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La présente étude est l’analyse comparative d’établissements de financement de développement (ÉFD)
canadiens et de banques multilatérales de développement (BMD). Elle se penche sur l’intégration des
principes environnementaux, sociaux et de gouvernance (ESG) aux décisions en matière d’investissement
et à l’harmonisation des rapports d’impact avec les objectifs de développement durable. Elle inclut une
analyse de contenu détaillée des rapports de durabilité, des rapports annuels ou des rapports d’ESG de
quelques établissements entre l’exercice 2021 et l’exercice 2023, etmet en lumière les différences thématiques
distinctes à l’aide d’une approche à méthodologie mixte. Les ÉFD canadiens priorisent l’inclusion sociale,
l’équité des genres et le développement économique des Autochtones, tandis que les BMD s’attardent
davantage au risque climatique, à la biodiversité et au financement vert. Même si ces deux groupes font
des efforts collectifs démontrés envers la durabilité, les ÉFD canadiens traînent toujours de la patte pour
ce qui est de thèmes comme les déclarations d’émissions de type 3 (chaine de valeur), le financement de la
biodiversité et les mesures d’impact. Les résultats font ressortir deux possibilités clés pour les ÉFD canadi-
ens : a) faire progresser l’intégration des ESG par l’adoption des pratiques exemplaires internationales, y
compris des cadres de transition justes, des mécanismes de plaintes et des tableaux d’impact et b) améliorer
les rapports en matière de durabilité par des cadres standardisés comme le Global Reporting Initiative et le
groupe de travail sur les divulgations financières liées au climat.

Mots clés : finances durables, environnement, société et gouvernance (ESG), finances climatiques, objectifs
de développement durable (ODD), évaluation de l’impact

This study conducts a comparative analysis of Canadian development finance institutions (DFIs) and
international multilateral development banks (MDBs). It examines the integration of environmental, social,
and governance (ESG) principles into investment decisions and the alignment of impact reporting with
the Sustainable Development Goals. The study conducts a detailed content analysis of the sustainability,
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Introduction
Sustainable finance, which involves investing in a way
that balances environmental and social concerns with
financial return, has emerged as a strategic pathway
to advance the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
and address critical challenges such as climate change
and inequality (OECD and UNDP 2020). Canadian de-
velopment financial institutions (DFIs) and international
multilateral development banks (MDBs) have the man-
date to finance development projects. They can act as
drivers to integrate environmental, social, and gover-
nance (ESG) principles into their investment strategies
and assess their impact on SDG priorities (OECD 2020).
Although many Canadian DFIs and MDBs have cho-
sen the path of sustainable finance, a clear gap is seen
between policy and practice, specifically in integrating
ESGprinciples into investment decisions andusing SDGs
in impact reporting (Weber and ElAlfy 2019). This re-
search addresses this gap through a comparative analysis
of ESG principles and the SDGs in the financing of
Canadian DFIs and MDBs.
There is evidence of Canadian DFIs’ and MDBs’ am-

bivalence toward sustainable finance. On the one hand,
MDBs such as the World Bank Group (WBG) and the
Asian Development Bank (ADB) have been pioneers
in ESG integration and climate finance commitments
(AfDB et al. 2023). On the other hand, they continue
funding carbon-intensive projects, raising concerns over
policy consistency and climate duplicity (Shideler and
Hetzel 2021). Despite their commitments to green fi-
nance, many Canadian DFIs and MDBs continue to face
challenges in transparency and accountability in ESG
disclosure (Ingram and Paxton 2023). This study builds
on previous work by examining differences in institu-
tional approaches to sustainable finance practice and
SDG reporting.
This study assesses the alignment of selected institu-

tions’ ESG principles and SDG priorities in their practice
and reporting framework, such as the Paris Agreement
and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). It investigates
two main questions: How do Canadian DFIs and MDBs

include ESG principles and the SDGs in their financing
and reporting? What are the main differences between
them? The study uses a mixed-methods content analysis
of sustainability, annual, and ESG reports (2021–2023)
from eight Canadian DFIs and ten MDBs, selected on
the basis of size, mandate, and geography. NVivo and
statistical applications support the analysis. The main
results show that Canadian DFIs prioritize social inclu-
sion, gender, and Indigenous economic development,
whereas MDBs focus on climate disclosure, biodiversity,
and green bonds. The remainder of the article presents
a literature review, objectives, questions, methodology,
results, discussion, and conclusion.

