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Summary 

This report presents a novel methodology to assess the presence of just transition elements in 
green, social, sustainability and sustainability-linked (GSS+) bond frameworks. Taking an 
evidence-based approach, this methodology demonstrates how GSS+ bonds can be leveraged for 
the just transition, which can inform both issuers’ bond design and investor decision-making. We 
classify certain GSS+ bond framework characteristics – eligible expenditures, performance targets 
and post-issuance reporting – as just transition-related where activities cover both climate 
change mitigation and one of the following social themes: education, employment or equality. 
Where there is a causal link between the mitigation and social activities in question, the 
expenditure, target or reporting is considered just transition-focused. 

We use this methodology to assess nearly all existing sovereign GSS+ bond frameworks, 
amounting to 68 in total, finding moderate evidence that just transition elements are present 
(see Figure S1). The majority of sovereign frameworks (72%) have an approach to managing and 
preventing social harm through exclusions, social safeguards or both. A meaningful share (22%) 
have just transition-focused eligible expenditures through their inclusion of projects that directly 
address the social harm caused by the low-carbon transition or the opportunities it presents. 
Meanwhile, 26% of frameworks include at least one metric in post-issuance reporting 
commitments that we categorise as just transition-focused. Developing countries appear to be 
making greater strides forward than high-income countries on integrating just transition into 
their sovereign bond frameworks. However, developing countries tend to issue more sustainability 
bonds, which by definition promote the integration of green and social outcomes.  

Figure S.1. Assessment results from the sample of 68 sovereign GSS+ bond frameworks 

 
 

Although this methodology is a useful starting point, it should be complemented by an analysis of 
country context and post-issuance impact reporting. This can draw on existing entity-level 
evaluations of climate action, policymaking and alignment such as the Assessing Sovereign 
Climate-related Opportunities and Risks (ASCOR) tool. This tool provides transparent and 
comparable data, with a dedicated just transition area that assesses how countries are 
developing the institutional capacity to address the needs of workers and communities affected 
by decarbonisation. Alongside country context, further analysis of post-issuance reporting is key 
to identify potential gaps between a bond framework’s intended expenditures and the actual 
allocation of proceeds. Impact reports may also reveal when projects funded by bond proceeds 
have failed to demonstrate intended just transition impacts. 

Question I. How does the bond 
framework seek to prevent 

social harm? 

Question II. Does the bond 
framework contribute to just 

transition (JT)? 

Question III. Do post-issuance 
reporting commitments include 

just transition (JT)? 

32%

19%
21%

28%

Safeguards Exclusions

Both No evidence

22%

21%
57%

Yes - JT-focused
Yes - JT-related
No evidence

26%

24%

50%

Yes - JT-focused
Yes - JT-related
No evidence

https://transitionpathwayinitiative.org/ascor/
https://www.transitionpathwayinitiative.org/ascor
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Recommendations for bond issuers 

1. Bond frameworks should include both robust social safeguards and clear exclusions to 
prevent harm. These should be developed such that they are additional relative to existing 
laws. 

2. Where relevant, eligible expenditures should include just transition-focused projects that 
causally link climate change mitigation action with social benefits in terms of education, 
equality or employment. 

3. Post-issuance impact reporting should include metrics on both the benefits and any harm 
from funded activities. Successful impact depends on effective theories of change and 
project design. 

4. Meaningful engagement with affected stakeholders and vulnerable groups is a core 
element of just transition and should be incorporated into bond frameworks and post-
issuance reporting. 

A systematic identification of best practice is needed to support further integration of just 
transition into fixed income instruments. In the next steps of this project, we aim to develop 
research to synthesise best practice across issuer types. A key objective will be to explore and 
strengthen the inclusion of just transition in existing GSS+ bond standards. We also welcome 
collaboration with entities that would like to issue a ‘trailblazer’ bond to demonstrate just 
transition-focused expenditures or performance targets.    
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1. Introduction 

This report presents a novel methodology to assess the presence of just transition elements in 
green, social, sustainability and sustainability-linked (GSS+) bond frameworks. 

The opportunity for fixed income instruments to finance the just transition 

The net zero transition requires an unprecedented mobilisation of private finance for the 
transformation of economies. For this transformation to be accompanied by economic, financial 
and social stability, such finance also needs to be integrated with and supportive of the just 
transition. This creates an imperative for addressing climate action and social welfare together. 
GSS+ bonds present an opportunity for this integration: such instruments have mobilised over 
US$5.7 trillion (Climate Bonds Initiative, 2024b).1 (See Box 1.1 for definitions of these bonds.) 

A consensus definition of just transition for use in the design of financial instruments has yet to be 
developed. Perspectives on just transition differ widely across stakeholder types and country 
income groups. It is defined by the International Labour Organization (ILO) as “greening the 
economy in a way that is as fair and inclusive as possible to everyone concerned, creating decent 
work opportunities and leaving no one behind”. The concept of just transition aims to dovetail 
two themes: the low-carbon transition and its social impacts. In the context of this report, we 
suggest that the just transition is not only about layering climate and social goals, which is 
broadly the definition of sustainability, but more specifically about managing the social harm and 
benefits brought about by the transition itself. Defining this term in the context of fixed income 
instruments can allow issuers to develop a pipeline of appropriate projects and compatible bond 
frameworks, while also enabling investors to clearly communicate a preference for deals that 
support the just transition. 

For investors, integrating just transition considerations is increasingly important. The just 
transition interacts with investment risks – not only climate-related risks but also financial, 
reputational and litigation risks. Current information gaps in bond frameworks prevent effective 
management of these risks by investors. Moreover, there is a need to prepare for emerging 
regulation in some jurisdictions, such as the European Banking Authority’s ESG risk management 
standards which recommend inclusion of social risks in reporting (EBA, 2025). In addition, social 
investments will be needed to support climate action, including in green employment 
programmes and affordable infrastructure such as housing. 

For impact investors, just transition lies at the centre of their investment mandates, which focus 
on double materiality in terms of generating social and sustainability co-benefits alongside 
financial returns. This agenda is particularly important in the context of the work programme of 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) on just transition pathways, which 
will be progressed at the COP30 conference. When first adopted in 2023, the programme took a 
broad approach to just transition principles, moving away from a narrow focus on the workforce 
to bring in wider socioeconomic implications such as poverty eradication and extending to other 
marginalised groups, including women, youth and Indigenous Peoples, with a particular focus on 
developing countries. Financial actors need to be responsive and prepared. Given this context, 
there is a need for a deeper understanding of what the just transition means in the context of 
specific financial instruments.  

Assessing bond frameworks’ inclusion of just transition  

In presenting a novel exploratory methodology to assess just transition elements in bond 
frameworks, our goal through this report is twofold:  

 
1 This figure includes only the labelled deals considered to be in alignment with the Climate Bonds Initiative methodologies. 

https://www.climatebonds.net/files/reports/cbi_5_for_25_01b.pdf
https://www.eba.europa.eu/publications-and-media/press-releases/eba-publishes-its-final-guidelines-management-esg-risks
https://www.eba.europa.eu/publications-and-media/press-releases/eba-publishes-its-final-guidelines-management-esg-risks
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• First, the methodology can support bond issuers in integrating just transition elements into 
their GSS+ bond frameworks.  

• Second, we provide an assessment framework that investors may use to evaluate whether 
an investment made via a bond has the potential to drive meaningful just transition 
impacts.  

This methodology can contribute to a shared understanding of just transition between fixed 
income market participants. We complement the methodology description with a set of examples 
to illustrate the application of the methodology and in some cases also showcase emerging good 
practice. We approach the complex meanings of just transition by using two complementary 
terms: ‘just transition-related’ and ‘just transition-focused’.  

