of FIs 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
The ownership structures of the FI surveyed varied 
and included state-owned, publicly listed, and 
privately owned FIs (see Figure 3.2). A mix of 
participants from each type of ownership structure 
was included in the survey. Survey participants 
included the FIs’ management and representatives 
who had business activities across various sectors. 
The number of participants from each country 
varied, ranging from only one participant in 
Thailand to 27 in Cambodia (see Table 3.1).  
 
Figure 3.2: Ownership Structures 

 

Source: Authors, based survey data. 
 
A written questionnaire formed the basis of the 
survey’s methodology. The questionnaires were 
organized during a series of in-country 
consultations in 2019, and different partner 
organizations supervised their execution. These 
included ADFIAP in the Philippines and members of 
the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) 
Group in Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, 
Indonesia, Myanmar, Sri Lanka and Thailand, 



11 Factors Affecting the Environmental and Social Risk Management of Financial Institutions 
 

 

 

together with Women CAN in Nepal and Bahria 
University in Pakistan. The information from the 
surveys was considered confidential and 
retained by UN ESCAP for analysis. The survey 
collected a wide array of qualitative and 
quantitative data from the participants’ written 
responses. 
 
Table 3.1: Survey Participant Countries 
 

Country Developing 
country/ 
Least 
Developed 
Country (LDC) 

Region Parti
cipa
nts 

Afghanistan LDC South 
Asia 

4 

Bangladesh LDC South 
Asia 

24 

Cambodia LDC Southeast 
Asia 

27 

Indonesia Developing Southeast 
Asia 

10 

Malaysia Developing Southeast 
Asia 

2 

Myanmar LDC Southeast 
Asia 

10 

Nepal LDC South 
Asia 

20 

Pakistan Developing South 
Asia 

24 

The 
Philippines 

Developing Southeast 
Asia 

24 

Thailand Developing Southeast 
Asia 

1 

Sri Lanka Developing South 
Asia 

13 

 
The FIs studied had investments in key sectors, 
including retail and trading, agribusiness and 
food production, banking and finance, power 
and energy, real estate, housing and sanitation, 
and infrastructure. The sectors were grouped 
into four categories; basic industries 
(agribusiness, chemicals, general 
manufacturing), infrastructure & extractive 
industries (infrastructure, extractive industries, 
power), services industries (housing, health, IT, 
banking, tourism, wildlife, real estate), and 
others (see Figure 3.3). 

 
Figure 3.3: Respondents by Sector Lending 
and Investment Coverage 

Source: Authors, based survey data. 
 
For analysis purposes, the survey comprised a 
combination of questions to gain insight into and 
allow for studying practices and challenges 
regarding E&S risks and the relevant consequences 
for FIs (see Appendix). The survey included topics 
such as climate and green finance, ESRM and 
perceptions of opportunities and obstacles to the 
environment and green finance. The qualitative and 
quantitative data collected through the survey 
connected different FIs with their approach and 
E&S performance. 
 
The survey questions were generally divided into 
two types. One, possible responses were limited to 
‘Yes’, ‘No’ or ‘I don’t know’. Two, participants were 
asked to select relevant, predefined responses. For 
example, some questions had more than 15 
optional responses, and the respondent could add 
their own response. In the data analysis, these 
predefined options were then grouped for analysis. 
For example, in Question 9 (drivers for considering 
green finance and ESRM), available responses 
included pressure from non-government 
organizations or community stakeholders, 
customers, shareholders and the general public; 
however, these choices were grouped into one 
category in the analysis (i.e., ‘pressure from 
stakeholders’). By grouping these responses, it was 
possible to identify the main motivations for 
considering green finance and ESRM (i.e., 
reputation and regulatory pressure from 
stakeholders). 
 
In each country, the respective International 
Chamber of Commerce country office invited 
members to engage in the survey either by visiting 
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the FIs in person or via email. Consequently, 
each country’s level of participation varied. For 
example, the sample size of some countries  
(e.g., Afghanistan, Malaysia and Thailand) was 
relatively small (i.e., fewer than five participants 
in each), meaning that the findings for these 
countries were more illustrative than 
representative. Additionally, this variation 
implies that regional trends in the results were 
sometimes skewed by countries with the largest 
number of participants. Further, even in 
countries with a high number of participants, 
not all FIs in each country participated. 
Therefore, this sometimes limited the ability to 
draw broad conclusions for individual countries. 
However, some trends emerged when the 
responses are analysed.  
 
Sumner and Tribe (2004) state that ‘many 
generic concerns in social science concepts 
and methods are amplified in a developing 
country context’, making it problematic when 
collecting data in developing countries. 

