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Sustainable Finance – APAC 

Green and transition financing in APAC 
resilient despite market headwinds 
Summary 

In Asia-Pacific (APAC), total cumulative GSSS bond1 issuance reached US$700 billion at 
the end of June 2022. This figure includes both onshore2 and cross-border issuance volume. 
For countries including China, Japan, and Korea with well-functioning and deep domestic 
capital markets, the onshore sustainable bond volume accounts for about 60-70% of total 
volume, a significant portion that finances sustainable activities in APAC. 

APAC issuers are diversifying into social, sustainability, and sustainability-linked (SLBs) 
bonds from traditional green bonds. While green bonds remain the most common type of 
sustainable debt instruments in the region, the share of green bonds declined to 53% in 2021 
from 88% in 2018. The social bonds now account for about 26% of total GSSS bonds, 
followed by sustainability bonds (16%), SLBs (3%), and transition bonds (1%) in the same 
period. 

While global market headwinds slowed APAC sustainable bond volume in H1 2022, SLB 
volume remains resilient with growing appetite to finance sustainability plans using more 
flexible use of proceeds. The GSSS bond volume recorded US$86 billion for H1 2022, a 31% 
decline from H2 2021, or in other terms, a 33% decline from a year ago. The issuance for Q2 
2022 was the lowest quarterly volume since the fourth quarter of 2020. While the social and 
sustainability bond issuance for Q2 2022 declined by 72% and 70%, respectively, relative to a 
year ago, SLB issuance remained flat for the same period.  

Green and transition financing will continue to grow moving forward despite market 
headwinds in 2022. This echoes with net-zero commitments across different regions, notably 
from China that dominates green bond issuance in the region amid its national green finance 
policies to support its 2060 carbon neutrality goal. Also, given APAC’s inherent challenge of 
having a high proportion of hard-to-abate sectors, coupled with an insufficient amount of 
eligible projects to finance using use-of-proceeds bonds, transition financing via SLBs and 
other transition instruments will continue to gain traction in the region. 

Financing social projects via issuance of social bonds or sustainability bonds will focus on 
addressing public health and socioeconomic issues. This comes as governments shift their 
COVID-19 pandemic response from crisis containment to recovery. 

 

 
1 GSSS bonds refer to green, social, sustainability, and sustainability-linked bonds. 
2 Onshore transaction refers to issuance of sustainable bonds in domestic capital markets denominated in local currency. 
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In Asia-Pacific, total cumulative GSSS bond issuance reached US$700 billion at the end of June 2022 
The total cumulative green, social, sustainability and sustainability-linked (GSSS) bond issuance reached US$700 billion at the end 
of June 2022 in APAC (see Figure 1). This accounts for about one-fourth of the global sustainable bond volume. 

Figure 1 APAC issuance of GSSS bonds including onshore transactions by region, US$ Million  

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal  

This figure represents the best estimation from Moody’s ESG Solutions (MESG) that captures both cross-border issuance of 
sustainable bonds as well as onshore issuance denominated in local currency. Excluding the onshore issuance volume, the total 
cross-border volume accounts for about 40% of the total issuance, equivalent to US$287 billion.  

In APAC, it is especially important to fully capture both onshore and cross-border sustainable bond volumes, since in regions such 
as China, Japan, and Korea with well-functioning and deep domestic capital markets, the onshore sustainable bond volume 
accounts for about 70% of the total volume, a significant portion that finances sustainable activities across these countries. 