The methodology described in this report was presented and discussed during a roundtable with 
experts in just transition and fixed income. Participants included investors, banks, sovereign 
issuers, multilateral development banks, standard setters, research institutes and just transition 
experts. Input received during the roundtable was used to iterate and improve the proposed 
methodology.  

The assessment methodology was tested on an exhaustive sample of GSS+ bond frameworks 
developed by sovereign bond issuers. The sample was drawn from the Climate Bonds Initiative’s 
datasets, which include bonds aligned with its methodologies for green, social and sustainability 
bonds and sustainability-linked bonds (SLBs). The bond frameworks in our sample were therefore 
evaluated for their credibility and, for green bonds, their alignment with the Paris Agreement.  

Box 1.1. Defining thematic GSS+ bonds 

Use of proceeds (UoP) bonds are bonds where proceeds will be exclusively used to finance or 
re-finance expenditures defined in the bond framework. There are three main types: 
1) Green bonds: proceeds are applied to finance eligible climate and environmental projects 

or activities. Blue bonds are a subset of green bonds, focusing on water management and 
marine ecosystems. Transition bonds are sometimes categorised as a subset of green bonds 
too, where proceeds are focused on transition to lower-carbon activities (Sustainalytics, 
2025). However, some self-identified transition bonds do not meet enough criteria to be 
categorised as ‘green’.  

2) Social bonds: proceeds are applied to finance eligible social projects or activities. Gender 
bonds and pandemic bonds are types of social bond. 

3) Sustainability bonds: proceeds are applied to finance a combination of green and social 
projects. Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) bonds are a type of sustainability bond. 

Sustainability-linked bonds (SLBs), unlike UoP bonds, are general-purpose debt instruments, 
the financial characteristics of which vary depending on whether the issuer achieves pre-
defined, time-bound sustainability performance targets. They involve coupon step-ups or step-
downs linked to the achievement of these targets. Targets and associated consequences are 
clarified in the bond framework. When evaluating an SLB, investors can analyse entity-level 
sustainability performance to assess the additionality and credibility of the bond’s targets. 

A GSS+ bond framework is a document created by the issuer that articulates the proposed 
use of proceeds or sustainability performance targets, depending on the type of bond. A robust 
framework typically includes sections on the processes for project evaluation and selection, 
management of proceeds and reporting (Climate Bonds Initiative, 2024a). Multiple bonds may 
be issued against the same bond framework.  

Post-issuance impact reporting is a core component of GSS+ bond principles. It involves 
periodic disclosure, after the bond has been issued, on the environmental or social impacts 
achieved through the projects financed by UoP. Impact reporting is often made alongside 
allocation reporting. In the case of SLBs, post-issuance reporting provides KPI data related to 
the bond’s performance targets.  

https://www.climatebonds.net/market/green-bond-dataset-methodology
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/social-sustainability-bond-database-methodology
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/social-sustainability-bond-database-methodology
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/SLBD
https://www.icmagroup.org/assets/documents/Sustainable-finance/2022-updates/Green-Bond-Principles-June-2022-060623.pdf
https://www.sustainalytics.com/corporate-solutions/sustainable-lending-and-finance/second-party-opinions/second-party-opinion-on-transition-bonds
https://www.icmagroup.org/assets/documents/Sustainable-finance/2023-updates/Social-Bond-Principles-SBP-June-2023-220623.pdf
https://www.icmagroup.org/assets/documents/Sustainable-finance/2021-updates/Sustainability-Bond-Guidelines-June-2021-140621.pdf
https://www.icmagroup.org/assets/documents/Sustainable-finance/2024-updates/Sustainability-Linked-Bond-Principles-June-2024.pdf
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/green-bond-dataset-methodology
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Structure of the report 

Section 2 describes the methodology and showcases examples of assessed sovereign bonds. We 
explore how bond frameworks could be further developed to optimise GSS+ bonds’ contribution to 
a just transition.  

Section 3 presents an overview of the results from applying the methodology to a sample of 
nearly 70 sovereign GSS+ bond frameworks. 

Section 4 discusses areas for further analysis to complement the assessment methodology.  

Section 5 briefly presents our recommendations for bond issuers and discusses future research 
goals.  
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2. Assessment methodology  

This section presents a methodology to assess the presence of just transition elements in GSS+ 
bond frameworks. The methodology was developed through an exploration of the key 
characteristics of bond frameworks that can be leveraged to encourage just transitions in a range 
of contexts: it evaluates the three groups of questions shown in Figure 2.1. The methodology is 
exploratory and does not aim to establish authoritatively what is sufficient for a bond to be 
considered fully aligned with the just transition. Although it was developed and tested against a 
sample of sovereign bond frameworks, the approach can be adapted to analyse the presence of 
just transition in bonds issued by other entities, including municipalities, multilateral development 
banks and companies.  

Figure 2.1. Assessment methodology questions 

 
The concept of just transition involves both addressing the adverse social outcomes of the 
transition, which we assess in Question I, and ensuring that any benefits of the transition are fairly 
distributed, which we assess in Questions II and III. For the latter two questions, the methodology 
classifies bond framework characteristics – eligible expenditures, performance targets and post-
issuance reporting – as: 

• Just transition-related for bonds with a possible contribution to just transition due to the 
inclusion of both climate change mitigation and at least one of the following social 
outcomes: education, employment or equality (see Box 2.1). This approach draws on a 
previous report on this topic from the Grantham Research Institute and Climate Bonds 
Initiative (Robins et al., 2023). Although this definition is similar to the broader term of 
sustainability, it considers a narrower set of social activities, excluding categories such as 
health, to emphasise the activities most likely to involve just transition considerations. 

Question III. Do post-issuance reporting commitments include just transition impacts? 

Just transition-related Just transition-focused No evidence

Question II. Does the bond framework contribute to just transition?

a. Do eligible expenditures include projects with just transition impacts? (UoP bond) 

b. Do sustainability performance targets have just transition impacts? (SLB)

Just transition-related Just transition-focused No evidence

Question I. How does the bond framework seek to prevent social harm?

a. Does the framework establish minimum social safeguards? 

b. Does the framework establish exclusions for harmful activities?

Minimum social 
safeguards 

Exclusions for harmful 
activities

Both safeguards and 
exclusions No evidence
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• Just transition-focused for bonds with a more intensive just transition contribution where 
mitigation and education, employment or equality activities share a demonstrated causal 
link. This element of causality is distinctive to the just transition, given its focus on 
managing the positive and negative social impacts that result from the low-carbon 
transition. 

• No evidence of just transition contribution for cases where neither threshold is met.  

Study sample and scope 

The assessment methodology was tested by using it to evaluate nearly all existing sovereign GSS+ 
bond frameworks. This sample was sourced from the Climate Bonds Initiative’s datasets, which 
means that it includes only bonds that have been assessed to be in alignment with the Climate 
Bonds Initiative methodologies for GSS+ bonds. Frameworks are included if bonds were issued 
against them by September 2024.2 

Bond frameworks were used as the unit of analysis as this is the primary type of information at 
the time of issuance to inform investment decisions. We focus on sovereign bonds because of the 
inherent overlap of national government responsibilities for social development and welfare and 
national climate planning. This makes sovereign bonds an ideal initial focus for this research as 
just transition elements may be reasonably expected from this issuer type. The methodology 
focuses on the intersection of social impacts and climate change mitigation. Climate change 
adaptation is not included in the assessment due to the different interaction between resilience 
and social activities, which could be explored in further dedicated research.  