Background
Sustainable finance is defined as “the process of taking
ESG considerations into account in investment decisions
in the financial sector, leading to more long-term in-
vestment in sustainable economic activities” (European
Commission 2023). This definition affirms that ESG prin-
ciples are the key operational pillars of sustainable
finance, offering measurable criteria for impact assess-
ment through an SDG lens (Global Reporting Initiative
2021). Furthermore, the SDGs are also based on the three
key pillars, namely environmental responsibility, social
equity, and economic viability (Gibson 2009; Huck 2022).
This literature analysis examines five key interrelated

aspects: (a) evaluation of ESG and SDG scholarship,
(b) integration of ESG principles into investment, (c)
sustainability reporting practices, (d) regulatory frame-
work, and (e) global frameworks and best practices. This
provides the foundation for the analysis of sustainable
finance strategies and reporting by the Canadian DFIs
and MDBs.
The first aspect examines the bibliometric trends. A

study that examined 12,176 SDG-related publications
(2015–2022) shows robust global interest, with more re-
search conducted in the United States, China, and the
United Kingdom, with an average citation rate of 15.06
(Mishra et al. 2023). Examining a corpus of articles
© Canadian Public Policy / Analyse de politiques, November / novembre 2025
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written by total of 45,345 authors, the study highlights
international collaboration and prominent themes such
as climate change, poverty, governance, food security,
and gender inequality, illustrating both the multidimen-
sional character of the SDGs and research predominance
in developed nations (Mishra et al. 2023). Another bib-
liometric analysis comparing about 1,000 ESG financial
performance papers with approximately 200 on SDG fi-
nancial performance reveals that ESG literature is more
prevalent (Cunea and Bancu 2025). Although both sub-
jects are highlighted in the literature, the ESG literature
has increased more rapidly in volume, citation, and
co-authorship, suggesting that SDG research remains
under-represented despite its strategic relevance.
The second aspect explores the integration of ESG

principles into investment decisions. Although MDBs
claim alignment with ESG and SDG frameworks, a
noticeable gap exists between policy and practice. Struc-
tural and operational constraints delay the successful
integration of ESG principles into investment decisions
(Misra 2021). Conventional banking practices, including
MDBs, often prioritize short-term profitability over long-
term sustainability by overlooking environmental and
social considerations (Weber and Feltmate 2016). Sustain-
ability is mostly theoretical; it is not practiced because it
is not adequately integrated into financial decisions and
assessment frameworks (Weber and ElAlfy 2019). Hence,
financial institutions are often criticized for engaging in
“greenwashing,” in which superficial disclosures appear
to alignwith the SDGswithout substantial verification or
measurable outcomes (Weber and Feltmate 2016).
Canadian DFIs and MDBs both show inconsistency in

ESG integration and impact reporting.MDBs use internal
frameworks such as the International Finance Corpora-
tion‘s Anticipated Impact Measurement and Monitoring
(AIMM) and the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development’s (EBRD’s) Transition Impact Monitoring
System (TIMS); however, they remain inconsistent in reg-
ulatory monitoring and impact disclosure (Getzel and
Gregory 2024). Despite involvement in standards such
as Impact Reporting and Investment Standards Plus
(IRIS+), MDBs exhibit variability in its adoption. The
Overseas Development Institute (ODI) highlights gaps in
standardized sovereign lending policy and limited pub-
lic data, recommending alignment with global standards
(e.g., SDGs, Paris Agreement), enhanced transparency,
and independent assessments (Getzel andGregory 2024).
Many Canadian DFIs fail to translate their sustainability
commitments into measurable outcomes (PwC Canada
2025), with ESG principles remaining fragmented and
frameworks differing in sustainability reporting (FinDev
Canada 2022; Mendez and Houghton 2020).
The third aspect analyzes sustainability reporting

and disclosure quality, which are inconsistent among
Canadian DFIs and MDBs despite increasing ESG com-

mitments. There is inconsistency in sustainability clas-
sifications and a lack of standardized ESG reporting,
which complicates cross-institutional comparisons and
accountability (Berrou et al. 2019). Empirical research
by the ODI corroborates that MDBs often rely on nar-
rative and qualitative reporting rather than quantitative
SDG-linked impact measurements (Attridge et al. 2019).
Despite MDBs being key drivers of SDGs, few stud-
ies have been conducted on how they prioritize ESG
framework and SDGs across regions, highlighting a
need for comparative analysis in geographical contexts
(Rodríguez Estévez and Arce Ruíz 2024).
DFIs exhibit fragmented and unaligned sustainability