APAC issuers continue to diversify into social, sustainability, and sustainability-Linked bonds 
While green bond remains the most common sustainable debt instruments in the region, APAC issuers have been diversifying into 
other types of instruments including use-of-proceeds social and sustainability bonds, as well as SLBs, in the past several years. This 
trend can be observed from data revealing that while green bond issuance peaked in 2021 at US$135 billion, this accounts for 
about 58.7% of total volume, down from 87.6% in 2018 (see Figures 2 and 3). At the same time, a corresponding uptick in share 
for other instrument categories demonstrates growing interest in social and sustainability-linked projects, where social bonds 
accounted for about 27% of total volume in 2021 (up from 4.6% in 2018), followed by sustainability bonds (16.2% up from 7.8% 
in 2018), SLB (3.3%), and transition bond (0.5%).  
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Figure 2 APAC issuance of GSSS bonds including onshore transactions by type, US$ Million  

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

Figure 3 APAC GSSS bonds breakdown by issuance volume, 2018 vs 2021 

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

Global market headwinds slowed APAC sustainable bond volume in H1 2022 despite a record-high volume in 2021 
APAC GSSS bond volume totaled US$86 billion for the first half of 2022, a 31% decline from H2 2021 and 33% decline from a 
year ago. The broader fixed-income market conditions adversely have impacted sustainable bond volumes so far in 2022, as the 
Russia-Ukraine military conflict has impaired global economic growth prospects, stoked existing inflationary pressures and 
heightened the prospects for accelerated monetary policy tightening. 

The issuance for the second quarter of 2022 was the lowest quarterly volume since the fourth quarter of 2020, a stark contrast to 
the record high volume in Q2 2021. While the overall GSSS volume declined by 48% in the second quarter of 2022 relative to a 
year ago – as demonstrated by the drop in the green bond (-33%), social bond (-64%), and sustainability bond (-69%) categories 
– the SLB volume remained resilient during the same period (see Figure 2). 

The heightened market volatility had a disproportionate impact on the issuance trends across APAC. While many regions 
experienced a sharp decline in sustainable bond volumes, issuance remained resilient in markets such as Australia, Indonesia, New 
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Zealand, Philippines, and Taiwan, China where a large portion of the issuance volume came from the government and public 
sectors (see Figure 4). The most notable examples include the Government of Indonesia’s green bond issuance of US$1.5 billion in 
June 2022, the Government of Philippines’s issuance of sustainability bonds of JP¥70.1 billion in April 2022, and the Housing New 
Zealand Ltd’s sustainability bond issuance of NZ$800 million in May 2022. 

Figure 4 Sustainable bond issuance has declined in 2022 by region 

 

Note: For Philippines and New Zealand, the percent change in H1 2022 relative to H1 2021 is 1798% and 478%, respectively, and the percent change in Q2 2022 relative to Q2 2021 is 446% 
and 851%, respectively. 
  
Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

SLB volume remains resilient with growing appetite to finance sustainability plans using more flexible use of proceeds 
The total cumulative SLB issuance reached US$11 billion at the end of June 2022 (see Figure 5). Most of the issuance volume came 
from cross-border transactions accounting for over US$8 billion. Financing via SLB instruments is still in an early stage in APAC, 
given that SLBs acounted for less than 6% of the global SLB volume in 2021, whereas the more established sse-of-proceeds 
structures remain the preferred sustainable bond type in the region. 

Figure 5 APAC SLB issuance by region, US$ Million 

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 
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Nonetheless, SLBs are gaining traction in the region. Ever since a few APAC issuers, including the Sydney Airport Finance Company 
from Australia and Hulic from Japan, made their debut SLB issuances in 2020, the SLB volume has been growing at a steady pace 
in the region. While global market headwinds slowed SLB volume in the first quarter of 2022, it grew by 20% in the second quarter 
compared with Q4 2021 and the volume remained flat relative to a year ago. Also, except for the Q1 2022, the quarterly SLB 
volume remained above US$2 billion since Q2 2021 due to the rising market interest on the flexibility of the instrument allowing 
use of proceeds in general corporate purposes, and linked to ESG-related key performance indicators (KPIs) to help transition 
companies as a whole to become more sustainable.  

In terms of SLB volume, China and Australia dominates in the region, accounting for 31% and 27% of the total volume since 2021, 
respectively (see Figure 6). In terms of sector breakdown, non-financial corporates are the most active issuers of SLBs, due in part 
to the fact that the use of proceeds are not tied to specific projects or assets, but contribute to issuers’ overall transition strategies. 