Questions about the validity, reliability and 
extent to which the data collected are 
representative are amplified in developing 
country research. For example, the diversity of 
the countries in the region and the logistical 
limitations intensified these challenges. Given 
the variety of FI’s in the region, it is unlikely the 
survey was able to capture the full diversity of 
viewpoints. However, the use of the respective 
national partner in-country offices to collect 
data and identify participants helped to 
overcome some of these concerns.  
 
Data were also examined by subregion (South 
Asia and Southeast Asia) and level of 
development (developing countries [i.e., 
Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri 
Lanka and Thailand] and LDCs [i.e., 
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Myanmar 
and Nepal]) in order to deepen the analysis. 
Notably, this is the first time that such a survey 
has been conducted, and therefore can only 
provide a snapshot into the factors affecting 
E&S performance in the region at this time.  
 
Additionally, the survey was in English, and the 
responses might have been affected by 
differences in understanding, as it is difficult to 
formulate questions that will mean exactly the 
same thing to each respondent. However, the 
raw data were cleaned up to try to eliminate any 
apparent misunderstanding, and when the 
survey was conducted, national partner staff 
were available to explain any questions 
respondents might have. Despite the survey’s 
limitations, the results provided a valuable 

overview and baseline of the factors affecting the 
E&S performance of FIs within the region. Ideally, 
the survey could be repeated over time to track 
changes and create benchmarks for the effects on 
FIs of any policy reforms and support. 
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4. Survey Result 
 
This section describes the sectors most 
vulnerable to the effect of climate change and 
then sets out critical themes within the survey 
results. The survey results were divided into five 
areas indicating different factors affecting E&S 
performance; (1) Drivers and Constraints, (2) 
Opportunities, (3) Risk Management, (4) Green 
Loans and (5) Training and Capacity Building. 
As we will see, although the survey results are 
divided into these different themes, they often 
overlap and will need to be addressed 
concurrently to improve E&S performance.  
 
Responses were mixed when participants were 
asked which of the key sectors that they 
serviced they thought were most vulnerable to 
the effect of climate change. This is 
unsurprising considering the diversity of the 
surveyed FIs. Nevertheless, almost all survey 
participants suggested that the effect of climate 
change will be far-reaching and will affect all 
sectors in innumerable ways. 
 

4.1 DRIVERS AND CONSTRAINTS 
According to the survey participants, the main 
motivating factors to consider regarding climate 
and green finance and ESRM in lending and 
investment are: reputation, financial pressure, 
pressure from stakeholders and third parties 
and regulatory pressure (see Figure 4.1). 
Notably, the leading factors in developing 
countries were predominately enhancing 
reputation and financial pressures, whereas the 
primary motivator in LDCs was regulatory 
pressures. The results were generally similar 
when divided between South Asian and 
Southeast Asian responses. 
 
The growing pressures from international 
development institutions, parent companies, 
shareholders, and other civil society 
stakeholders were significant for both 
developing countries and LDCs. This illustrates 
the ever-increasing public sentiment and 
support that key stakeholders have, both 
internationally and nationally, of the growing 
awareness of and expanding interest in various 
E&S issues in the region.  
 
 

However, it could also suggest that the 
motivation of many FIs to manage and report on 
E&S issues is influenced by external 
stakeholders rather than by internal  
E&S improvements. The greater influence of 
financial pressures as a driver amongst 
developed countries (16.2%) compared to 
LDC’s (4.7%) may suggest that FI’s in these 
markets may increasingly see the commercial 
imperative of ESRM.  
 
Dividing the data further demonstrated that large 
FIs were slightly more motivated by reputation 
risks and third-party requirements than were 
medium-sized FIs, and the latter was also 
influenced by regulatory and financial pressures 
(see Figure 4.2). 
 
Figure 4.1: Green Finance and ESRM 
Drivers (Developing/LDC) 

Source: Authors, based on survey data 
 
Figure 4.2: Green Finance and ESRM 
Drivers (Medium/Large) 

Source: Authors, based on survey data 
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Survey participants also reported that the 
regulatory and voluntary initiative that was most 
influential to their organization’s approach to 
climate and green finance and ESRM was 
financial sector regulation, with over 55% of 
respondents describing it as the most 
compelling motivator (see Figure 4.3). Other 
national legislation and international 
requirements were also significant. This is not 
surprising, considering respondents were from 
the financial sector. For example, for nearly a 
decade, the Bangladesh Bank has issued 
‘Policy Guidelines for Green Banking’  
(BB a, 2011) and ‘Guidelines on Environmental 
Risk Management (ERM)’ (BB b, 2011). 
Interestingly, responses in the Philippines were 
not mainly influenced by financial regulations. 
However, this may change as the central bank 
of the Philippines (Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas 
(BSP)) issued a memorandum in 2020 entitled 
‘Sustainable Finance Framework’ BSP, 2020) 
requiring all banks to incorporate sustainability 
principles—including those covering E&S risk 
areas—into their corporate governance 
framework, risk management systems and 
strategic objectives. Only slightly more than 1 in 
10 participants (12%) indicated that their FI was 
not influenced by any regulatory or voluntary 
framework. 
 