The sample includes 68 thematic bond frameworks issued by 55 countries. Most bond frameworks 
in the sample are categorised as green or sustainability bonds. Bond frameworks are 
concentrated in Europe, the Asia Pacific region and Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) (see 
Figure 2.2). More bond frameworks are published by high-income countries; these countries tend 
to prefer green bonds, in contrast to middle- and low-income countries, which more often favour 
sustainability bonds (see Figure 2.3). In terms of cumulative issued debt, green bonds dominate 
(see Figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.2. Sample of bond frameworks by region   

 

  

 
2  For example, we exclude Kenya’s Green Bond Framework as it has not yet been used to issue any bonds. It is discussed as an 

example in Section 4 but is excluded from the results in Section 3. Thailand’s SLB framework was included, despite being issued 
against after this cut-off date, so that our sample could include an additional sovereign SLB. 
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Figure 2.3. Sample of bond frameworks by World Bank income classification  

 

Figure 2.4. Volume of issuance of sovereign GSS+ bonds 

 
Source: Climate Bonds Initiative Green and Social & Sustainability Bond Datasets 

I. How does the bond framework seek to prevent social harm? 

A core element of just transition is ensuring that decarbonisation efforts do not create or 
exacerbate social harm. This requires risk assessment and management, which is part of best 
practice for all thematic bonds regardless of whether they contain specific just transition 
intentions.  

Efforts to prevent social harm can be split into two categories: social safeguards and exclusions of 
specified harmful activities. Safeguards aim to mitigate adverse impacts from investments made 
under the bond framework through active identification and management of risks. Meanwhile, 
exclusions aim to ensure expenditures are not allocated to any potentially harmful sector or type 
of activity. These can be complementary strategies for the prevention of social harm. However, 
harm prevention alone, be it through safeguarding or exclusions, is not enough to contribute to 
just transition aims. 

a. Does the framework establish minimum social safeguards?  

Minimum social safeguards identify, prevent, mitigate or remediate potential adverse impacts on 
society and vulnerable groups resulting from expenditures associated with a GSS+ bond. We 
define vulnerable groups as those at a higher risk of being disadvantaged by climate change or 
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decarbonisation or at a higher risk of being excluded from the benefits of decarbonisation. These 
groups should be defined using national criteria but would be expected to include women, local 
communities, Indigenous Peoples, low-income households (as defined by national thresholds) and 
groups where other disadvantages may be shaped by age, spatial, ethnic or physical disability 
characteristics.  

Where possible, we recommend drawing on existing bond standards, many of which set out 
useful expectations regarding social safeguards. If the issuing entity is certified under the Climate 
Bonds Standard (Version 4 and above), this confirms that the issued bond has adequate social 
safeguards.  

The Climate Bonds Standard for entity and sustainability-linked debt requires social safeguards 
disclosure to include the following:  

• A summary assessment of the negative environmental or social externalities related to 
delivering the vision of the bond framework 

• A summary description of the steps that the entity is taking, or planning to take, to 
mitigate those impacts 

• A summary description of how, if at all, the low-carbon transition contributes to just 
transition in the region in which the activities are carried out 

• Annual disclosure of an updated assessment of the negative externalities related to 
actions supporting the delivery strategy and the steps the entity is taking to mitigate 
those impacts. 

The ASEAN Capital Markets Forum’s Green, Social and Sustainability Bond Standards similarly 
require communication on social risk management (ACMF, 2019). The EU Green Bond Standard 
requires compliance with the minimum social safeguards set out in the EU Taxonomy Regulation. 
These safeguards are procedures implemented to ensure alignment with key international human 
rights and labour guidelines. The International Capital Market Association (ICMA) Green Bond 
Principles refer to social safeguard processes but are not prescriptive on their inclusion, 
encouraging issuers to communicate information on processes to manage perceived social risks 
and to have a process in place to identify mitigants to known material social or environmental 
risks (ICMA, 2021a).  

This methodology does not attempt to evaluate the strength of safeguards, which can be 
evaluated based on the efforts made to identify adverse impacts, through the use of grievance 
mechanisms or supply chain due diligence, alongside clearly disclosed approaches to mitigate 
these impacts. The ongoing nature of social safeguarding means that post-issuance reporting is 
crucial for a full evaluation of its effectiveness. 

b. Does the framework establish exclusions for harmful activities?  

Exclusion criteria offer assurance that bonds will not directly finance harmful activities. They are 
usually specified alongside the list of eligible expenditures in UoP frameworks to confirm proceeds 
will not be allocated to certain sectors or activities, as recommended in the ICMA Green Bond 
Principles (ICMA, 2021a). SLB proceeds are used for general purposes rather than defined 
categories. Therefore, exclusions of specified activities, such as fossil fuel extraction or military 
spending, would be especially important to specify in the case of SLBs relative to UoP bonds. The 
Climate Bonds Initiative’s entity-level certification requires the parent group of the entity issuing 
the bond to exclude expansion of fossil fuel activities and conversions of high-carbon stock land. 

The additionality of exclusions as a tool for preventing harm depends on whether they duplicate 
the role of the eligible expenditures list or any existing laws. For example, sector-level exclusions 
such as tobacco and armaments for a GSS+ bond will often be redundant since the eligible 
expenditures list would implicitly already exclude these sectors. However, cross-sectoral 
exclusions, such as those preventing harm to specified vulnerable groups, would be meaningful 
and additional as this would not already be implied by the expenditures list.  

https://www.climatebonds.net/files/files/CBI_Standard_V4-2_02D.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32020R0852
https://www.icmagroup.org/assets/documents/Sustainable-finance/2022-updates/Green-Bond-Principles-June-2022-060623.pdf
https://www.icmagroup.org/assets/documents/Sustainable-finance/2022-updates/Green-Bond-Principles-June-2022-060623.pdf
https://www.climatebonds.net/files/files/CBI_Standard_V4-2_02D.pdf
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The national legal context of a country should also be analysed to determine existing laws and 
human and labour rights conventions that the country has ratified (OHCHR, n.d.; ILO, n.d.). These 
can help to set a baseline against which specific exclusions stated in a bond framework can be 
evaluated as being additional or redundant. For example, a bond framework that sets an 
exclusion for activities involving forced labour would be redundant and insufficient if forced labour 
is already illegal in the country under domestic law. Further research would be warranted if forced 
labour were illegal but inadequately enforced; in such cases, the exclusion could be considered 
additional in that country, but a higher degree of scrutiny would be needed on the enforcement 
of exclusions as well as any stated social safeguards.  

Examples assessing bond frameworks’ prevention of social harm  

Safeguards Slovenia’s Sustainability Bond Framework is an example of good practice for 
safeguards. It has a section on the identification and mitigation of 
environmental and social risks, stating that ministries are responsible for 
ensuring that their respective identified budget expenditures are aligned with all 
relevant and applicable national and international environmental and social 
standards and regulation. It also specifies that all relevant risks should be 
identified and managed when selecting eligible green and social projects. 
Projects must adhere to the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human 
Rights and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises. 

Exclusions Benin’s SDG Bond Framework excludes projects that are likely to be prejudicial to 
Indigenous Peoples and any territorial rehabilitation or development projects 
that would result in the displacement of more than 100 people without prior 
consultation or financial indemnification. These exclusions are understood as 
additional in the country’s legal context as Benin has not ratified the ILO’s 
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention (ILO, n.d.). 

The Emirate of Sharjah’s (UAE) Sustainable Financing Framework sets an 
exclusion for projects that involve child or forced labour. Although the UAE has 
ratified the Forced Labour Convention (ILO, n.d.), in practice the country has a 
high prevalence of forced labour. As such, the bond framework’s exclusion could 
be considered additional to this country’s baseline. Robust evidence of the 
enforcement of this exclusion, through grievance mechanisms and regular 
inspections, would be especially important. 