Figure 6 APAC SLB issuance by region and sector for 2021-2022(YTD) 

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

Green and transition financing will continue to grow moving forward despite market headwinds in 2022 
In line with the reaffirmed commitment to sustainability shown by ASEAN (Association of South East Asian Nations) Member 
States through recent developments, ASEAN countries have seen the most prominent growth of sustainability-linked instruments 
in APAC over the past few years, although the absolute volume still remain minute. For countries such as Thailand or Singapore, 
the portion of SLBs account for about 30% and 16%, respectively, of the total Sustainable bond volume of 2021-2022 YTD. 
Factoring in the sustainability-linked loans (SLLs), Singapore’s sustainability-linked instruments account for 57% of cumulative 
GSSS debt at the end of 2021, according to data from the Climate Bonds Initiative (CBI)3.  

This resonates with several government-led programs and national taxonomy developments aimed at directing capital flows to  
green and sustainable financing activities in APAC. To highlight a few recent significant developments, the ASEAN Taxonomy 
Board (ATB) launched its ASEAN Taxonomy for Sustainable Finance in November 2021, Indonesia launched its Green Taxonomy in 
January 2022, and Singapore issued the second consultation paper of the Singapore GFIT (Green Finance Industry Taskforce) 
Taxonomy in May 2022. All three taxonomies not only aid the flow of capital towards green and sustainable investment projects, 
but also expand on the “traffic lights” approach to add granularity to the application and thresholds for the classification. For 
instance, the Singapore Taxonomy classifies economic activities into green (environmentally sustainable), amber (transition), and 
red (harmful) categories, which distinguishes the different level of contribution to climate change mitigation by each type of 
activity. As such frameworks provide greater transparency and clarity on what constitutes ‘transition’ activities, it will continue to 
encourage companies to consider SLBs and other transition instruments to finance sustainable activities across the region. 

Also, while transition bond volumes remain rather insubstantial in the region at present, several Japanese issuers, including Japan 
Airlines and Tokyo Gas, have already entered the transition bond market in the first half of 2022. This follows the Japanese 

 
3 https://www.climatebonds.net/resources/reports/asean-sustainable-debt-market-2021 
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Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry’s (METI) publication on the Basic Guidelines on Climate Transition Finance in May 2021, 
which aims to provide guidance on the means of financing transition, particularly in sectors where emissions are difficult to reduce. 
The guidelines were further revised in July 2022 to include new Sustainability-Linked Bond Guidelines, a move that shows the 
country’s ambition to address transition. Further in May 2022, the Japanese government announced plans to issue an estimated 
JP¥20 trillion worth of green transition bonds as part of Japan’s push towards its 2050 carbon neutrality goals and amidst an 
energy crisis due to reliance on fuel imports.  

Transition financing is still in a nascent stage in APAC, with issuance volume being much lower relative to Europe or the Americas. 
However, we expect the issuance volume of SLBs and transition bonds will continue to gain momentum in APAC as market 
participants’ awareness of these instruments further develops, and given the recent shift in regulatory focus across the different 
regions. In addition, transition financing will be key to addressing the APAC region’s inherent challenge of having a large proportion 
of hard-to-abate sectors, coupled by an insufficient amount of eligible projects to support benchmark use-of-proceeds sustainable 
bonds. 

With the growing appetite for SLBs and SLLs in APAC, it will be vital for issuers to clearly define KPIs that are relevant for their 
sector, and to clearly articulate the robustness of their sustainability performance targets (SPTs) embedded within the SLBs to 
ensure buy-in from creditors and to avoid any greenwashing (see “A materiality lens is key to assessing the credentials of 
sustainability-linked debt instruments”, October 2021). The recent updates to International Capital Market Association (ICMA) 
Principles best practice documents will also support SLB standardization by including an illustrative registry of over 300 KPIs (see 
“Sustainable bond volumes resilient in Q2 despite tighter financial conditions”, July 2022). The latest issuance of an SLB by the 
Ascott Residence Trust hilights how a non-financial corporate can raise sustainable capital via this instrument by setting clear KPIs 
and ambition targets (see Box 1). 