Notably, the most significant constraint to 
implementing climate finance and ESRM were 
related to a lack of capacity (including training), 
funding, commitment from senior management, 
transparent regulations, guidelines, policies and 
enforcement (see Figure 4.4). Participants’ 
noted that lack of management capacity and 
training was the biggest challenge to their 
implementing green finance. This suggests that 
organizations’ management and internal 
capacity for E&S activities were still inadequate, 
although more FIs are adopting policies to 
address these limitations. The lack of 
management support and internal capacity was 
particularly marked in the LDC’s where over half 
(54%) of respondents reported that the lack of 
management support and internal capacity was 
a constraint to implementing climate finance 
and ESRM. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4.3: Regulatory and Voluntary 
Initiatives 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
 
Figure 4.4:  Constraints to Implementing 
Climate Finance and ESRM 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Competing internal priorities between climate 
and green finance and business-as-usual 
initiatives were also reported as a significant 
challenge. This could be linked to a lack of 
funding, considering that resources must be 
allocated to competing priorities. Moreover, 
prioritising different climate and green initiatives 
also presented challenges. The most significant 
constraint, particularly for LDCs, was a lack of 
management and capacity gaps. Demonstrably, 
knowledge gaps and an inability to train key staff 
within organizations were widely acknowledged 
as a major challenge. Further, there was not 
enough buy-in from senior management for 
green finance, with respondents having 
highlighted limited support from senior 
management as a challenge. This is concerning, 
considering managerial support is a critical 
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factor for successful green finance efforts. 
Given the central role that the board and senior 
management play in setting a FI’s strategic 
vision and the oversight of the strategy. If the 
board is not clear and committed to climate 
finance as part of its strategy, it is unlikely 
ESRM will be given the appropriate support.  
 

4.2 OPPORTUNITIES 
Overall, respondents identified many 
opportunities with regards to climate and green 
finance, including business, funding, product 
development and new markets. Despite the 
constraints, respondents were positive about 
climate and green finance business 
opportunities (see Figure 4.5), particularly in the 
Philippines and Sri Lanka. Although 
respondents in LDCs were less optimistic than 
their developing counterparts, more than half of 
all respondents in all the countries surveyed 
were positive. 
 
Figure 4.5: Climate or Green Finance 
Business Opportunities 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Further, most respondents thought that climate 
or green finance business opportunities would 
enhance their reputation and strengthen their 
brand in their respective markets (see Figure 
4.6). Confidence in the idea that climate or 
green finance business opportunities would 
improve their reputation and strengthen their 
brand was particularly strong in Bangladesh, 
the Philippines and Sri Lanka.  
 

Figure 4.6: Green Financing and 
Reputation 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Respondents were less positive regarding their 
opportunities to engage in partnerships and 
attract financing to support them in creating 
climate-smart or green projects (see Figure 4.7). 
This response was more evident in LDCs. 
However, Myanmar was an exception. 
 
Figure 4.7: Opportunity to Attract 
Financing 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Conversely, responses to the question of 
whether they had attracted funding to finance 
climate-smart or green projects were quite 
mixed (see Figure 4.8). For example, 76.9% of 
participants in Sri Lanka reported that they had 
attracted funding compared to only 26.9% in 
Cambodia. Given the low levels of actually 
attracting green funding in Cambodia and Nepal, 
it is perhaps not surprising that these countries 
had seen fewer opportunities to engage in 
partnerships and attract financing to support 
them in creating climate-smart or green projects 
(see Figure 4.7).   
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Figure 4.8: Had Participants Attracted 
Green Funding? 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
More than half of all participants reported that 
they had had opportunities to develop 
innovative green products. Further, in the 
Philippines and Sri Lanka, over three-quarters 
of respondents reported that they had received 
these opportunities (see Figure 4.9). Over a 
quarter of all responses either did not know or 
had found no opportunities to develop 
innovative green products. 
 
Figure 4.9: Opportunity to Develop 
Green Products 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Figure 4.10: Will ESRM Attract New 
Clients and Markets? 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 

 
Except for Cambodia, more than 75% of 
participants from every country reported that 
beginning or improving climate and ESRM 
helped their FI attract new clients and enter new 
markets (see Figure 4.10). Further, except for 
Cambodia and Indonesia, more than 75% of 
participants from every country reported that 
beginning or improving climate and ESRM 
increased their FIs’ financial and non-financial 
performances (see Figure 4.11). 
 