No 
evidence 

Luxembourg’s Sustainability Bond Framework has a section on social risk 
mitigation, but it only states that projects are to be regulated by government 
policies such as the labour code. As this approach to social safeguards aligns only 
with what is already legally required in the country, it does not bring an 
additional contribution in terms of harm prevention. 

II. Does the bond framework contribute to just transition? 

a. Do eligible expenditures include projects with just transition impacts? (UoP bonds)  

Achieving a just transition requires action and investment in transformative green and social 
activities. This question aims to determine whether eligible expenditures include projects that 
have just transition impacts. Our analysis is limited to the list of eligible projects published in a 
bond framework, which sets out the intentions for financed projects. Information on the actual 
allocation of proceeds is found in post-issuance allocation reports, which are outside the scope of 
this assessment methodology but are discussed further in Section 4.  

We approach the complex meanings of just transition by using two complementary definitions. 
We use the term ‘just transition-related’ for any GSS+ bond framework with use of proceeds 

https://www.gov.si/assets/ministrstva/MF/Zakladnistvo/Trajnostna-obveznica-ang/Slovenian-Sovereign-Sustainability-Bond-Framework-January-2023.pdf
https://odd.finances.bj/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/SDG-Bond-Framework_Republic-of-Benin_EN_final.pdf
https://normlex.ilo.org/dyn/nrmlx_en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:11310:0::NO:11310:P11310_INSTRUMENT_ID:312314:NO
https://www.sfd.gov.ae/En/PUBLICATIONS/Emirate%20of%20Sharjah%20-%20Sovereign%20Sustainable%20Financing%20Framework.pdf
https://normlex.ilo.org/dyn/nrmlx_en/f?p=1000:11200:0::NO:11200:P11200_COUNTRY_ID:103495
https://www.humanrightsresearch.org/post/modern-day-slavery-in-the-united-arab-emirates
https://gouvernement.lu/dam-assets/documents/actualites/2020/09-septembre/02-cadre-obligations-durables/20200831-Luxembourg-Sustainability-Bond-Framework.pdf
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earmarked for both climate mitigation and a specific set of social activities, namely those related 
to employment, education or equality (see Box 2.1). 

Box 2.1. Social just transition-related use of proceeds categories 

We rely on the Climate Bonds Initiative’s Social and Sustainability Bond Dataset categories of 
social use of proceeds. An earlier report by the Grantham Research Institute and Climate Bonds 
Initiative identified employment, education and equality to be the categories that are most 
likely to have relevance for the just transition (Robins et al., 2023).  

• Employment includes activities related to job retention and creation, vocational 
training, SME financing and microfinance for informal sector firms where target 
individuals are at risk of being disadvantaged by climate action or excluded from its 
benefits. This category is just transition-related because a core element of just transition 
is ensuring access to green jobs and addressing employment losses from the closure of 
high-carbon industries. 

• Education is a cornerstone of enabling fair access to employment opportunities in the 
low-carbon transition as it can provide the population with the skills required to 
participate in the green economy.  

• Equality includes gender, financial, social, economic and political inclusion. Gender 
equality is a key part of just transition, given that green employment opportunities tend 
to arise in male-dominated sectors such as energy. Inclusion efforts promote 
participation in democratic processes and wider decision-making, incorporating citizen 
voices into decision-making, which is a key just transition consideration for 
policymakers.  

 

We use the term ‘just transition-focused’ to refer to bond frameworks with UoP earmarked to 
projects that explicitly target both climate change mitigation and employment, education or 
equality, where there is a demonstrated causal link between the mitigation and social projects. 
The criterion of causality aims to more clearly distinguish just transition from the broader term of 
sustainability, which in bond financing connects environmental and social goals. Just transition 
efforts can be more narrowly understood to focus on managing the positive and negative social 
impacts that result from the low-carbon transition. Determining causality in the context of this 
methodology can involve assessing whether social expenditures, such as training programmes, 
directly reference climate change mitigation projects or vice-versa. 

A bond might be also categorised as just transition-focused if mitigation projects are clearly 
directed in the bond framework to benefit a disadvantaged or vulnerable target population. In 
such cases, the benefits and opportunities brought about by the low-carbon transition, such as 
new green jobs or access to clean and affordable energy, are being captured and distributed to 
vulnerable social groups. Relevant target populations could include Indigenous Peoples, racialised 
communities, workers affected by decarbonisation efforts, lower-income households, disabled 
individuals, youth and women. This approach is aligned with the Climate Bonds Social and 
Sustainability Bond Dataset Methodology assessment of social and environmental contributions 
to target populations.  

This assessment does not quantify the share of the eligible expenditures that are just transition-
related or -focused; nor is it intended to be prescriptive on the level of just transition integration 
expected in eligible expenditures, but rather to indicate the presence of just transition elements. 
In addition, the full list of eligible expenditures are not necessarily financed by a bond’s actual use 
of proceeds. Allocation reports show that often proceeds are allocated to only a subset of eligible 
expenditure categories (Almeida and Muldoon, 2025).    

 

https://www.climatebonds.net/market/social-sustainability-bond-database-methodology
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/social-sustainability-bond-database-methodology
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Examples assessing eligible expenditures  

Just 
transition-
related 

Indonesia’s SDG Bond Framework has eligible green expenditures that involve 
climate mitigation, such as renewable energy and energy efficiency spending. It 
also has employment-related spending in an eligible expenditures category for 
employment generation, including through the potential effect of SME financing 
and microfinance. There is no clear causal link between these two expenditures. 

Just 
transition-
focused 

Nigeria’s Green Bond Framework includes eligible expenditures such as job 
creation and training in renewable energy, and gender-inclusive employment in 
transport and afforestation. Because the employment opportunities are in 
mitigation-related sectors, the eligible expenditures would be considered just 
transition-focused. 

Just 
transition-
focused 

Peru’s Sustainable Bond Framework includes training programmes to increase 
technical knowledge in vocational centres among the eligible expenditures 
included under renewable energy, energy efficiency and low-carbon transport 
projects. There is a causal relationship between the education programmes and 
these specified mitigation projects. 

No 
evidence 

Australia’s Green Bond Framework has eligible green expenditures that involve 
climate change mitigation, such as low-carbon transport and green buildings. No 
social expenditures are included in the framework, so it does not have any 
identified relevance to just transition.  

b. Do sustainability performance targets have just transition impacts? (SLB) 

SLB structures incentivise the bond issuer to meet pre-defined sustainability performance targets. 
Key performance indicators (KPIs) are assessed against these targets to determine any required 
adjustments to the bond’s coupon rate (see Box 1.1).  

An SLB framework would be considered just transition-related if it includes both climate targets 
and social targets related to employment, education or equality, but where these targets lack a 
causal relationship. An SLB framework would be considered just transition-focused if there is a 
causal link between its climate and social targets. For example, a bond framework might include 
mitigation targets to phase out coal production and social targets to retrain a specified 
percentage of the coal sector workforce for renewable energy activities. An SLB could also 
integrate climate and social ambitions into a single just transition-focused target. For example, a 
target to increase the number of subsidised low-cost housing units retrofitted with energy 
efficiency measures would be considered just transition-focused. 

Examples assessing sustainability performance targets  

Just 
transition-
related 

Chile’s Sustainability-Linked Bond Framework sets three sustainability targets: 
1. Limit emissions to 95 MtCO2-equivalent by 2030 and a cumulative 

maximum of 1,100 MtCO2-equivalent between 2020 and 2030. 
2. Achieve 50% of electricity generation from renewable energy sources by 

2028 and 60% by 2032. 
3. Achieve 40% representation by women on the board of directors in 

companies under the scope of Chile’s Financial Market Commission by 
2031. 