 

 

China leads green bond issuance accounting for over 50% share of the total volume in APAC 
The total cumulative green bond issuance in APAC reached over US$420 billion at the end of June 2022 (see Figure 7), while about 
half the figure comes from cross-border issuance, reaching US$200 billion in the same period. 

Box 1. Ascott Residence Trust's issuance of sustainability-linked bonds 

In February 2022, we provided a Second Party Opinion (SPO) to Ascott Residence Trust (ART) on its sustainability-linked finance 
framework. ART is part of the CapitalLand Group, and is the largest hospitality/real-estate trust in Asia Pacific. ART issued S$200 million 
under this framework on April 2022 with a fixed coupon rate of 3.63% per annum and a maturity of five years, pursuant to its S$2 billion 
debt issuance programme. This marked the first sustainability-linked bond issued by a Singapore-listed real estate trust.  

ART has identified three predefined environmental objectives, also known as key performance indicators (KPIs), in line with CapitalLand’s 
2030 Sustainability Master Plan focusing on the low carbon transition. The instrument’s structural characteristics will vary depending on 
whether ART achieves the predefined objectives. They include:  

1) KPI 1: Reduce scope 1 and scope 2 carbon emissions intensity by 62% by 2030,  from the base year of 2019 

2) KPI 2: Reduce energy intensity by 15% by 2030, from the base year of 2019 

3) KPI 3: Achieve 50% of GFA (Gross Floor Area) with green buildings standards and certifications by 2025/30 

We assessed that the selected KPIs are relevant and reflect some of the most material sustainability issues for ART’s current and future 
operations given the scope of KPI 1 and 2 cover over 50% of ART’s portfolio while KPI 3 covers 100% of the activities. Also, ART’s 
environmental commitment to address climate change mitigation and energy efficiency is relevant to the issuer as the building sector is 
responsible for about 28% of total global energy-related CO2 emissions, and 38% if the construction activities are included according to 
UNEP. This led to our assessment on the KPI relevance score as “Robust” as well as aliged with the SLBP/SLLP. 

https://esg.moodys.io/insights-analysis-reports/a-materiality-lens-is-key-to-assessing-the-credentials-of-sustainability-linked-debt-instruments
https://esg.moodys.io/insights-analysis-reports/a-materiality-lens-is-key-to-assessing-the-credentials-of-sustainability-linked-debt-instruments
https://assets.website-files.com/5df9172583d7eec04960799a/62e19ce6e0fd36ad00e6429d_BX14169_MESG%20Sustainable%20Finance%20Quarterly%20Market.pdf
https://assets.website-files.com/5df9172583d7eec04960799a/6262800bae19790c407c0a61_20220216_SLB_SLL_Ascott_Final%20SPO.pdf
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Figure 7 APAC green bond issuance by region, US$ Million 

 

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

China, the world’s second largest green bond market after the US, leads the issuance of green bonds where it accounts for about 
half of the total green bond issuance in APAC so far. A significant increase in green bond volumes since 2021 is driven by a large 
influx of both onshore and cross-border issuance from China, largely attributable to its national green finance policies to achieve 
the government’s goals of reaching carbon neutrality by 2060, peaking before 2030, as well as China’s taxonomy update in April 
2021 that provides more detailed and stringent qualitative and quantitative criteria for green activities. In its announced 14th Five-
Year Plan in 2021, the government has also reaffirmed its ambition to build long-term mechanisms to improve green financial 
standards, introduce climate stress tests for banks, and construct a “multi-level green financial market system” involving green 
financial products, carbon futures and other derivatives. 

In terms of cross-border issuance, China has been making strides in recent years to further open up its capital markets to foreign 
investors, and announced in May 2022 that it would further facilitate foreign institutional investments in its bond market and 
coordinate the opening-up of the interbank and exchange bond markets through its existing market access channels. Other efforts 
include the joint taxonomy project with the EU through the International Platform on Sustainable Finance (IPSF), which aims to  
develop a Common Ground Taxonomy (CGT) that maps commonalities between the EU Taxonomy and China Taxonomy so that 
users may use on a voluntary basis to develop and label green financial products. Though the CGT is voluntary and not widely 
adopted, it has the potential to prompt larger cross-border issuances across regions, especially should Chinese issuers use the CGT 
to issue green bonds or other green assets in Europe or international markets, and vice versa. 