reporting despite their increasing obligations. In prior
research, 96 percent of Canadian financial institutions
expressed the need for periodic sustainability reporting
to senior leadership, and only 66 percent had internal
systems to facilitate this process (Turley-McIntyre et al.
2016). The Institute of Sustainable Finance (ISF) discovers
that ESG disclosures among Canadian DFIs are predom-
inantly voluntary and non-standardized, with a mixed
adoption of frameworks, such as the Global Reporting
Initiative and the Task Force on Climate-Related Finan-
cial Disclosures (TCFD) (Cleary and Hakes 2023). Only
a few institutions have progressed beyond narrative
disclosures to impact-oriented reporting, with limited
SDG-based indicators or third-party assurance meth-
ods (ISF 2023). These deficiencies reduce reliability and
comparability, weakening accountability.
The fourth aspect focuses on regulatory and stan-

dardization frameworks. Recent research highlight gaps
in Canada’s climate-risk disclosure requirements com-
pared with international best practices (IDFC 2022).
Capco Intelligence analysis indicates that Canadian au-
thorities, including the Office of the Superintendent of
Financial Institutions (OSFI) and the Canadian Securities
Administrators, are progressively integrating risk man-
agement by mandating ESG stress testing, scenario anal-
ysis, and governance disclosures (Lamarch-Dykement,
Taylor, and Ragunaseelan 2024). However, shortfalls
still exist in enforcement and strategic integration, re-
flecting previous criticisms of unaligned ESG disclosure
frameworks.
For MDBs, ESG regulatory requirements are influ-

enced more by internal policies and international agree-
ments than bynational regulators. Alignmentwith global
frameworks, such as the Paris Agreement, and the SDGs
generates normative pressure and reputational incen-
tives to enhance ESG integration (Getzel and Humphrey
2024). Institutions such as the WBG and the AfDB have
implemented internal climate policies, compulsory emis-
sions reporting, and investment criteria aligned with the
Paris Agreement, set as benchmarks for other institutions
(OECD 2023). However, discrepancies in interpretation
and implementation of these frameworks because of
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varying governance structures, stakeholder involve-
ment, and regional mandates result in inconsistent en-
forcement that highlights the need for standardized ESG
regulation across institutions (Attridge and Engen 2019).
The fifth aspect is the adoption of a global sustain-

ability framework. Despite the availability of various
sustainability frameworks, such as the Global Report-
ing Initiative and TCFD, implementation by both DFIs
and MDBs is often inconsistent. This inconsistency is
intensified by the lack of regulatory mandates and insti-
tutional incentives to systematically adopt best practices
(OECD 2019; World Bank 2018). The literature reinforces
the perspective that the integration of sustainability into
institutional governance must be both top-down and
systemic (Bebbington and Unerman 2018).
Implementation across DFIs remains fragmented and

inconsistent despite the availability of supportive domes-
tic policy tools such as the Sustainable Finance Action
Plan (SFAP), the Canadian Taxonomy Framework (CTF),
and the initiatives of the Sustainable Finance Action
Council (SFAC) (ISF 2023). However, MDBs have oper-
ated as global norm-setters in the adoption of ESG frame-
works that influence both public and private finance
(Mendez and Houghton 2020). They are progressively
implementing results-oriented country policies focused
on developmental outcomes rather than financial in-
puts (Lee et al. 2023). However, despite this leadership,
criticisms persist regarding institutional fragmentation,
inconsistent application of ESG safeguards, and the lack
of a unified sustainability reporting framework across
MDBs (Rodríguez Estévez and Arce Ruíz 2024).
This literature study concludes that ESG integra-

tion and SDG-linked reporting have been inconsistent
across Canadian DFIs and MDBs. Despite advancing
ESG and SDG scholarship, the SDG-linked literature
remains comparatively underdeveloped. The integra-
tion of ESG factors into financial decisions is frequently
obstructed by practical limitations, inconsistent incen-
tives, and superficial commitments. MDBs are advanced
in using outcome-oriented tools such as AIMM and
TIMS,whereasCanadianDFIs predominantly depend on
narrative disclosures with limited use of global frame-
works such as the IRIS+, Global Reporting Initiative, and
TCFD. Similarly, sustainability reporting shows inconsis-
tency among institutions. AlthoughMDBs operate under
global agreements such as the Paris Agreement, they face
challenges in aligning ESG principles and maintaining
internal policy consistency. CanadianDFIs operate under
national efforts, such as SFAP and the CTF, but still lack
obligatory ESG criteria and uniform reporting methods.
These limitations highlight the need for comparative

