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Introduction
Asia will require infrastructure investments of
USD 1.7 trillion per year, or USD 26 trillion
through 2030, to meet its development
2

goals. This massive expansion of
infrastructure must be sustainable if countries
are to meet the commitments laid out in the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development
and the Paris Agreement, necessary to
preserve long-term economic development.
However, investment in sustainable
infrastructure is likely to face barriers in the
coming years as a slowing global economy,
higher cost of capital, geopolitical tension, and
other factors limit public investment.3
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Key points
1.

To increase the volume and sustainability of
infrastructure investment in Asia, investors need to
rapidly green their portfolios, mainstream ESG
standards, and develop and deploy at scale innovative
financing.

2. Analogous to the Asian economic “miracle,”
infrastructure investors in Asia follow a “flying geese”
pattern, with some progressing through the transition
to sustainability and others just beginning.
3. The current “regime complex” for sustainable
infrastructure investment in Asia risks fragmentation,
but AIIB and other organisations can accelerate the
transition to sustainability by acting as catalysts and
orchestrators.
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How can we accelerate sustainable infrastructure investment in Asia even as existing financing models come
under strain? This policy brief outlines two macro-strategies to achieve these aims, and highlights the critical
role of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) in working with a broad range of partners to advance
them.
First, infrastructure lenders in Asia must accelerate convergence toward green portfolios and high
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) standards. While we see mainstreaming of sustainability across
investors in the region, significant variation remains. As with the Asian economic miracle, we observe a “flying
geese” pattern with some investors like multilateral development banks (MDBs) moving ahead of others, but
all in a common direction (section 2).
Second, because existing funds for sustainable infrastructure are insufficient, financial institutions must find
innovative new products and partnerships that can unlock more investment in sustainable infrastructure
(section 3). In this context, the role of Chinese investors and companies is becoming more important as their
operations grow (section 4).
As a 21st MDB based in Beijing, AIIB has unique capacity to catalyse a region-wide acceleration toward
sustainability across the infrastructure investment sector (section 5). Doing so will require strengthening and
“orchestrating” the emerging potentially fragmented array of partnerships and frameworks through which
investors are working together to meet the sustainable infrastructure investment needs of Asia.

1. The need for sustainable infrastructure in Asia
Sustainable infrastructure is essential to meet the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by enhancing
access to basic services, promoting environmental sustainability, and supporting inclusive growth. Among the
seventeen SDGs, infrastructure-related goals are particularly lagging behind in Asia (Table 1). Two goals Sustainable Cities and Communities and Climate Action - have even regressed since 2000. These gaps
correspond with financing gaps.
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Table 1: SDG Progress by sub-region since 2000 (source: adapted from UNESCAP4)
6. Clean Water
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9. Industry
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11.Sustainable

13. Climate

Cities and

Action
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Infrastructure
East and NorthEast Asia
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South and SouthWest Asia
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Asia
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Regressed

Regressed
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Medium gap

Small gap

Small gap

Large gap

Large gap

Medium gap

Large gap
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Regressed

Medium gap

Medium gap

Large gap

Small gap

Large gap

Given these needs, what is the current situation of sustainable infrastructure investment in Asia? Currently
there are few data sources available to directly measure the finance flow for infrastructure, and it becomes
even more challenging to track down how “sustainable” these are, and how they are broken down by region.5
ADB’s (2017) Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs provides a useful reference, estimating that Asia would need
USD 1.5 trillion per year until 2030 to meet the infrastructure gap. This need grows to USD 1.7 trillion if
adjusted for climate mitigation and adaptation costs. But only about half of the investment is currently being
met, dominantly from public sources, leaving over a gap of USD 800 billion annually.
In terms of financing instruments, Asia’s infrastructure financing relies heavily on bank loans due to lessdeveloped capital markets. Moody’s estimates that over 90% of infrastructure financing in Asia is raised from
commercial bank loans.6 Credit may be even tighter in the short- to medium-term. Interest rates are rising
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due to policy normalisation by central banks, making lending more expensive. Uncertainty around trade
friction, rising geopolitical tensions, and a busy election cycle in Asian countries in 2019 add further strain.7