In particular, green bond issuance from China is largely dominated by the banking sector, where seven out of the top 10 green 
bond issuers for the first half of 2022 were banks. For example, recent cross-border issuances from China, namely the green bond 
issuance of US$10 billion by the Industrial and Commercial Bank of China (ICBC) and the US$500 million green bond issuance by 
Bank of China (BOC) in June 2022, not only illustrates that Chinese banks remain the most active and frequent issuers of Green 
bonds in the region, but also indicates the magnitude of issuance volume directed to sustainability issues within the country.  

This is in line with the People’s Bank of China’s (PBoC) plans to double-down on greening the financial system to achieve national 
net zero targets. In June 2021, the PBoC had rolled out a new Green Finance Evaluation Plan which will cover 24 major Chinese 
banks, including the largest state-owned banks, and will grade financial institutions (FIs) according to their green bond holdings 
and year-on-year change in the total value of green bonds held. The inclusion of green bonds in this annual assessment is expected 
to continue to drive rapid growth in the Chinese green bond market. Furthermore in March 2022, the PBoC has pledged to set up a 
new funding system that will provide financial support to the development of renewable energy sources, to further incentivise the 
nation’s energy transition away from fossil fuels and to increase carbon reduction efforts. 
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In many ways, APAC stands to be more exposed to physical climate risks relative to other parts of the world due to its population 
share and geographic attributes. So far, the use of green bond proceeds were dominantly allocated to project categories pertaining 
to climate change mitigation, such as renewable energy, clean transportation, energy efficiency, and green buildings. In line with 
global trends where focus is first and foremost placed on climate risk mitigation measures, only a small portion of proceeds (4%) 
were allocated to climate change adaptation and resilience projects for the period 2020-2022 YTD (see Figure 8).  

A recent green bond issuance from Greentown China Holdings Limited demonstrates how climate change mitigation and 
adaptation objectives are addressed through the selection of sse-of-proceeds categories (in line with Exhibit 8), as well as through 
the proportion of net proceeds allocated to ‘Green Buildings’ projects, which stands to generate the most environmental impact 
through emissions reduction (see Box 2). 

Figure 8 Use of proceeds categories for green bonds over the past two years 

 

Note: This figure is an estimated share based on issuance volume from 2020-2022 YTD in APAC using data from SPOs provided by MESG. 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 
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Box 2. Greentown China Holdings Limited’s issuance of green bonds 

In September 2021, we provided an SPO to Greentown China Holdings Limited on its Green Financing Framework. Greentown China is 
an investment holding company headquartered in Hangzhou, China and is involved in the sales of construction materials, project 
management, design and decoration. Under this framework, Greentown China has issued green bonds in January 2022 totaling US$400 
million with a fixed coupon rate of 2.3% per annum and a maturity of three years.  

Greentown China has identified five green project categories to finance using net proceeds from the green financing transactions 
(“GFTs”), namely, Green Buildings, Sustainable Water Management, Renewable Energy, Clean Transportation, and Climate Change 
Adaptation. 

Of note, a significant portion of the net proceeds of the GFTs are expected to finance the ‘Green Buildings’ category, which is of 
particular relevance in the context of China as the Buildings sector contributes to roughly one-third of the nation’s total energy 
consumption and results in roughly 30%-40% of total GHG emissions. Additionally, Greentown China’s main measure of adaptation is 
the application of the "Sponge City" concept and technologies (i.e. an initiative launched by the Chinese government in 2014 to tackle 
urban water issues include surface water floods) in its buildings and infrastructure projects, by applying rainwater recycling, rain gardens, 
permeable pavement and concave green space. The issuer has also committed to the adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) by setting up 
charging stations and utilizing EVs in its business operations, installing solar photovoltaic panels on rooftops, and integrating water 
saving features in its operations to reduce domestic and commercial water consumption. 