empirical research, such as this study, which aims to pro-
vide evidence-based policy suggestions for enhancing ac-
countability, transparency, and impact alignment within
Canada’s development financing ecosystem. The study

emphasizes topics such as climate finance, ESG, SDG
alignment, gender, inclusion, and impact measurement,
which are derived from the operational components of
ESG and SDG frameworks commonly referred to in the
existing literature.

Research Objectives and Questions
Three objectives guide this study: first, to assess the de-
gree to which Canadian DFIs and MDBs integrate ESG
principles into their investment decisions; second, to
evaluate the extent to which they align their impact re-
porting with global sustainability standards; and third,
to conduct a detailed comparative analysis of ESG in-
tegration, disclosure practices, and impact assessment
metrics by identifying notable similarities and differ-
ences between Canadian DFIs and MDBs. To achieve
these objectives, this study addresses the following three
research questions:
1. To what extent do Canadian DFIs and MDBs reflect

ESG integration in their financing and sustainability
reporting?

2. To what extent do they align SDG in reporting with
international sustainability standards?

3. Are there empirical differences between Canadian
DFIs and MDBs in adoption of ESG integration and
impact assessment disclosure?

Theoretical Framework
This study is grounded in two theories: institutional
theory and the theory of change. Institutional theory
(DiMaggio and Powell 1983) posits that organizations
within their domain align in structure and behaviour
because of mimetic, coercive, and normative pressures.
In the context of sustainable finance, mimetic isomor-
phism offers a lens for DFIs to adopt ESG practices,
as exemplified by MDBs, thereby enhancing legitimacy
and fostering partnerships. Coercive pressure, such as
a global climate-related reporting mandate, and norma-
tive pressure, for example, from the TCFD, influence
Canadian DFIs’ reporting practices. This theory guides
the research questions and hypothesis by indicating that
MDBs are relatively ahead in ESG integration and SDG
reporting because of influential institutional pressures.
Using both theory and the supporting literature pre-
sented earlier, the study presents two hypotheses: first,
that MDBs implement ESG practices more consistently
than Canadian DFIs, and second, that differences in
alignment are influenced by varying levels of mimetic,
coercive, and normative pressures.
The theory of change (Weiss 1995) complements the

institutional lens by providing a pathway for Canadian
DFIs and MDBs to convert policy commitments into
quantifiable outcomes. It establishes a connection be-
tween inputs (such as capital and governance policies),

© Canadian Public Policy / Analyse de politiques, November / novembre 2025 doi:10.3138/cpp.2025-044
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outputs (project financing and disclosure practices),
and outcomes (emission reductions and social equity)
to achieve long-term impacts (climate resilience and
poverty alleviation). In this study, the theory of change
is used to see whether and how these institutions
implement their policies by using SDG reporting prac-
tices. It also supports analyzing the results by examin-
ing whether institutional input is practically translated
into measurable output with lasting impact or where
gaps exist in the process. MDBs have progressively
incorporated theory-of-change models into their results-
oriented frameworks—for example, the WBG’s SDGs-
linked impact dashboards and ADB’s corporate results
framework—whereas Canadian DFIs are still behind.
This difference is a key component of the analysis.
The integration of institutional isomorphism and the

theory of change directly supports the key objective of
this study: to identify and explain the gap between policy
and practice in sustainable finance. Institutional theory
helps support the hypothesis that Canadian DFIs follow
MDBs in responding to external pressure, but Canadian
DFIs tackle contextual limitations in achieving complete
ESG integration. The theory of change adds value by
providing a path through which policies can produce
measurable outcomes. These theories, in combination,
ensure the conceptual coherence of the research frame-
work by bridging the research questions and hypotheses
to the comparative analysis methodology and expected
results. This integrated theoretical framework increases
analytical accuracy by analyzing institutional behaviour,
ESG integration, and SDG alignment in sustainable fi-
nance. On this basis, this research also analyzes which
policy recommendations can support Canadian DFIs
and regulators in sustainability governance and enhance
reporting in accordance with international standards.