2. Converging on sustainable portfolios and ESG standards: A new “flying geese” model
To achieve the commitments Asian countries have set in the SDGs, the Paris Agreement, and national
developments plans, infrastructure investors need to expand the volume of investment while simultaneously
making sure that 100 percent of infrastructure becomes sustainable. Speed is of the essence. Delaying this
transition risks missing globally agreed targets and generating stranded assets that will burden investors and
countries for decades to come. The question is not whether to transition to sustainability, but rather how to do
so rapidly.
The “flying geese” paradigm, a familiar model of the of the Asian growth miracle in the 20th century, provides
a useful framework to understand the 21st century transition to sustainability. All infrastructure investors have
committed to transition by global instruments like the Paris Agreement and the SDGs. But some are
currently further through this process than others, reflecting the different capacities and missions of different
organisations. As public organisations committed to global development, the MDBs naturally belong to the
leading edge of the “flock.”8 This lead position means that they do not only need to accelerate their own
transformation to sustainability, but also to use this position to pave the way for others to follow as quickly and
easily as possible.
MDBs generate impact not only through their direct investments and the additional finance the leverage.
They also set standards that are often followed by other financial institutions, companies, and governments
through the projects they invest in and the policies they apply. Many of the banks also conduct policy
research, offer technical assistance, and provide policy-based finance, all of which can have a significant
positive impact on the policies, laws, and institutions in the countries where they operate. There is also
significant scope for further partnerships and cooperation across different kinds of investors, as discussed
below.
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Achieving the scale needed: Aligning portfolios with sustainability
A first and obvious dimension of the transition to sustainability is shifting infrastructure investments toward
green options, either by restricting investment in certain sectors or direct resources towards sustainable
sectors. For example, a growing number of investors in Asian infrastructure have decided to stop funding coal
power plants in many circumstances, or to impose conditions on financing coal plants. As the circles in Table 2
demonstrates, investors’ policies on coal power plants show a clear “flying geese” pattern, with MDBs and
internationally focused institutions toward the top-right corner and more commercially focused and domestic
institutions toward the lower-left. However, the “flock” is flying quickly toward transition; in the first half of
2019, there has been an accelerated trend of major financial institutions in Asia have signaling a move away
from financing coal power plants.9 With tightened environmental regulations and improved economics for
renewables, these and financial institutions are under increasing pressure to decarbonise their portfolios and
incorporate considerations of climate risks, and following the examples of MDBs has become a natural
choice10.
However, other areas of the transition to sustainability remain more initial. In red, Table 2 shows investors’
policies regarding shifting financing away from upstream oil and gas towards cleaner energy sources. Only a
few MDBs have moved in this direction so far.
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Table 2: “Flying geese” model of policies on investment in coal fired power plants (⚫) and upstream11 oil and gas (

Finance

MDBs

Bilateral
Development
Assistance
Public

⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫ ⚫
⚫ ⚫
⚫ ⚫
⚫ ⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫

Commercial
Banks,
Insurance

Japan
Korea
Australia
China
UK
UK
Japan
China
China
China

Specific technology, project scale

No finance

⚫ ⚫ no substitutes

USA
UK
France
Germany

US Exim Bank
UKEF
COFACE
KfW IPEX Bank
Euler Hermes
JBIC, NEXI
Korea Exim Bank
Efic
China Exim Bank
(Buyer’s credit)
Standard Chartered
HSBC
Nippon Life
Bank of China
ICBC
China Constr. Bank

No financing, but few exceptions

⚫ specific technology

⚫

CECD’s Coal-Fried Electricity Generation Sector
Understanding (CFSU) for official export credits

Export credit
agencies

Private

USA
UK
France
Germany
Japan
Korea
Australia
China

WB Group
ADB
EBRD
EIB
AfDB
IDB
AIIB
NDB
US Aid
DFID
AFD
KfW
JICA
Korea Exim Bank
AusAid
China Dev. Bank

No financing, but some exceptions
e.g. development level; high development
impact
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⚫ ⚫ no substitutes
⚫ emission standards
⚫ with strong impact of the development
⚫ specific technology
⚫ reduce carbon intensity
⚫ try to avoid, but not exclude
⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫

⚫
⚫
⚫ OECD CFSU
⚫
⚫ OECD CFSU

⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫⚫

⚫ OECD CFSU
⚫ OECD CFSU
⚫ OECD CFSU

⚫
⚫
⚫
⚫⚫
⚫⚫
⚫⚫

⚫
⚫
⚫
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In addition to stopping lending to certain categories of projects, some lenders have adopted screening tools to
aid project selection at project, sector, country and strategic levels.13 Shadow-pricing, for example, guides
investment decisions by assigning a price to the greenhouse gas emissions associated with a project, and
including this cost in the project’s overall financial assessment. The WB has committed to using a shadow
carbon price in high-emitting sectors, while the EIB, ADB, and EBRD already use this tool.14 In addition, in
2013 the EBRD has set a minimum emissions performance standard for new energy projects of
550gCO2/kWh, effectively ruling out normal coal plants; and in January 2019, an EBRD shadow carbon
pricing methodology has been introduced. AIIB has included the use of shadow carbon pricing in its Energy
Sector Strategy in 2018.
Private sector institutions are supporting the efforts of putting a price on carbon, following the
recommendations of the industry-led Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD).
According to the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP, 2017), over 500 companies have embedded a shadow
carbon price in their business strategies and operations in 2017 and another 700 companies are planning to do
so, 23% more than in 2016.15
Ensuring the quality of infrastructure investment through environmental and social standards and processes
High standards are essential to make sure that infrastructure investments contribute to, and do not detract
from, sustainable development goals. These include environment and social (E&S) safeguards, technical and
engineering quality, good governance, and economic and financial sustainability. As with portfolio alignment,
infrastructure investors follow a “flying geese” pattern around ESG standards in particular, with more public
and internationally oriented institutions leading the “flock.”
International standards have the potential to catalyse more investment by mitigating risks that may lead to
project failure. For example, projects often fail due to mismanagement of environment and social aspects,
including labor standards, land acquisition and its impacts, local pollution, biodiversity, etc. Adherence to
genuine demand and economic sustainability over short-termed political considerations would help avoid
“white elephants” and failed projects. Good governance is also essential in providing reassurance that a project
will be delivered. Investors are concerned with transparency in procurement, contracting, and supply chain
management.
13
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Established MDBs have developed standards over the last decades, often in consultation and contestation
with civil society groups. Beyond the MDBs, a wide range of international standards have been developed in
recent years, in the form of principles, guidelines, frameworks and quantitative tools, among others, and more
are under development. One study found 40 existing initiatives for sustainable infrastructure16. There are also
global investment standards including the UN Principles for Responsible Investment and the IFC Equator
Principles, and private sector-led efforts including on ESG and impact investing, such as the Impact
Management Project17.
To be effective, standards must be implemented. An example with wider demonstration effect is the joint
venture set up by China Three Gorges International (CTGI) and the IFC in 2015, where IFC has facilitated a
gradual process to build up the capacities of the joint venture and to implement IFC Performance
Standards18. The outcome of the collaboration has not been confined to projects under the joint venture.
Rather, the experience has profoundly enhanced CTGI’s ESG management capacity, international branding,
and access to international capital market, which is worthwhile as compared with the increased workload and
associated cost for meeting higher ESG standards19. Meanwhile for IFC, the collaboration allows it to tap into
CTGI’s technical strength in development of renewable energy, as well as the company’s deep-rooted market
knowledge and operational capacity.
Although there has been broad convergence in terms of principles over time through peer-to-peer learning,
differences in specific rules and policies remain. A China Development Bank and UNDP joint analysis (2019
forthcoming) found that less than half of the 90 indicators of ESG standards are common amongst major
international organisations (WB, AIIB, IADB, EBRD, UNDP and UNEP). In other words, most are not
universally used. This creates implementation challenges when a borrower engages several MDB lenders on
the same project. Progress also varies between environmental, social, and governance standards, as the latter
two tend to be more context-specific.
A single, unified standard may not be feasible given the specificity of each institution and its related governance
requirements. Nevertheless, harmonisation should strive to ensure that fundamental principles of high
standards, such as those needed to meet global goals, are applied in all cases. Commonly agreed principles
include transparency (e.g. open procurement, anti-corruption, and anti-money laundering), environmental
16
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sustainability (e.g. GHG and local pollution reduction), social sustainability (e.g. stakeholder consultation and
protection of legal rights), and debt or economic sustainability. These four aspects of metrics are reflected in
the G20 Principles for Quality Infrastructure Investment adopted in June 2019. Joint MDB working groups
such on climate change, gender, and results management also add to these efforts, in harmonising
methodologies and measurements.
There are attempts to make the process more efficient, notably by the new MDBs. AIIB’s Environmental and
Social Policy allows the application of the environmental and social policies and procedures of other
multilateral development banks and bilateral development organisations who are co-financing the project,
hence reducing the transaction cost and time required for additional due diligence. The requirement for public
information disclosure varies for public- or private-sector projects, to cater for different speed and
confidentiality required for private-sector operations. New Development Bank, as primarily investing in five
countries with strong domestic systems, uses the national regulatory system as the standard.