Some FIs are increasingly realizing both financial 
and non-financial benefits from their green 
finance activities, with nearly one-third of 
participants reporting some advantages, 
including improved customer retention and cost 
savings from reduced resource consumption. 
Overall, more than one-third of FIs reported that 
they had experienced financial (i.e., reduced 
costs) and non-financial (i.e., improved brand 
value) benefits. These benefits are crucial to the 
long-term financial sustainability of green 
banking and the growth of climate finance. 
 
Figure 4.11: Will ESRM Improve Financial 
and Non-Financial Performance? 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Furthermore, this paper summarizes the results 
of the responses to some questions about green 
financing opportunities, attracting partners, 
developing innovative projects and improving 
their performance. Based on these questions, an 
index called the "ERSM Financial Awareness" is 
constructed to determine the extent to which FIs 
in each country are aware of green financing 
opportunities (see Figure 4.12). The index shows 
that some countries were aware that, developing 
green businesses and climate-smart projects 
would offer more opportunities to attract 
partners, develop innovative products, and 
reduce environmental and social risks, including 
the Philippines (79%) and Sri Lanka (62%) and, 
to some extent, Myanmar.  Conversely, only 
23% of participants in Cambodia are aware of 
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these green opportunities. The survey showed 
that although FIs in the region are increasingly 
aware that E&S can provide opportunities and 
improve their businesses, there is still much 
room for improvement. 
 
Figure 4.12: ESRM Financial Awareness 
Index 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 

4.3 RISK MANAGEMENT 
There is growing support and awareness of E&S 
issues and E&S risk management among key 
stakeholders in both developing countries and 
LDCs. However, constraints such as a lack of 
institutional capacity, management support and 
funding (see Figure 4.1) may have contributed 
to mixed responses from participants on 
whether climate change and E&S risks are 
recognised and addressed in the policies of 
their organizations (see Figure 4.13). The 
individual country responses in Bangladesh, the 
Philippines and Sri Lanka are very promising 
and illustrate to benefits of policy reforms (e.g., 
regulatory frameworks) and intense 
engagement with the sector over time. Although 
the results also illustrate that there is still much 
work to be done, particularly in the LDC’s. The 
low levels (33%) of E&S risks reflected in FI’s 
policies in Myanmar is emblematic of how the 
improvement in E&S performance can be a slow 
process. For example, in Indonesia, the 
Financial Services Authority (OJK) issued the 
Regulation. No. 51/POJK.03/2017 on the 
Application of Sustainable Finance in 2017 but 
for large commercial banks, the regulation 
came into force only at the beginning of 2019. 
 

Figure 4.13: Is E&S Risk Reflected in FIs’ 
Policies? 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Participants reported that their organizations’ 
environmental and social management system 
(ESMS), including sustainability reporting and 
procedures for screening any decision-making 
that involved investments, covered numerous 
elements (see Figure 4.14). However, 
participants also indicated that many FIs were in 
the early stages of developing ESMSs, with 
training (in LDCs) and consultants (in developing 
countries) comprising a significant share of the 
elements covered by each organization’s ESMS. 
Further, one in five participants noted that their 
FI had not yet implemented an ESMS, which was 
concerning. This demonstrated that although 
there are some positive signs, progress is still 
necessary, particularly in LDCs such as 
Cambodia and Myanmar. 
 
Figure 4.14: Elements Covered by FIs’ 
E&S Management Systems 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
The standards that FIs applied to manage ESRM 
risks varied and nearly one in three participants 
reported that no standards had been involved in 
their FI in LDC (see Figure 4.15). National 
standards had been applied the most, followed 
by international financial standards and then 
development institutions standards. In addition 
to local standards, banks are adopting a wide 
range of international E&S standards, which 
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guide their policies and activities regarding 
different aspects of climate and green finance. 
Most notably, the standards of the IFC and UN 
Environment Programme Finance Initiative were 
common.  
 
Environment regulations’ increasing 
importance to FIs’ operations were illustrated 
with over half (54%) of participants reporting 
that they required some type of environmental 
permit from clients as part of their due diligence 
process.  Furthermore, 50% of all investments 
or loans have been subject to climate finance, 
and E&S risk evaluation and 1 in 3 responses 
reported having rejected a loan application due 
to E&S issues. 
 
Figure 4.15: Standards Applied to 
Manage ESRM Risks 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
 
Of the E&S-specific tools used in due diligence 
processes, E&S audits and assessments were 
the most utilised, with over 40% of FIs in 
developing countries stating they used these 
tools (see Figure 4.16). However, more than 
30% of FIs in LDCs and more than 20% of FIs 
in developing countries indicated that they used 
no specific E&S tool. These findings seem to be 
consistent with the earlier response of no ESRM 
implemented (see Figure 4.14). 
 