Methodology and Scope
This research uses a comparative content analysis of
the sustainable financing practices of Canadian DFIs
and MDBs. The study uses a mixed-methods approach
to evaluate and analyze the alignment of these insti-
tutions’ investment strategies with ESG principles and
sustainability reporting in relation to SDG indicators.
The analysis examined sustainability, annual, or ESG re-
ports published between fiscal year (FY) 2021 and FY
2023 (mentioned in the online Appendix) by eight Cana-
dian DFIs and ten MDBs listed in Table 1, selected on
the basis of their asset size, development mandate, and
geographical representation.

Analytical Framework
The main themes for the comparative analysis were se-
lected through a methodological approach. A synthesis
of deductive (framework-driven) and inductive (data-

Table 1:Canadian DFIs and MDBs Included in the Study
Sample

Canadian DFIs MDBs

1. Export Development Bank
2. Business Development Bank
of Canada

3. FinDev Canada
4. Canada Infrastructure Bank
5. Farm Credit Canada
6. Sustainable Development
Technology Canada

7. Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation

8. Canadian Commercial
Corporation

1.World Bank Group
2. Asian Development Bank
3. African Development Bank
4. Inter-American Development
Bank

5. European Investment Bank
6. European Bank for
Reconstruction and
Development

7. Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank

8. Islamic Development Bank
9. Caribbean Development Bank
10. New Development Bank

Note: DFI = development finance institutions; MDBs = multilateral
development banks.
Source: Author’s compilation.

driven) methodologies was used. Deductively, main
themes and sub-themes were selected using globally
recognized ESG and SDG frameworks, including the
Global Reporting Initiative, TCFD, and International
Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB). These were also
supported by themes that commonly emerged in the
academic literature. The selection of keywords, includ-
ing climate finance, renewable energy, greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, gender, and impact, was based on their use
in frameworks and literature, indicating their critical
importance for sustainable finance. Inductively, a few
recurring themes were identified after multiple review
cycles of the sustainability, annual, or ESG reports.
The complete set of selected reports was manually

uploaded to NVivo as source documents. The selected
keywords were also manually compiled and entered
into NVivo, and the text search and query function
were applied to assess keyword frequencies, references,
and contextual usages. This facilitated a systematic dis-
tinction between word usage patterns and thematic
priorities across institutions. Each reportwas codedman-
ually in NVivo one by one to ensure context-dependent
language features. The coding system in NVivo was
structured around these main themes, with sub-themes
and keywords that tie to them, to support more de-
tailed qualitative analysis. The final set of main themes,
sub-themes, and related keywords are shown in Figure 1.

Comparative Approach
The study uses NVivo-based thematic coding and cross-
institutional comparison to examine convergence and
divergence in sustainable finance practices by DFIs and
MDBs. The keyword references were analyzed by re-
trieving key term frequencies from NVivo-coded reports

doi:10.3138/cpp.2025-044 © Canadian Public Policy / Analyse de politiques, November / novembre 2025
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98 Imam and Weber

Figure 1:Main Themes, Key Sub-Themes, and Important Keywords from NVivo Coding

Source: Author’s analysis (NVivo coding); underlying sustainability; annual; and environmental, social, and governance reports.

to understand the predominant themes, as shown in
Figures 2 and 3. To prevent misinterpretation of refer-
ences as endorsements, each high-frequency reference
term was contextually categorized (e.g., by whether it
signified action, evaluation, or recognition).

Results and Discussion

ESG Integration into Investment Decision
Both Canadian DFIs and MDBs increasingly reference
terms such as ESG and SDG, illustrating the growing

convergence of sustainability with financial performance
criteria. However, Canadian DFIs show comparatively
stronger prioritization of social aspects of ESG princi-
ples, specifically gender, Indigenous, and community
engagement, as shown in Figure 2. This indicates a more
inclusive and socially integrated approach to sustainable
finance, as outlined in Canada’s Feminist International
Assistance Policy (Canada 2017). ESG principles are ap-
plied at the project or stakeholder level, with a specific
focus on gender equity and financial inclusion.
In contrast, MDBs demonstrate greater ESG integra-

tion in environmental aspects, frequently reporting terms

Figure 2:NVivo Text Search References across Key Themes in Canadian Development Finance Institution Reports (2021–2023)

Source: Author’s analysis (NVivo text-search results of Canadian development finance institutions’ sustainability; annual; and environmental,
social, and governance reports, 2021–2023).