The framework includes two climate change mitigation targets and one social 
target related to gender equality in employment. These targets are not linked in a 
way that addresses the social impacts caused by the low-carbon transition. 
Therefore, these targets would together be considered ‘just transition-related’. 

https://api-djppr.kemenkeu.go.id/web/api/v1/media/C3E56135-C26F-4503-884B-31898D76A82A
https://www.dmo.gov.ng/fgn-bonds/green-bond/2810-fgn-n15bn-green-bond-series-ii-prospectus/file
https://www.mef.gob.pe/contenidos/archivos-descarga/Peru_Sustainable_Bond_Framework.pdf
https://www.aofm.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-03-18/Green%20Bond%20Framework_WEB_2024_0.pdf
https://www.hacienda.cl/english/work-areas/international-finance/public-debt-office/esg-bonds/sustainability-linked-bonds
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Just 
transition-
focused 

No sovereign SLB framework was identified as meeting the relevant criteria. 

No 
evidence 

Thailand’s Sustainability-Linked Bond Framework includes mitigation targets 
related to reducing emissions and increasing the number of zero emissions 
vehicles registered in the country. Because the bond framework lacks social 
targets, it does not have any identified relevance to just transition. 

Uruguay’s Sustainability-Linked Bond Framework includes targets related to 
reducing emissions and maintaining native forests. Because the bond framework 
lacks social targets, it does not have any identified relevance to just transition.3 

III. Do post-issuance reporting commitments include just transition impacts?  

Post-issuance reporting provides accountability and assurance that issued bonds are achieving 
intended positive impacts, either via aligned allocations for UoP bonds or by meeting targets for 
SLBs. This disclosure is required to meet most standards and frameworks, including the ICMA 
Green Bond Principles, so it is considered critical by many investors. Nearly 90% of UoP issuers 
assessed by Climate Bonds Initiative committed to impact reporting (Almeida and Muldoon, 
2025). Impact reporting can be informative to investors both for UoP bonds and SLBs. This 
question evaluates whether impact reporting commitments described in the bond framework 
include just transition metrics. Section 4 of this report examines further complexities of post-
issuance reporting and its relevance to just transition. 

An impact reporting commitment would be categorised as just transition-related when both 
climate change mitigation (e.g. metric tonnes of emissions reduced) and social impacts (e.g. 
number of beneficiaries of educational programmes) of the bond are reported but do not share a 
causal link. This is common across sustainability bond frameworks, which frequently combine an 
extensive range of environmental and social impact metrics. 

An impact reporting commitment would be considered just transition-focused when there is a 
clear causal link between green and social outcomes in the reported metric, demonstrating that 
the projects financed by the bond specifically address social impacts caused by the low-carbon 
transition. This may include metrics that capture the social dimensions of the transition, such as 
the number of low-income households that benefited from reduced electricity prices because of a 
new renewable energy project financed by the bond.  

Examples assessing impact reporting 

Just 
transition-
related 

The Republic of Korea’s Green and Sustainability Bond Framework includes 
impact reporting on environmental and social benefits separately. For example, 
impact metrics include greenhouse gas emissions avoided due to financed 
renewable energy projects and the number and age range of beneficiaries of 
delivered educational projects. As these metrics are not causally linked, the 
reporting would be just transition-related. 

Just 
transition-
focused 

Peru’s Sustainable Bond Framework includes impact reporting on the number of 
people benefiting from training programmes for renewable energy, energy 
efficiency and low-carbon transport. It also includes reporting on the number of 
households, people and micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) that 
have access to energy efficiency systems. 

 
3 Uruguay’s SLB is described here but it is not included in the Climate Bonds Initiative’s dataset as it does not meet the Sustainability-
Linked Bond Dataset Methodology alignment criteria. It is therefore excluded from the results in Section 3. 

https://www.pdmo.go.th/pdmomedia/documents/2024/Oct/PDMO%20SLB%20Framework_Final.pdf
https://sslburuguay.mef.gub.uy/innovaportal/file/30690/20/uruguay_sslb_framework__2.pdf
https://kic.kr/_custom/kic/_common/board/download.jsp?attach_no=44206
https://www.mef.gob.pe/contenidos/archivos-descarga/Peru_Sustainable_Bond_Framework.pdf
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/SLBD
https://www.climatebonds.net/market/SLBD
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Chile’s Sustainable Bond Framework includes an impact metric on the number of 
people who benefited from training programmes related to renewable energy 
projects. 

Egypt’s Sustainable Financing Framework includes an impact metric on the 
number of smallholder farmers trained in sustainable agricultural practices, 
particularly women. 

The Philippines’ Sustainable Finance Framework includes an impact reporting 
metric on the number of people that are provided with access to clean and 
affordable energy. 

The United Kingdom’s Green Financing Framework includes a commitment to 
report on the social co-benefits, primarily new employment opportunities, 
brought about by financed green projects. This is one of the few bonds not 
labelled as ‘sustainable’ that has just transition-focused impact reporting (Robins 
and Muller 2021). 

No 
evidence 

Austria’s Green Bond Framework includes a commitment to report on a range of 
environmental impact metrics, but none cover relevant social impacts 
(employment, education or equity), so the impact reporting does not have any 
identified relevance to just transition.   

 

  

https://www.hacienda.cl/english/work-areas/international-finance/public-debt-office/sustainable-bonds/chile-s-sustainable-bond-framework
https://www.afdb.org/sites/default/files/egypt_sovereign_sustainable_financing_framework.pdf
https://www.treasury.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Republic-of-Philippines-Sustainable-Finance-Framework-vF-with-disclaimer.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/60f008d78fa8f50c7f08ae6e/20210630_UK_Government_Green_Financing_Framework.pdf
https://www.oebfa.at/dam/jcr:5fd2c59f-fb71-4546-887d-35b97a6cc911/OeBFA_Green_Bond_Framework.pdf


 

18 

3. Overview of assessment results 

Assessing a sample of nearly all existing sovereign GSS+ bond frameworks using the methodology 
above, we find some evidence of the incorporation of just transition (see Appendix 1 for full results 
by country). The majority of sovereign frameworks (72%) have an approach to managing and 
preventing social harm through social safeguards, exclusions or both. However, prevention of 
social harm is not sufficient on its own for a bond framework to be considered aligned with just 
transition.  

A meaningful share (22%) of frameworks were found to have just transition-focused expenditures 
through their inclusion of financed projects that directly manage the social harm caused by and 
the opportunities of the low-carbon transition. A further 21% of frameworks fulfil the less 
stringent definition of being just transition-related: many of these are sustainability bonds. This is 
to be expected given the close overlap between the just transition-related definition and the 
sustainability label. It is important to note that these assessment results do not mean that all 
UoPs of a given bond are just transition-related or -focused, but that there is at least one eligible 
expenditure that is relevant to just transition goals.  

Impact reporting was more frequently categorised as just transition-focused (26%) than the list 
of eligible expenditures. This is partly because impact reporting can include a wide range of topics, 
co-benefits and metrics with potential links to the just transition, compared with the relatively 
narrower scope of an eligible expenditures list. Impact reporting tends to be shaped by the UoP: 
just transition impact reporting assessed in Question III usually exists in bond frameworks that 
have just transition elements based on the UoP assessment in Question II. There are some 
exceptions: some green bonds include social impact reporting on co-benefits, such as the UK’s 
green gilt.  