Figure 4.16: E&S Tools Used in Due 
Diligence  

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Respondents reported numerous advantages 
for FIs that effectively managed E&S risks on 
green finance (see Figure 4.17). Most 
significantly, nearly one of third of developing 
(37.8%) and LDC (31.8%) reported business 
opportunities as a result of effectively managed 
E&S risks on green finance. Others, particularly 
LDCs, reported improved brand recognition 
(47.1). With their growing knowledge of E&S, FIs 
consider the potential for enhanced brand value 
a result of their E&S efforts. Similarly, reductions 
in capital costs were also a common advantage 
of managing E&S and green finance. Growth in 
opportunities—and, to a lesser extent, brand 
recognition—was also attributed to E&S efforts. 
However, respondents also reported 
disadvantages in managing green finance 
effectively (see Figure 4.18). These included 
increased operational costs (71%), and some 
participants reported a loss of clients and 
reduced competitiveness due to increased E&S 
procedures and oversight. This was particularly 
noticeable in LDCs.  
 
Figure 4.17: Advantages of Managing 
E&S Risks 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
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Figure 4.18: Disadvantages of Managing 
E&S Risks 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
The approach to E&S risk management has 
evolved into a more active and deliberate 
approach that includes proactively 
implementation of initiatives in some FIs, 
notably in Sri Lanka. By examining risk issues 
related to the loan performance associated with 
the countries prior to establishing a business 
presence, a new customer relationship, or a 
new product and achieving better overall 
financial performance. Figure 4.19 shows the 
ESRM-linked Loan Performance Index1, which 
is captured the organization’s management 
systems combining various aspects of the FI’s 
financial systems such as; loan approval or 
rejection issues, climate finance, and E&S 
performance. The responses from Bangladesh 
and Sri Lanka are very encouraging. Although 
there are some positive signs in the LDCs, the 
results demonstrate that the progress is still 
needed, particularly in LDCs such as Cambodia 
and Nepal. 
 
Figure 4.19: ESRM- Linked Loan 
Performance Index 

Source: Authors, based on survey data.  
 

 
1 The ESRM-linked Loan Performance Index combines 
responses to questions 28, 29 and 31 (see Attachment A: 
Survey Questionnaire) capturing the organization’s 

4.4 GREEN LENDING  
Less than one-third of the participants’ 
organizations had a lending and investment 
program for energy efficiency, renewable 
energy, or climate resilience (see Figure 4.20). 
Although not all organizations reported having a 
green investment or finance program initiated 
the program in the last decade. Participants who 
reported having a green investment or finance 
program considered a lack of awareness and 
capacity the main obstacles to expanding the 
program. 
 
Figure 4.20: Existing Green Lending 
Programs 

Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Respondents reported overwhelmingly that the 
responsibility for climate-smart or green loans 
within their organization was that of the credit, 
risk and compliance departments (see Figure 
4.21). However, some organizations positioned 
this responsibility within a separate sustainability 
department. Notably, reporting lines and 
sustainability functions remained diverse. 
 
Figure 4.21: Responsibility for Green 
Loans in FIs 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 

management systems. The index ranges between 0 (bad 
financial performance) and 1 (better financial 
performance). 
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Fewer than half of the respondents had 
dedicated budgets available for the department 
or staff responsible for climate-smart or green 
loans (see Figure 4.22). As noted earlier, a lack 
of funding was a significant barrier to FIs’ E&S 
performance. Therefore, although more than 
40% of respondents indicated that they had 
dedicated budgets for green loans, and more 
than 30% reported that they had access to 
funding for consultants, these budgets do not 
accommodate the increasing need. 
 
Figure 4.22: Resources Available 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 

4.5 TRAINING AND CAPACITY 
BUILDING  
Exposure to green financing training best 
practice was mixed. Notably, many 
respondents simply did not know if senior 
management had received green financing 
training. How this should be interpreted is 
unclear. In some cases, it would be true that 
senior management had not received training. 
However, this could also demonstrate cultural 
and organizational constraints, and senior 
management had not communicated the value 
of green financing to others. Conversely, 
although responses varied in all countries, more 
than half the respondents reported that senior 
management in their organization had indeed 
received green financing training. Similarly, 
there was significant variation in the percentage 
of staff who had received training, ranging from 
0% to 80% in some institutions. 
 
There was a diverse range of responses to the 
question of what was the most effective model 
with which to train staff (see Figure 4.23). This 

would suggest that effective training requires a 
blended approach that includes different 
elements, including a program of training events 
and train-the-trainer models, together with 
having access to information about best 
practices. People’s needs are different, and 
people learn differently from one another; 
therefore, training must reflect these differences. 
 