© Canadian Public Policy / Analyse de politiques, November / novembre 2025 doi:10.3138/cpp.2025-044
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Figure 3:NVivo Text Search References across Key Themes in Multilateral Development Bank Reports (2021–2023)

Source: Author’s analysis (NVivo text-search results of multilateral development banks’ sustainability; annual; and environmental, social, and
governance reports, 2021–2023).

such as climate finance, just transition, or renewable energy,
as shown in Figure 2. Their investment descriptions are
better aligned with global frameworks such as the Paris
Agreement, SDG 13 (climate action), SDG 7 (affordable
and clean energy), and SDG 9 (industry, innovation, and
infrastructure). MDBs also show more frequent macro-
level ESG integration under themes such as green bonds
and biodiversity, thereby emphasizing their stronger
mandate in climate finance.

SDG Reporting Alignment with International
Standards
Both Canadian DFIs and MDBs have incorporated the
SDGs into their reports; however, the intensity and ex-
tent of alignment vary. Canadian DFIs are inclined to
report on the SDGs in national policy frameworks at the
project or beneficiary level, focusing on areas such as
women’s economic participation, access to renewable en-
ergy, and local livelihoods. The SDGs are more narrative
and usually lack structured integration with interna-
tional reporting standards.However,MDBs demonstrate
a greater alignment of their disclosures with global
sustainability frameworks, such as IRIS+, the SDG Im-
pact Standards, and the ISSB guidelines (Global Impact
Investing Network 2023). MDBs typically associate im-
pact with system-wide metrics and climate resilience by
adopting more acceptable, results-based reporting.

Empirical Differences in ESG and SDG
Impact Reporting
A chi-square test for independence was performed using
NVivo coded keyword frequencies to determinewhether

the differences in thematic emphasis between Canadian
DFIs and MDBs were statistically significant. The spe-
cific keywords analyzed in the empirical test were climate
finance, renewable energy, GHG emissions, gender, and im-
pact.These termswere analyzed across both groups using
NVivo-coded phrase frequencies from the reports. The
findings revealed χ2(5) = 390.14, p < 0.001, signifying
a highly significant variation in term usage patterns.
The empirical results indicate that institutions priori-
tize distinctly different aspects in their sustainability
narratives. Canadian DFIs adopt a socially inclusive sus-
tainability lens, whereas MDBs emphasize climate and
environmental aspects and macro-level climate goals.

Canadian DFIs
Canadian DFIs such as Export Development Canada
(EDC), Business Development Canada (BDC), and
FinDev Canada have adopted ESG disclosures aligned
with global standards, including TCFD and, to a lesser
extent, the Global Reporting Initiative. However, the rest
of them continue to rely on internal frameworks lack-
ing international standards. The Canada Infrastructure
Bank (CIB) and BDC referenced 18 and 5 indicators, re-
spectively, within their impact system, whereas other
institutions cited only certain SDGs (e.g., SDG 11 and
SDG 2) narratively without providing project-level nu-
merical data. This suggests that BDC’s B-Corp status
may have contributed to its practice of impact reporting,
compared with other DFIs.
Climate-related disclosure improved during the pe-

riod, and most Canadian DFIs started reporting Scope
1 (direct) and Scope 2 (indirect) emissions by 2022.
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Figure 4:Comparative Emphasis on Key Sustainability Themes by Multilateral Development Banks and Canadian Development Finance
Institutions

Source: Author’s analysis (comparative NVivo analysis of multilateral development banks’ and Canadian development finance institutions’
sustainability; annual; and environmental, social, and governance reports, 2021–2023).

However, CanadianDFIs continue to under-report Scope
3 (value-chain) emissions, limiting the ability to under-
stand indirect environmental impacts. EDC and FinDev
showed the highest frequencies of references—72 and
18, respectively—to climate and sustainable finance prac-
tices in the context of green finance, which indicates a
comparatively higher institutional emphasis on green in-
vestment approaches. These strategies demonstrate an
increasing effort by Canadian DFIs to use blended fi-
nance and innovation in achieving Canada’s climate
targets. Social inclusion and just transition themes were
shown in reporting systems and policies of BDC and
FinDev Canada, mentioning Indigenous inclusion and
gender, as shown in Figure 4, whereas the Canadian
Mortgage and Housing Corporation focused on hous-
ing equity and affordability, and Farm Credit Canada
pushed rural transition programs. Transition narratives
were observed to be frequent in CanadianDFIs, although
less formally established than the formal frameworks
used by MDBs. Addressing nature-based policies was
weak across all Canadian DFIs, and no institution had
adopted a biodiversity finance plan.
BDC, FinDevCanada, Sustainable Development Tech-