3. Innovative sustainable finance
Ultimately, all infrastructure and all investment will need to become sustainable in order to achieve the SDGs
and to meet the goals of the Paris Agreement. However, we also know that current sustainable investment
streams are too small compared with the trillions of dollars needed to achieve the objectives. For instance,
data in 2016 showed that the size of the global bond market has been estimated as a total of $90 trillion, with
$694 billion climate-aligned bonds, of which $118 billion are labeled as green bonds20.
New ways to mobilise private capital are needed. To unlock this kind of potential, many investors and
financiers are adapting existing tools or creating new kinds of financial mechanisms that advance sustainability.
In the past few years, climate-aligned bonds (including green bonds) have been rapidly increasing, with the
global market growing to US$1.45 trillion in 2018, with $400 billion in the Asia-Pacific region.21 China
represents the single largest market for green bonds (USD 189 billion by 2018), with both commercial banks
and policy banks issuing these instruments. Among the MDBs, EIB and the World Bank Group issued the first
green bonds in 2007-8, joined by EBRD (in 2010), and ADB (2015). SDG and other labelled bonds are also
increasing, although the take-up is yet limited in Asia. World Bank issued an SDG equity-linked bond in
201722. Commercial banks including HSBC and ANZ have also followed this trend by introducing their SDG
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Bond Framework in 2017 and 2018. 23 Inter-American Development Bank is working on a gender bond.
Although the labelled bond market yet represents only a tiny fraction of the USD 90 trillion global bond
market, there are positive signs of systemic change and harmonisation with emergence of various standards
and third party evaluators, such as Climate Bond Standards by the Climate Bonds Initiative, Green Bond
Principles by ICMA, various standards for ESG integrated/enhanced/filtered products in various forms
(bonds, funds, ETFs) and third-party ESG evaluators.
In these cases, MDBs can play an anchoring role and have been helping to develop, test, and scale these
models. MDBs were pioneers in the green bond market, and S&P research24 suggested that MDBs will
continue to be an attractive asset class ESG investors given their crucial role in the development and issuance
of specialised green and social bonds, as well as their ESG-compatibility based on their unique public policy
mandates. AIIB’s Asia ESG Enhanced Credit Managed Portfolio approved in 2018 is a good example, by
making investments to show track records as a proof of concepts. AIIB established the Portfolio with an initial
commitment of USD 500 million, where an asset manager will be assigned to invest in corporate bonds and
green bonds in core infrastructure sectors and infrastructure-related productive sectors. The Portfolio aims to
serve as a proof of concept that promote sustainable infrastructure as an asset class, so over time mobilise
other like-minded investors to join in and create a sustainable debt capital market in Asia.
Meanwhile, blended finance seeks to address the scale problem from “billions to trillions” by developing
private sector markets, fostering innovation, and crowding in private finance in some of the most challenging
settings. MDBs and DFIs are important actors both as facilitators and using their own finance. In 2017, they
financed over USD 8.8 billion, which included USD 1.2 billion concessional financing, USD 3.9 billion of
MDB/DFI’s own resources, and USD 3.3 billion private sector finance25. Infrastructure represented the
largest destination of these funds, especially for climate-related projects. Dedicated blended facilities for
sustainable infrastructure are also emerging in Asia. for example, ADB has launched the Green Finance
Catalysing Facility, a USD 1 billion facility, to catalyse blend of financing, generate a pipeline of bankable
green infrastructure projects, and providing project development and structuring support.26
Harmonisation of investment standards become critical as the scale and frequency of sustainable finance flow
grows at both national and international levels. For example, the People’s Bank of China and other ministries
23
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and commissions have been jointly working on green finance standards under Financial Industry
Standardisation System Construction Development Plan (2016–2020), to develop product standards,
information disclosure standards and green credit rating standards for financial institutions. This will enable
comparison across products/institutions and better accounting. An example at the global level is Climate Bond
Initiative’s work on harmonising green bond standards and taxonomies to make easier cross-border investment
on green bonds.