Figure 4.23: Most Effective Training 
Model 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
 
Responses regarding whether FIs used 
consultants to assist with climate-smart or green 
finance and ESRM implementation were also 
mixed. While the practice was common in 
Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka, the use of 
consultants was relatively low in other countries. 
The type of support that was most needed to 
make green investment or finance programs 
successful was assistance with capacity 
building. The engagement and advisory services 
from UN ESCAP in green finance and improving 
E&S performance of FIs was strongly valued by 
the respondents, as was the training and 
capacity support (see Figure 4.24). 
 
Figure 4.24: UN ESCAP Services 

 
Source: Authors, based on survey data. 
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5. Key Insights and 
Recommendations 

 
 
 
FIs are becoming increasingly aware that their 
clients’ E&S risks may threaten their own 
business as lenders and investors. Many survey 
respondents understood that business-as-
usual, is increasingly risky due to how climate 
change affects various industry sectors. The 
survey results demonstrated that across the 
region, many respondents are increasingly 
finding opportunities in diverse climate and 
green banking activities and the growing need 
to improve their E&S performance. 
Respondents acknowledged that there are 
gaps in their E&S performance and wanted 
support to improve it. Some countries (e.g., 
Bangladesh, the Philippines and Sri Lanka) 
recognised the necessity of integrating ESRM 
into their processes and regulatory frameworks 
if they were to utilise the opportunities in the 
climate and green finance space effectively. 
 
Further, they recognised that ignoring E&S risks 
and failing to address them in their processes 
would increase their financial risks and risks to 
their reputation. The primary motivators of E&S 
performance included the need to enhance the 
FI’s reputation, financial pressure, pressure 
from stakeholders, and regulatory and third-
party requirements. Reputation risk drives E&S 
performance, and it was particularly important 
among the larger FIs in developing countries. 
However, the regulation was more commonly 
the leading motivator of E&S performance 
among medium-sized FIs in LDCs. Participants 
emphasised that increasing pressure from 
international and national stakeholders had 
contributed to raising awareness of E&S risks 
and could enhance the growth of ESRM across 
the region. 
 
However, there appeared to be resistance from 
some FIs regarding implementing international 
E&S standards that they could not justify within 
the local context. Some responses suggested 
that LDCs—particularly medium-sized FIs—
perceived such requirements as competitively 
disadvantageous. Further, this highlighted how 
some FIs considered managing competing 
stakeholders’ interests difficult, as stakeholders 
may not always share the same objectives 

regarding E&S risks. For example, a project 
might affect climate change mitigation but 
create jobs. However, FIs might be concerned 
that other stakeholder groups, including the 
government, might determine that the project’s 
benefits outweigh the environmental concerns. 
These tensions and how to manage them appear 
particularly challenging in jurisdictions in which 
regulatory frameworks are less evolved. 
Therefore, transparent regulation and policy is a 
key factor affecting E&S performance.  
 
Despite these motivators to improve E&S 
performance, FIs in the region face numerous 
barriers. Concurrently, FIs are attempting to 
better understand how to integrate E&S risks 
into their processes, decision-making and 
reporting. In particular, they cited a lack of 
internal capacity, funding and support from 
management as the main barriers to improving 
their E&S performance. Notably, the 
respondents noted that senior management 
lacked capacity and commitment and that staff 
lacked appropriate training opportunities; these 
issues remain significant barriers to meaningful 
progress. To maximise E&S performance, 
ownership of the E&S agenda must intersect an 
entire organization from the board room to front 
line staff. The survey results demonstrated that 
there is a need for greater in-house expertise to 
assist staff in managing E&S and utilising 
potential climate and green opportunities. 
Highlighting the need for continuing support, 
respondents noted opportunities to develop 
innovative products in the green space. These 
are critical issues and must be addressed to 
enable FIs to improve their climate and green 
finance efforts and E&S performance.  
 
Although ESRM—particularly among medium-
sized FIs in LDCs—remains at a nascent stage, 
there were some exceptions (e.g., Bangladesh). 
The survey responses revealed a dichotomy 
among FIs. In larger, developing countries, 
respondents believed that returns would 
improve if they considered E&S risks and that 
the disadvantages of not considering E&S risks 
were increasing. Conversely, some FIs—
particularly medium-sized FIs in LDCs—were 
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less influenced by these same factors. Although 
Bangladesh is an important exception. Notably, 
numerous surveyed FIs had not yet actively 
engaged in ESRM despite the growing risk 
created by climate change. While most 
surveyed respondents intended to increase 
their focus on E&S, to do so, they would need 
more funding, more support from senior 
management and more training opportunities to 
increase institutional capacity. 
 