 

                   
                     

  

https://assets.website-files.com/5df9172583d7eec04960799a/6257eb2a575b649030f5f879_20210927_V.E_SPO_Greentown_Draft%20V5_V2.pdf
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Financing social projects via issuance of social bonds or sustainability bonds will focus on addressing public health and 
socioeconomic issues 
Total cumulative social bond issuance in APAC reached about US$170 billion at the end of June 2022 (see Figure 9). Uniquely for 
APAC, onshore volume dominates social bond issuance, while only a little over 10% of total volume comes from cross-border 
issuance. 

Figure 9 APAC social bond issuance by region, US$ Million 

  

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

This is largely due to the significant portion of social bond volume coming from the onshore issuance of Korean public financial 
companies. In particular, Korea Housing Finance Corporation (KHFC) – a Korean public financial company that facilitates the 
housing finance mostly in the form of mortgage loans or securitization of mortgage-backed claims – dominates the social bond 
volume in APAC. KHFC issued US$30 billion of social bonds in 2021 alone, accounting for roughly half of total social bond 
volumes in APAC last year. 

Typically, government-backed entities are the most active issuers of social bonds in APAC accounting for about 83% of the total 
volume in 2021, followed by financial institutions (16%) and non-financial corporates (1%). Some of the most active issuers of 
social bonds include Korea SMEs & Startups (KOSME), Korea Credit Guarantee Fund (KODIT), West Nippon Expressway, and Japan 
Student Services Organization (JASSO). 

Meanwhile, the total cumulative sustainability bond issuance reached about US$89 billion at the end of June 2022 (see Figure 10). 
Excluding onshore issuances, total cross-border sustainability bond volumes reached over US$56 billion in the same period 
(equivalent to about 65% of the total sustainability bond volumes in the region). 
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Figure 10 APAC sustainability bond issuance by region, US$ Million 

 

 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

Figure 11 Use of proceeds categories for social bonds over the past two years 

 

Note: This figure is an estimated share based on issuance volume from 2020-2022 YTD in APAC using data from SPOs provided by MESG. 

Sources: Moody’s ESG Solutions, Environmental Finance Data, Korea Exchange (KRX), Japanese Securities Dealers Association (JSDA), and Ministry of the Environment Government of Japan’s 
Green Finance Portal 

Compared to other regions, we anticipate financing social projects via issuance of social bonds or sustainability bonds will gain 
momentum in APAC, as governments shift their COVID-19 pandemic response from crisis containment to recovery by addressing 
public health and socioeconomic issues that have been exacerbated amid the outbreak. While social bonds may remain an 
instrument of choice for issuers focused on addressing social objectives, an increasing focus on highlighting both environmental 
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and social initiatives is anticipated to gain traction with many issuers that seek to hilight their commitment to addressing all facets 
of ESG. 

A notable example is the sovereign sustainability bond issuance debuted by the Republic of the Philippines in the first half of the 
year, where a higher weight has been placed on social categories. Of note, more than 90% of the eligible expenditures to be 
financed under the Philippines government’s Sustainable Finance Framework fall under social categories, which are considered to 
have a potentially high positive impact as they apply criteria that target populations most in need or categories that target 
universal and equal access to essential services (see Box 3). This case is in line with the figure above which shows the types of 
social categories most targeted by issuers, not only for social bonds, but also for sustainability bonds. 

 

Box 3. Sustainability bond issuance from the Republic of the Philippines 

In December 2021, we provided an SPOto the Republic of the Philippines on its sovereign Sustainable Finance Framework. Under this 
framework, the Republic issued sustainability bonds in March 2022 totaling US$1 billion with a fixed coupon rate of 4.2% per annum and 
a maturity of 25 years. In the following month, the Republic once more issued an offering of JP¥70.1 billion (note: upsized amount 
following strong investor support) multi-tranche 5-year, 7-year, 10-year, and 20-year sustainability bonds with coupon rates of 0.76%, 
0.95%, 1.22%, and 1.83%, respectively. This marked the first ever ASEAN sustainability bond transaction issued by the Republic in the 
Samurai bond market, in addition to being the first ever long-tenor (20-year) Samurai offering of the Republic.   