Figure 3.1. Overview of assessment results across the sample of sovereign GSS+ bond frameworks 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is a relationship between bond labels and the presence of just transition elements. For bond 
frameworks categorised as just transition-related or -focused, there is a clear overlap with the 
sustainability bond label. Indeed, nearly all bond frameworks found to have just transition-related 
or -focused expenditures or targets are labelled in the Climate Bonds Initiative’s dataset as a 
sustainability bond. Conversely, nearly all those found to have no relevance to the just transition 
are green or social bonds. This result is unsurprising and speaks to the fact that both sustainability 
bonds and the just transition seek to achieve a combination of environmental and social 

Question I. How does the bond 
framework seek to prevent 

social harm? 

Question II. Does the bond 
framework contribute to just 

transition (JT)? 

Question III. Do post-issuance 
reporting commitments include 

just transition (JT)? 
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outcomes. However, some green and social bonds were also identified as just transition-related or 
-focused. This can occur when overall expenditure categories are purely green or social, but within 
those defined categories there is a mix of social and green projects. For example, Nigeria’s green 
bond includes training programmes within its renewable energy category of expenditures.  

The small sample of only three sovereign SLB frameworks – issued by Chile, Thailand and Uruguay 
– limits potential conclusions on this instrument type. Chile’s SLB framework has just transition-
related elements, through its combination of an emissions reduction target and a target around 
gender inclusion in employment. The sovereign SLB market is expected to grow, with potential 
issuances from Brazil, Vietnam (Climate Bonds Initiative, 2024d), South Africa, Kenya and 
Rwanda (Whiteacre, 2024): this could create opportunities for the inclusion of just transition 
performance targets in this instrument type. 

Figure 3.2. Bond framework contribution to just transition (Question II) by bond framework label 

 

The presence of just transition elements differs across sovereign issuers’ income levels. Upper and 
lower-middle-income countries tend to issue more sustainability bonds than green bonds relative 
to high-income countries (see Figure 2.3 above). Related to their tendency to issue green bonds, 
high-income countries’ bond frameworks appear to include just transition in eligible expenditures 
less (as a share of total frameworks developed) relative to middle-income countries (see Figure 
3.3). This suggests that in countries where economic and societal development priorities are high, 
climate change mitigation efforts are already combining green and social considerations, which is 
one way to frame the concept of just transition. Developing countries therefore appear to be 
leading on integrating just transition into their sovereign bond frameworks, although this is 
difficult to separate from labelling tendencies.4  

Figure 3.3. Bond framework contribution to just transition (Question II) by country income group 

 

 
4  We note that our sample for lower-middle income countries includes only nine bond frameworks and no low-income countries are 

included. Income group categories are taken from the World Bank. 
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https://www.climatebonds.net/files/reports/cbi_slb_report_2024_04d.pdf
https://www.maplecroft.com/products-and-solutions/sustainable-finance/insights/the-rise-of-the-sovereign-sustainability-linked-bond/
https://www.maplecroft.com/products-and-solutions/sustainable-finance/insights/the-rise-of-the-sovereign-sustainability-linked-bond/
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
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4. Discussion of further complementary analysis 

The assessment methodology is designed to provide a structured set of key criteria to be met on a 
relatively binary basis by bond frameworks. Such a methodology can have significant value in 
supporting investor decision-making and issuers’ bond design. However, key aspects of the just 
transition are not fully captured in such an approach. There are three dimensions that need to be 
considered in this regard: an analysis of country context, a deepened evaluation of just transition 
elements and an investigation of post-issuance impact. 

First, the just transition is context-specific and this should be reflected in a holistic assessment of 
issuing entities as well as bond frameworks. The assessment methodology, which relies on bond 
frameworks in isolation, can be complemented by a contextual assessment of pertinent just 
transition issues in a country and reasonable expectations of the government’s contributions to 
just transition goals. Further examination of additionality in relation to both finance and impact, 
the share of financing and refinancing, and the extent of the look-back period may also be 
warranted (BII, 2022; ICMA, 2021a) but was not incorporated in our methodology. Some material 
examples of context-based gaps are highlighted in the table below. Most commonly, the gap 
arises where the bond framework includes some just transition elements but, when placed into 
the broader country context, the contribution to the just transition appears not to be addressing 
the most pertinent issues in that context. For example, bond frameworks may limit targeted 
beneficiaries in ways that do not tackle material, context-specific social issues.  

Country-specific context can be assessed as a complement to the bond framework using issuer-
level evaluations such as the Assessing Sovereign Climate-related Opportunities and Risks 
(ASCOR) tool. This tool evaluates how countries are managing climate change and the social risks 
and opportunities of the low-carbon transition. It provides transparent and comparable data on 
how countries are developing the institutional capacity to address the needs of workers and 
communities affected by decarbonisation (the ASCOR just transition policy methodology is 
provided in Appendix 2). The ASCOR assessment of climate and just transition policies can be 
harnessed by investors to evaluate entity-level climate strategy when considering a sovereign 
GSS+ bond (Climate Bonds Initiative, 2024c).  

Examples of context-adjusted assessments of bond frameworks 

Narrow  
set of 
beneficiaries 

The United Arab Emirates’ Sustainable Financing Framework has a category in 
its eligible expenditures that we classify as just transition-related. However, 
while the framework identifies low-income, disabled and marginalised groups 
as beneficiaries, this is limited to national citizens. Migrant workers are 
excluded, which is problematic given widespread reporting of modern slavery 
and abuse of this workforce (Garrett, 2023). While the UAE is working to 
improve employment standards for migrant workers, this context undermines 
the credibility of the bond framework’s contribution to the just transition.  

Narrow  
set of 
beneficiaries 

Chile’s Sustainability-Linked Bond Framework is classified as just transition-
related because it sets both a climate change mitigation target and a social 
target to reach 40% women representation on corporate boards of directors. 
However, this target does not address Chile’s substantial gender-related issues 
– many of which are most likely to affect vulnerable and low-income women – 
including gender pay gaps that favour men and workplace sexual harassment 
that particularly impacts women. Chile has a low overall gender equality score 
relative to its peers (World Bank, 2024). Although the gender inclusion SLB 
target is relevant in Chile’s context, its focus on inclusion in corporate 
governance is fairly narrow. 

 

https://transitionpathwayinitiative.org/ascor/
https://www.transitionpathwayinitiative.org/ascor
https://www.climatebonds.net/files/reports/cbi_slb_report_2024_04d.pdf
https://www.sfd.gov.ae/En/PUBLICATIONS/Emirate%20of%20Sharjah%20-%20Sovereign%20Sustainable%20Financing%20Framework.pdf
https://www.hacienda.cl/english/work-areas/international-finance/public-debt-office/esg-bonds/sustainability-linked-bonds/chile-s-slb-framework-june-2023-version
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Second, a deepened evaluation of identified just transition elements could go beyond a threshold-
based analysis. This is of particular importance because the quality of just transition elements 
varies significantly across entities and frameworks, with some having higher standards than 
others. The table below provides examples of this spectrum of quality across bond frameworks, 
focusing on one key aspect of the just transition: engagement with vulnerable groups.  

Examples of frameworks’ varying levels of engagement with vulnerable groups 

Good 
practice  
 
 

Canada’s Green Bond Framework references its national climate policy, which 
recognises Indigenous Peoples’ rights and requires their consultation in relation 
to infrastructure resilience, food security, clean energy and nature 
conservation. The allocation of proceeds and impact reporting are overseen by 
the Interdepartmental Green Bonds Committee, which includes Indigenous 
representatives. The ASCOR assessment of Canada contributes further 
evidence of participatory processes, finding that Canada has an inclusive and 
institutionalised approach to just transition. 