The following policy actions are necessary to 
enhance E&S performance: training and 
capacity building for green finance and ESRM 
together with customised programs to raise 
awareness, particularly at the board and senior 
management levels. Implementing training in 
such a diverse group of countries and 
institutions will be challenging particularly in 
LDCs, as changing mindsets takes time. 
Further, training must be tailored, and all 
stakeholders must increase opportunities for 
engagement to share knowledge and boost 
local capacity. Coordination among all key 
stakeholders, including the central banks and 
government agencies, is important to support 
FIs in E&S initiatives. Peer to peer knowledge 
sharing amongst FI’s will also be valuable, 
offering practical advice about ESRM 
implementation and best practices.  In order to 
avoid conflict within FI’s, key stakeholders 
could be invited to focus group discussions 
addressing the need for and benefits of E&S to 
pave the way for a smooth introduction of 
ESRM and address concerns and objections 
before they manifest. 
 
Medium-sized FIs in both developing countries 
and LDCs appear to have less knowledge of 
E&S issues than do large FIs. Therefore, raising 
awareness and translating best E&S standards 
from high-level policy to suitable, practical and 
pragmatic approaches is necessary for 
medium-sized FIs to improve E&S performance. 
Notably, some FIs—particularly smaller 
institutions—perceive E&S standards and 
procedures as challenging, especially 
considering their limited funding, staffing and 
capacity.  
 
The devastating impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic provides an opportunity to re-
examine past practices and to transform how 
FIs manage their E&S risks. The pandemic has 
promoted the need for a more responsible 
approach to finance. They are contributing to a 
shift in society towards a greener future and 
away from traditional fossil fuels. The results of 
the survey support this paradigm shift to more 

sustainable practices and shows how 
increasingly FI’s in the region are moving 
towards climate and green investment and 
improved E&S performance. Ongoing actions 
need to be taken by all stakeholders to support 
these changes and help create positive long-
term results. 
 
Given the need for ongoing actions by both FIs 
and policymakers, it will be critical to continue 
quantifying and analysing these changes. The 
survey should be conducted on an ongoing 
basis, either annually or bi-annually, to identify 
trends and the changing actions and concerns 
of FIs. Also, the survey could be improved to 
provide greater clarity and insight into E&S 
performance and avoid any unnecessary overlap 
and confusion in the questions with some minor 
changes. As noted earlier, a one-off study, 
although useful, has the limitation that it can only 
offer a snapshot of E&S performance amongst 
FIs in the region. As the impact of COVID-19 has 
demonstrated things can change rapidly, and it 
will be critical to have up to date information and 
a clear understanding of existing practices to 
help address both ongoing and new 
environmental and social challenges.  
 
The survey must be conducted at a regular 
frequency and engage with as many relevant 
parties as possible, to provide stakeholders with 
the current and accurate data on the ongoing 
realities and challenges that FIs are facing as 
they continue to engage with E&S issues. 
Therefore, it is recommended that the survey is 
conducted both in-person and online to increase 
further the number of participants and entities 
that can take part. Expanding the data pool and 
reaching more countries and entities and further 
enhancing understanding of the impact of 
different regulatory and policy changes in other 
countries and sub-regions. Assisting 
policymakers understand the factors affecting 
E&S performance and distill the policy options 
needed to help FIs better integrate E&S risks in 
the future. 
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6. Conclusions 
 
FIs have an important role in ensuring access 
to finance to enable sustainable development, 
and they must be transparent regarding their 
alignment with the E&S objectives to target 
potential climate and green banking 
opportunities effectively. The benefits of 
integrating E&S considerations into FIs’ 
decision-making are becoming increasingly 
evident. The results of UN ESCAP’s survey, as 
reported and discussed in this paper, indicates 
that while some FIs are increasingly 
recognising the benefits of and increasing their 
focus on E&S, others are still finding these 
concepts difficult. The results suggest that 
policymakers must address the constraints 
that restrict FIs and enhance their 
understanding of and capacity to affect E&S 
performance factors. 
 
Some clear messages arise from the results. 
First, there is no single measure for improving 
E&S performance. Although there is a growing 
awareness in the region of E&S risks, this 
awareness is low, particularly in the LDCs. 
Second, some groups of FIs have a more 
progressive approach than others. For 
example, LDCs will generally need more 
support to improve E&S performance than do 
developing countries. This should be 
considered an opportunity for countries to 
learn from each other. Demonstrably, each 
country in the region is unique, but some 
lessons can be learned from countries with 
more experience. For example, Bangladesh 
has over a decade of experience establishing 
an E&S green regulatory framework, and the 
lessons learned while establishing this 
framework can assist other LDCs with 
improving their E&S performance. Finally, a 
great deal of work remains regarding the 
significant barriers to E&S performance; in 
particular, the lack of funding and the 
institutional capacity constraints must be 
addressed.  
 