4. Chinese companies’ role in sustainable infrastructure finance
In the infrastructure field, there is growing trend that technically competent and financially strong construction
companies from emerging economies such as China, Korea, Malaysia, Turkey, and others are moving up the
value chain from Engineering Procurement Construction (EPC) contractors to investors, or vice-versa,
investors are moving downstream as operators.
Chinese companies are the largest players in this trend, in line with the Belt and Road Initiative, and so merit
particular attention. Chinese companies’ businesses grew rapidly in terms of both EPC and outward foreign
direct investing (OFDI). In 2008 China’s OFDI (excluding financial sectors) exceeded USD 50 billion for the
first time, and it nearly quadrupled by 2016 to USD 196 billion. In 2017 China’s OFDI declined for the first
time in 15 years (down to USD 125 billion) as a result of restrictive policies in reaction to significant capital
outflows during 2015-2016, but still ranked third globally after the US and Japan. 27 In 2016, Chinese
contractors signed new contracts worth of USD 244 billion - which was a quarter of the total new contract
value of global infrastructure projects that year (USD 1.05 trillion).28 According to the ENR statistics for 2018,
69 Chinese companies have been on the list of top 250 international contractors and accounting for almost 31%
of infrastructure construction projects in Asia.29
Chinese companies’ growing role in infrastructure financing gives them a decisive opportunity to accelerate the
transition to sustainability, though many are only at the beginning of this transition. However, emerging policy
frameworks around the BRI are creating a growing imperative to rapidly converge on higher sustainability
standards.
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Over the years, the Chinese government has promulgated a host of regulations, guidelines, and frameworks.
Domestically, Green Credit Guidelines, introduced in 2012, set out how banks should integrate environmental
and social considerations in their organisational structures and through the lending cycle. In 2014, the China
Banking Regulatory Commission issued Key Performance Indicators for Implementing Green Credit and began
requiring banks to submit self-assessments of their performance against these KPIs. While these reports are
not public, independent studies have found challenges in implementation. For overseas investment, an array of
regulations governing China-based lenders overseas investments have been largely voluntary, encouraging
best practices. There are signs of change. For example, the Green Investment Principles launched at the
2019 Belt and Road Forum could provide a framework for more specific operational requirements.30
Standards aside, the extent to which individual institutions and regulators are guided by these policies in
practice has not been systematically documented. China-based policy banks and commercial banks also have
policies and procedures around environmental and social safeguards. However, the details of these rules and
mechanisms are not publicly available.
Regarding finance, Chinese policy banks like CDB and CHEXIM, and major commercial banks, have also not
published aggregated statistics on their overall international sustainability lending, including in sub-categories
like climate finance or renewable energy. An independent analysis calculated that CDB and CHEXIM
invested 5.8% of overall power generation financing in non-hydro renewables over the period 2005-2017,
compared to 35.6% for the WB. This figure rises to 43.9% if hydropower is included as well.31
MDBs have an important role to play as partners to emerging infrastructure investors from China and other
emerging economies.32 Chinese companies with EPC capabilities and financial prowess now have greater
demand for, and will benefit from, the partnership with global financiers, especially with MDBs to apply higher
standards and direct the financing towards sustainable industries. Meanwhile MDBs should see them with
potential to be crowded in for additional financing and explore new modalities of collaboration.
There are also challenges. AIIB conducted interviews with major Chinese construction companies with active
OFDI and found that most of these companies are not fully aware of the comparative advantages and value
addition of working with MDBs. According to a joint report (2015) published by UNDP and Chinese Ministry
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of Commerce, only 25 percent of the 300 companies studied have experience in working with international
financier institutions including the foreign commercial banks. While companies recognise MDBs’ high
environment and social standards, they are less clear in how to implement these standards from sponsors’
perspective and the associated cost increase. Companies also hope that MDBs could better communicate
their value addition in terms of political risk mitigation, E&S issue consultation and project financing advisory.
In addition, few companies have realised that implementing high E&S standards could help facilitate access to
international financing resources.
Efforts are emerging to address the
challenge. Center for International
Knowledge

on

Development

(CIKD), the government’s main
think tank established to promote
sustainable development, has been

mobilising Chinese institutions,
international organisations, and
BRI countries to hold open
dialogue on rules and standards.
The International Coalition on
Greening the BRI, launched at the
April 2019 Belt and Road Forum,
provides an additional platform for
learning

and

collaboration.