Good 
practice 

New Zealand Aotearoa’s Green Bond Framework refers to the need to 
incorporate He Ara Waiora, typically translated as the Māori perspective on 
wellbeing and harmony with the natural world. The framework has provisions 
to ensure green energy, housing and transport access for low-income 
communities and includes community-level energy and housing projects. It also 
highlights social co-benefits, such as reduced electricity costs for remote 
communities. 

Missing 
engagement 
 
 

Kenya’s Green Bond Framework does not set out engagement commitments 
with tribal groups, despite the fact that some of the eligible expenditures may 
be relevant to ethnic and regional inequality. For example, sustainable water 
management projects included in the bond would benefit from clear 
engagement commitments given the context of water access being a factor in 
regional conflict and disputes. The bond framework establishes that projects 
are the responsibility of the national government with no requirement to 
consult with the devolved county governments established under the 2010 
Constitution.  

 

Third, this assessment methodology for bond frameworks should be complemented with an ex-
post analysis, drawing on post-issuance impact and allocation reports. This can identify material 
gaps between a UoP bond framework’s intended scope and the actual post-issuance allocation of 
proceeds. Such gaps can undermine the expected just transition impact to which investors may 
have subscribed. Further, impact reports may reveal that the issuer has failed to demonstrate 
intended just transition impacts. This could be caused by weaknesses in the theories of change or 
poorly chosen KPIs that do not enable a comprehensive assessment of just transition impacts.  

Examples of gaps in post-issuance impacts 

Proceeds 
not 
allocated to 
just 
transition  

Peru’s 2021 Sustainable Bond Framework includes renewable energy and energy 
efficiency training programmes among the eligible expenditures so it was 
categorised as just transition-focused. The framework also commits to impact 
reporting on the number of beneficiaries of these programmes. However, the 
impact reports published between 2021 and 2024 do not yet report any funds 
being spent on these training programmes.  

Lack of 
impact 
delivery 

Nigeria’s Green Bond Framework seeks to ensure social safeguarding through 
an approach developed with support from the Nigerian Green Bond Market 
Development Programme (Climate Bonds Initiative et al., 2021). These include 

https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/fin/publications/green-bond/Green%20Bond%20Framework%20Report%20EN%20v02.pdf
https://transitionpathwayinitiative.org/ascor/canada
https://debtmanagement.treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/media_attachment/nz-sovereign-green-bond-framework.pdf
https://www.fsdafrica.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Kenya-Sovereign-Green-Bond-Framework.pdf
https://www.mef.gob.pe/contenidos/archivos-descarga/Peru_Sustainable_Bond_Framework.pdf
https://www.dmo.gov.ng/fgn-bonds/green-bond/2810-fgn-n15bn-green-bond-series-ii-prospectus/file
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 gender-balanced employment creation in agriculture and engagement with 
Indigenous Peoples. However, the most recent impact report noted low levels of 
community engagement and that the realised impact for women, youth and 
the community was ‘very limited’.   

Gaps in KPI 
design and 
impact 
reporting 
 

Benin’s SDG Bond Framework excludes projects that are likely to be prejudicial 
towards Indigenous Peoples. However, beneficiaries who are Indigenous are not 
disaggregated for most projects in the bond’s 2023 impact report, which means 
that any prejudicial impacts on these groups cannot be clearly assessed. This is 
partly mitigated by some reporting that disaggregates Indigenous Peoples from 
other beneficiaries in terms of education and agricultural livelihoods. 

Opportunity 
to 
elaborate 
theories of 
change 
 

Indonesia’s SDG Bond Framework has eligible employment-related projects 
including microfinance and training programmes, leading to it being 
categorised as just transition-related. Microfinance lending is not always 
robustly linked to inclusive economic growth and poverty reduction in middle-
income countries, although it shows stronger impact on savings and household 
resilience in low-income countries without adequate social protection (ICAI, 
2023). In Indonesia’s case, this could mean that the allocation of proceeds to 
microfinance projects may not generate intended employment benefits. The 
bond framework could be improved by an explicit theory of change around the 
expectations of microfinance projects to mitigate these concerns. 

 

  

https://odd.finances.bj/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/SDG-Bond-Framework_Republic-of-Benin_EN_final.pdf
https://api-djppr.kemenkeu.go.id/web/api/v1/media/C3E56135-C26F-4503-884B-31898D76A82A
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5. Recommendations and next steps 

Adopting an exploratory assessment methodology, we have found evidence that just transition 
has been embedded in some sovereign bond frameworks but there is an opportunity for further 
improvement. This conclusion is supported by related research findings: regulatory just transition 
actions have progressed but an inclusive just transition approach monitored by a government 
body is missing in most countries (Scheer, Cristancho-Duarte et al., 2024). Both at the sovereign 
entity level and within GSS+ bond frameworks, greater integration of just transition is needed. 

We propose four recommendations for bond issuers including, but not limited to, sovereigns: 

1. As a first step to addressing just transition, GSS+ bond frameworks should include both 
robust social safeguards and clear exclusions to prevent harm. These should be additional 
relative to existing laws. 

2. Where relevant, eligible expenditures and performance targets should include just 
transition-focused projects that causally link climate action with social impact in 
education, equality or employment. 

3. Post-issuance impact reporting should aim to clearly demonstrate just transition impacts, 
which rely on effective theories of change and project design. 

4. Commitments to meaningful engagement with affected groups should be made in bond 
frameworks. Post-issuance reporting should integrate community voice in project 
monitoring through surveys with target populations on achieved impacts. 

The methodology discussed in this report provides useful initial insight and can benefit from 
complementary analysis. Greater consideration of country context could be achieved with 
assessments of issuer-level just transition characteristics, drawing on the ASCOR tool, for 
example. A deepened qualitative assessment of bonds is also needed: this requires further 
definition of best practice. And a rigorous investigation of post-issuance impact is necessary, to 
understand whether intended just transition impacts were achieved.  

Several themes, including adaptation and biodiversity, could be prioritised in potential extensions 
of the assessment methodology. Adaptation is of particular importance because of its 
intersection with just transition in many emerging markets and developing countries, where there 
is a nexus of physical climate risks and low institutional and financial capacity to manage a just 
and resilient transition. The overlap between resilience and social impact requires a distinct 
methodology to assess just transition relevance.  

A systematic identification of best practice is needed to support the integration of just transition 
into fixed income instruments. This presents significant complexity across different contexts and 
dimensions of the just transition. We aim to address this through research to identify and 
synthesise examples of best practice across issuer types beyond sovereigns. For example, we may 
prioritise harnessing the methodology to assess GSS+ bond frameworks published by multilateral 
development banks given their deep institutional capacity in community engagement, and review 
multidimensional scoring systems used by asset managers. We intend to investigate 
differentiated approaches to just transition across sectors and country income groups.  

A key pathway to improving the integration of just transition into bond frameworks would be to 
strengthen its inclusion in existing standards and certifications for GSS+ bonds. For example, the 
Climate Bond Standard and Certification Scheme, the ICMA Green, Social, Sustainability and 
Sustainability-Linked Bond Principles (ICMA, 2021a; 2021b; 2023; 2024), along with other national 
and supranational standards can be explored to deepen their consideration of the just transition.  

The authors welcome collaboration with bond issuers that have the capabilities and appetite to 
issue a ‘trailblazer’ bond to demonstrate a set of just transition-focused UoP or performance 
targets. Such a deal could help to shape best practice for bond frameworks and impact reporting.   

https://transitionpathwayinitiative.org/publications/uploads/2024-state-of-transition-in-sovereigns-2024-tracking-national-climate-action-for-investors-report.pdf
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Appendix 1. Sovereign bond framework  
assessment results 

Sovereign Label Region 
World Bank 
income 
group 

Year 
first 
issued 
against  

Question I. 
How does 
the bond 
framework 
seek to 
prevent 
social 
harm? 