Incorporating the findings of this study into 
policy and practice will help support and 
promote environmentally and socially 
responsible green finance. Even as FIs in the 
region grapple with Covid-19 and its impact, it 
is crucial to remain focused on improving their 
E&S performance. All FIs in the region need to 
have a good understanding of E&S risks and 
strengthen their resilience against climate 

change, as part of their business and risk 
management strategies.  Considering the 
strategic importance of FIs regarding funding 
in the region, these institutions are crucial to 
sustainable development in the Asia-Pacific 
and particularly the goal of addressing climate 
change. 
  



24 Factors Affecting the Environmental and Social Risk Management of Financial Institutions 
 

 

 

References 
 
 
 
Bangladesh Bank, Banking Regulation and Policy Department (2011a). BB BRPD Circular No-2, 

February 27, 2011. Available at: 
https://www.bb.org.bd/mediaroom/circulars/brpd/feb272011brpd02e.pdf 

Bangladesh Bank, Banking Regulation and Policy Department (2011b). BB BRPD Circular No-1, 
January 30, 2011. Available at:  
https://www.bb.org.bd/mediaroom/circulars/brpd/jan302011brpd01e.pdf 

Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (2020) Memorandum Circular (MC) 1085. Available at:  
https://law.upd.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/BSP-Circ-No-1085-Series-of-2020.pdf 

Global Commission on the Economy and Climate (GCEC), the, (2016). The Sustainable Infrastructure 
Imperative: Financing for Better Growth and Development (The 2016 New Climate Economy 
Report), 2016. Available at: https://newclimateeconomy.report/2016/wp-
content/uploads/sites/4/2014/08/NCE_2016Report.pdf 

Kunhibava S, Tan Yen Ling S, Nur Faizira Abdul Rahman and Md Khalil Ruslan (2019). Green Banking 
Frameworks in Asia with an In-Depth Focus on Bangladesh and China, Asia Pacific Journal of 
Environmental Law, 22, no. 1, 2019, pp. 93–116 

Lindenberg, N.  (2014). Definition of green finance, Bonn: German Development Institute / Deutsches 
Institut für Entwicklungspolitik (DIE) 

Le, Tu D.Q.; Nguyen, Dat T, (2020). Capital Structure and Bank Profitability in Vietnam: A Quantile 
Regression Approach.  Journal of Risk and Financial Management. 13, no. 8: 168. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm13080168 

Monetary Authority of Singapore (MSA), (2020). Consultation Paper on Proposed Guidelines on 
Environmental Risk Management (Banks), P003-2020, 25 June 2020. Available at: 
https://www.mas.gov.sg/-/media/MAS/News-and-Publications/Consultation-
Papers/2020/Consultation-Paper-on-Proposed-Guidelines-on-Environmental-Risk-
Management-for-Banks.pdf 

Setyowati, Abidah B, (2020). Governing sustainable finance: insights from Indonesia. Climate Policy, 
2020, pp. 1-14. 

Sumner A and Tribe M, (2004). ‘The Nature of Epistemology and Methodology in Development 
Studies: What Do We Mean by “Rigour”?’ (Paper presented DSA Annual Conference, 6 
November 2004) 22 

United Nations, (2018). The Secretary-General’s Strategy for Financing the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development (2018-2021). Available at: 
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/SG-Financing-
Strategy_Sep2018.pdf 

United Nations, (2019). Roadmap for Financing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
Available at: https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/UN-
SG-Roadmap-Financing-the-SDGs-July-2019.pdf 



25 Factors Affecting the Environmental and Social Risk Management of Financial Institutions 
 

 

 

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, (2019a). Asia And The 
Pacific SDG Progress Report 2019. Available at: 
https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/files/publications/ESCAP_Asia_and_the_Pacific_SDG
_Progress_Report_2019.pdf 

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, (2019b). Economic and 
Social Survey of Asia and the Pacific 2019: Ambitions beyond growth. Available at: 
https://www.unescap.org/publications/economic-and-social-survey-asia-and-pacific-2019-
ambitions-beyond-growth  

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, (2020). Economic and 
Social Survey of Asia and the Pacific 2020: Towards sustainable economies. Available at: 
https://www.unescap.org/publications/economic-and-social-survey-asia-and-pacific-2020  

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, (2020). Action on Climate and SDGs. 
Available at: https://unfccc.int/topics/action-on-climate-and-sdgs/action-on-climate-and-
sdgs 

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTD) (2014). World Investment Report 
2014: Investing in the SDGs: An Action Plan Available at: 
https://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/wir2014_en.pdf 

Weber O and Feltmate B, (2016). Sustainable Banking: Managing the Social and Environmental Impact 
of Financial Institutions, University of Toronto Press.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Get connected. Follow us. 
 

www.unescap.org 

facebook.com/unescap 

twitter.com/unescap 

instagram.com/unitednationse

scap youtube.com/unescap 

linkedin.com/company/united-nations-escap 
 