Industry-level mobilisers play a
critical role in translating principles
into concrete actions applicable in
implementation,

raising

the

awareness, developing industrywide performance standards, and
building a pool of expertise through
capacity building (Box 1).

Box 1. China International Contractors Association (CHINCA)
Implementing standards through industry-level coordination
Many Chinese construction companies with high-quality technical and
engineering capacities have been moving upstream and become
themselves investors in large infrastructure projects. As they invest
internationally, they are also increasingly interested in and willing to
adopt high ESG standards to complement their traditional technical
and engineering strengths.
The China International Contractors Association (CHINCA) has been
at the forefront of the effort to promote sustainability concept to
Chinese companies. CHINCA has more than 1,500 members
including infrastructure investors, contractors, and other service
providers engaged in international infrastructure and construction
projects.
In 2017, CHINCA issued Guidelines of Sustainable Infrastructure for
Chinese International Contractors to guide companies to fund, design,
build and operate infrastructure projects sustainably. The Guidelines
incorporated concepts and views from recognised international
standards, such as Envision, SuRe, IFC Performance Standards, as well
as domestic laws and rules on environmental protection and corporate
social responsibility in China.
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5. Driving sustainability across the “regime complex” for infrastructure in Asia: AIIB as catalyst
and orchestrator
As more and more MDBs, policy banks, commercial banks, contractors, and governments, both inside and
outside the region, work on sustainable infrastructure in Asia, a large number of partnerships and frameworks
have emerged to promote collaboration. These include regional frameworks like the International Coalition on
Greening BRI or Green Investment Principles, mentioned above, as well as global standards like the UN
Principles for Responsible Investment, the Equator Principles, UNEP Finance Initiative, or the International
Development Finance Club. Many of these initiatives have complementary or overlapping goals and
memberships. In addition, many institutions have created bilateral partnerships and MoUs on a range of issues,
principally co-lending. The MDBs have been particularly active in this area.
International relations scholars describe dense webs of overlapping rules and institutions as a “regime
complex.” When rules and standards diverge, or when efforts are redundant, regime complexes can lead to
inefficient fragmentation. Projects aim at different outcomes, different standards reduce opportunities for
collaboration and economies of scale, and actors compete for the same resources. Under such circumstances,
the array of overlapping and conflicting institutions and actors reduces overall effectiveness.
However, regime complexes need not lead to inefficient fragmentation. When actors follow common
frameworks and interact efficiently, the proliferation of actors and institutions can enhance effectiveness by
bringing additional resources to bear on governance challenges. Indeed, looking at the emerging
collaborations, experts have called for stronger principles and frameworks around infrastructure in Asia.33
A key question for sustainable infrastructure investment in Asia is therefore: how can we make collaboration
more efficient, effective, and ambitious?
One strategy the academic literature highlights as a solution to governance complexity is “orchestration.”34
Within a regime complex, orchestrators seek to mobilise a wide range of actors toward a shared objective.
Orchestrators tend to be focal institutions. Their convening power, legitimacy, and technical expertise or
resources allow them to help set the agenda and influence the strategies and behavior or a wide range of
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actors across an issue area. MDBs have often played this role, with the World Bank serving as one of the most
active orchestrators in the international system.35
As a new MDB focused on infrastructure, based in Beijing and with an expansive member across Asia, Europe,
and beyond, AIIB has unique characteristics that make the organisation well positioned to serve as a catalyst
and “orchestrator” of the transition to sustainability in Asian infrastructure. If infrastructure investors
currently follow a ‘flying geese’ pattern in their transition to sustainability, some of the leading “geese” can
make it easier for others to follow.
Such a strategy could be developed through various channels, e.g. developing joint standards, convening crosssector expert networks to diffuse best practices, or developing multi-stakeholder cooperative initiatives on key
challenges. Moreover, orchestration need not occur only at the transnational or regional level. Developing
national-level platforms that bring together key players in the infrastructure can help foment national
coherence.
While AIIB is still a relatively new actor, its growing track record has already led it to effectively increase its
engagement with other partners with respect to co-financing, development and implementation of ESG
standards, and the development of innovative financial products. Moreover, the AIIB has become the
secretariat of the Multilateral Cooperation Center for Development Finance, a coalition of MDBs along the
BRI that will collaborate on information sharing, capacity building, and project preparation.36 As the AIIB
considers its strategic role going forward, AIIB has an opportunity to build on this trend to leverage its unique
attributes.
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