Question II. 
Does the 
bond 
framework 
contribute 
to just 
transition? 

Question III.  
Do post-
issuance 
reporting 
commitment
s include just 
transition?  

Andorra Sustainability Europe High 2021 Safeguards JT-related JT-related 

Argentina Sustainability LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2023 Exclusions JT-related JT-related 

Australia Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2024 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Austria Green Europe High 2022 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Belgium Green Europe High 2018 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Benin Sustainability Africa 
Lower-
middle 

2021 Both1 JT-related JT-focused 

Brazil Sustainability LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2023 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

Canada Green N America High 2022 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

JT-focused 

Chile Green LAC High 2019 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

Chile SLB LAC High 2022 
No 
evidence 

JT-related JT-related 

Chile Social LAC High 2020 Both 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Chile Sustainability LAC High 2021 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

China (Hong 
Kong) 

Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2019 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Colombia Green LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2021 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Colombia Social LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2023 Exclusions 
No 
evidence 

JT-related 

Cote d'Ivoire Sustainability Africa 
Lower-
middle 

2024 
No 
evidence 

JT-focused No evidence 

Cyprus Sustainability Europe High 2023 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

Denmark Green Europe High 2022 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Dominican 
Republic 

Green LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2024 Both JT-related JT-related 

Ecuador Social LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2020 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Egypt Green Africa 
Lower-
middle 

2020 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Egypt Sustainability Africa 
Lower-
middle 

2023 Safeguards JT-focused JT-focused 

Fiji Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2017 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Fiji Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2023 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

France Green Europe High 2017 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Germany Green Europe High 2020 Both 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 
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Ghana Green Africa 
Lower-
middle 

2020 Exclusions 
No 
evidence 

JT-focused 

Guatemala Sustainability LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2024 Exclusions JT-related JT-related 

Hungary Green Europe High 2020 Safeguards JT-related No evidence 

Iceland Green Europe High 2024 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Iceland Social Europe High 2024 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

India Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

Lower-
middle 

2023 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

JT-focused 

Indonesia Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2018 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Indonesia Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2021 Exclusions JT-related JT-related 

Ireland Green Europe High 2018 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Isle of Man Sustainability Europe High 2021 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

JT-related 

Israel Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2023 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Italy Green Europe High 2021 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Japan Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2024 Both 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Latvia Sustainability Europe High 2021 
No 
evidence 

JT-focused JT-focused 

Lithuania Green Europe High 2018 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Luxembourg Sustainability Europe High 2020 
No 
evidence 

JT-related JT-related 

Malaysia Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2021 Exclusions JT-related JT-related 

Mexico Sustainability LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2020 Exclusions JT-focused JT-related 

Netherlands Green Europe High 2019 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

New Zealand Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2022 Safeguards JT-focused No evidence 

Nigeria Green Africa 
Lower-
middle 

2017 Safeguards JT-focused JT-focused 

Peru Social LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2021 Both 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Peru Sustainability LAC 
Upper-
middle 

2021 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

Philippines Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

Lower-
middle 

2022 Exclusions JT-related JT-focused 

Poland Green Europe High 2016 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Romania Green Europe High 2024 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

JT-focused 

Serbia Green Europe 
Upper-
middle 

2021 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Serbia Sustainability Europe 
Upper-
middle 

2024 
No 
evidence 

JT-related JT-related 

Singapore Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2022 Exclusions 
No 
evidence 

JT-focused 

Slovenia Social Europe High 2024 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Slovenia Sustainability Europe High 2021 Safeguards JT-focused JT-related 

South Korea Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2021 Exclusions 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

South Korea Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2019 Exclusions JT-focused JT-related 
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Spain Green Europe High 2021 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Sweden Green Europe High 2020 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Switzerland Green Europe High 2022 Safeguards 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Thailand Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2020 Exclusions JT-related JT-related 

Thailand SLB 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

No  
date 

No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

No evidence 

Turkey Green 
Asia-
Pacific 

Upper-
middle 

2023 Exclusions 
No 
evidence 

No evidence 

UAE Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

High 2023 Both JT-related JT-related 

UK Green Europe High 2021 
No 
evidence 

No 
evidence 

JT-focused 

Uzbekistan Sustainability 
Asia-
Pacific 

Lower-
middle 

2021 Both JT-focused JT-focused 

 
1. Note: In Question I, ‘Both’ means through both safeguards and exclusions.  
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Appendix 2. ASCOR just transition assessment 
methodology 

Indicator a Has the country ratified fundamental human, labour and Indigenous rights conventions? 

 A country is assessed as ‘Yes’ if the following are true: 
1. It has ratified at least half of the UN’s 18 human rights instruments 
2. It has ratified at least half of the International Labour Organization’s 14 Fundamental 

and Governance Conventions  
3. It has ratified the Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention No. 169 
4. It has endorsed the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
These international treaties and declarations form a universal and comparable 
foundation for climate-specific just transition policies. Countries without Indigenous 
peoples are exempt from criteria 3 and 4. Guidance on such exemptions is drawn from 
various sources including the International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA). 

Metric a.i At what percentile is the country’s Voice and Accountability estimate? 

 This metric is drawn from the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators, of which 
the Voice and Accountability Indicator captures freedom of expression, freedom of 
association, free media and citizens’ participation in elections. Similar to indicator a, this 
metric contributes contextual information on a universal and comparable foundation of 
freedom and democratic rights for just transition policies. For further information, see 
the Worldwide Governance Indicators methodology (Kaufmann et al., 2010).  

Indicator b Does the country have an inclusive and institutionalised approach on the just transition? 

 A country is assessed as ‘Yes’ if it has a just transition strategy that: 
• Involves social dialogue with workers 
• Involves engagement with at least three of the following stakeholder groups: 

Indigenous Peoples, rural communities, minorities, a citizens’ assembly for climate, 
civil society, low-income households, women, young people, or another specified 
group 

• Establishes a just transition commission, defined by Heffron (2021) as a body that 
provides expert advice on just transition measures and policies and ensures the 
delivery of a just transition by monitoring the implications of existing legal and 
executive government frameworks.  

Indicator c Does the country have a green jobs strategy? 

 A country is assessed as ‘Yes’ if it has a green jobs strategy that identifies employment-
related opportunities from the low-carbon transition and sets actions, measures or 
policies to harness these identified opportunities. Such measures may include creating 
decent green jobs, addressing job losses caused by the transition, and launching skill 
development programmes. 

Indicator d Does the country integrate just transition into its carbon pricing? 

 A country is assessed as ‘Yes’ if its implementation of carbon pricing involves a clear 
acknowledgement or mechanism to address the potentially regressive distributional 
impacts on lower-income citizens. If the country has no carbon pricing, this indicator is 
assessed as ‘Not applicable’. 

Source: ASCOR methodology note Version 1.1 (Scheer, Honneth et al., 2024)  

https://indicators.ohchr.org/
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:11001:0::NO:::
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:11001:0::NO:::
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:11001:0::NO:::
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=1000:11300:0::NO:11300:P11300_INSTRUMENT_ID:312314
https://social.desa.un.org/issues/indigenous-peoples/united-nations-declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples
https://www.iwgia.org/en/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/VA.PER.RNK
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1682130
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89460-3_4
https://transitionpathwayinitiative.org/publications/uploads/2024-ascor-framework-methodology-note-version-1-1.pdf
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