The Republic has identified four green project categories and seven social projects categories to finance using net proceeds from the 
Sustainable Financing Instruments: 

» Green projects – Clean Transportation, Climate Change Adaptation, Environmentally Sustainable Management of Living Natural 
Resources and Land Use, Renewable Energy. 

» Social projects – Access to Essential Services, Affordable Basic Infrastructure, Food Security, Employment Generation and 
Alleviation of Unemployment, Socioeconomic Advancement and Empowerment, Affordable Housing, and Covid-19 related 
Expenditure. 

Overall, we consider the expected impacts of the selected green and social project categories to be “Advanced,” and also considers the 
Republic of the Philippines’ Sustainable Finance Framework and portfolio of eligible expenditures to be aligned with the four core 
components of the ICMA’s 2021 GBP and SBP, and the LMA’s 2021 GLP and SLP. At the request of an additional assessment by the 
issuer, we also consider the Framework and Eligible Expenditures Portfolio to be aligned with the four core components of the ASEAN 
Green Bond Standards 2018, Social Bond Standards 2018, and Sustainability Bond Standards 2018. 

 

https://assets.website-files.com/5df9172583d7eec04960799a/62455f96e9b0083e2c16df43_20220103_V.E_ROP_SPO_Final%20version.pdf
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Appendix 

Sustainable debt instruments defined 

Throughout this report, we refer to a variety of sustainable debt instruments. These include: use-of-proceeds green bonds, social 
bonds and sustainability bonds, whose proceeds are typically earmarked to finance specific eligible environmental and/or social 
projects; and sustainability-linked instruments, whose proceeds can typically be used for general corporate purposes but whose 
interest rates are tied to the achievement of various sustainability targets. These instruments include: 

» Green bonds: Bonds where the proceeds will be exclusively applied to finance or refinance new and/or existing eligible green 
projects, such as renewable energy, energy efficiency, clean transportation, sustainable water management and green 
buildings. Typically issued in accordance with the Green Bond Principles. 

» Social bonds: Bonds where the proceeds will be exclusively applied to finance or refinance new and/or existing eligible social 
projects, such as affordable basic infrastructure, access to essential services, affordable housing and food security. Typically 
issued in accordance with the Social Bond Principles. 

» Sustainability bonds: Bonds where the proceeds will be exclusively applied to finance or refinance a combination of new 
and/or existing eligible green and social projects. Typically issued in accordance with the Sustainability Bond Guidelines. 

» Sustainability-linked bonds: Bonds that incentivize the issuer's achievement of material, quantitative, predetermined, 
ambitious, regularly monitored and externally verified sustainability objectives through Key Performance Indicators and 
Sustainability Performance Targets. Typically issued in accordance with the Sustainability-Linked Bond Principles. 

» Sustainability-linked loans: Loan instruments and/or contingent facilities that incentivize the borrower’s achievement of 
predetermined sustainability performance objectives. Typically issued in accordance with the Sustainability-Linked Loan 
Principles. 

 

Note on our resources 

Our primary source for sustainable debt data throughout this report is Environmental Finance Data, with such data referenced in 
this report downloaded as of 15 July 2022.  

 

https://www.icmagroup.org/sustainable-finance/the-principles-guidelines-and-handbooks/green-bond-principles-gbp/
https://www.icmagroup.org/sustainable-finance/the-principles-guidelines-and-handbooks/social-bond-principles-sbp/
https://www.icmagroup.org/green-social-and-sustainability-bonds/sustainability-bond-guidelines-sbg/
https://www.icmagroup.org/sustainable-finance/the-principles-guidelines-and-handbooks/sustainability-linked-bond-principles-slbp/
https://www.lsta.org/content/sustainability-linked-loan-principles-sllp/
https://www.lsta.org/content/sustainability-linked-loan-principles-sllp/
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