nology Canada (SDTC), and CIB enhanced their use
of impact dashboards and performance scorecards, in-
corporating standardized metrics such as jobs created,
reduced emissions, and capital mobilized. This marks
a shift toward more measurable and comparable devel-
opment outcomes. Although these instruments demon-
strate an increasing dedication to impact-oriented report-
ing and alignment with international frameworks, such
as SDG indicators and IRIS+, the level of alignment still

varies and falls short. As Figure 4 shows, BDC and EDC
offered themost thorough disclosures in the sample, out-
lining their governance structures, grievance procedures,
and ESG risk management.

MDBs
All MDBs presented a commitment to ESG transparency,
with leading MDBs consistently adhering to the Global
Reporting Initiative andTCFD standards. ISSB references
started in 2022, notably in reports by the European In-
vestment Bank (EIB) and ADB, whereas others reported
narratively without an established framework. Many
MDBs have integrated SDG indicators into narrative
descriptions in thematic investment sections. However,
these details were mainly inadequate in terms of logi-
cal precision, limiting their usefulness in assessing the
impact evaluation.
All MDBs reported Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions by

2023, whereas Scope 3 emissions disclosures were lim-
ited to the WBG, EIB, and EBRD, as shown in Figure 4.
Climate risk analysis began to be used in 2021. It was
formally incorporated into disclosure by the WBG, EIB,
and AfDB by 2022. The EIB became a prominent issuer of
green bonds, whereas the WBG and Inter-American De-
velopment Bank (IDB) appeared as promoters of blended
finance and resilience bonds, as shown in Figure 4. As
of 2023, all ten MDBs indicated some involvement with
sustainable finance products. After the United Nations
Climate Change Conference in 2021, MDBs began to
incorporate the concept of a just transition into their
sustainability frameworks. Specifically, the EBRD, AfDB,

© Canadian Public Policy / Analyse de politiques, November / novembre 2025 doi:10.3138/cpp.2025-044

 h
ttp

s:
//u

tp
pu

bl
is

hi
ng

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

31
38

/c
pp

.2
02

5-
04

4 
- 

W
ed

ne
sd

ay
, N

ov
em

be
r 

12
, 2

02
5 

7:
39

:3
8 

A
M

 -
 I

P 
A

dd
re

ss
:2

60
7:

fe
a8

:4
22

:f
80

0:
a0

1b
:e

71
2:

27
6f

:c
df

3 

art/CPP-2025-044-f04.eps
https://doi.org/10.3138/cpp.2025-044


Comparative Analysis of Canadian DFI and MDB Sustainable Finance Policies 101

and IDB referred to it 210, 158, and 96 times, respec-
tively, in their reports. Gender equity and social inclusion
consistently emerged as priorities in the sustainability
framework of all MDBs. Nature-based solutions have
significantly evolved in WBG, EBRD, AfDB, EIB, and
IDB,whereas theCaribbeanDevelopment Bank andNew
Development Bank offer little information.
By 2023, allMDBs’ governance systems had integrated

ESG oversight into their reporting. The WBG, EBRD,
and AfDB have the most developed governance sys-
tems (e.g., the WBG’s Inspection Panel and the EBRD’s
Project Complaint Mechanism). They have consistently
implemented robust grievance resolution procedures,
maintained transparent audit trails, and conducted reg-
ular independent external audits. NVivo-coded data
indicate that EIB and Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank had the highest frequency in the themes of gov-
ernance structures and risk oversight, with 13 and 9
references, respectively. However, EBRD and IDB have
shown fewer references, with two each showing more
restricted disclosures. This development in ESG man-
agement demonstrates a continuous commitment to re-
sponsibility, transparency, and stakeholder engagement
within their institutional framework.

Recommendations
To enhance ESG integration into investment decisions,
Canadian DFIs should adopt a unified ESG frame-
work aligned with international best practices in three
key ways. First, regulatory bodies such as OSFI and
SFAC need to mandate comprehensive climate-related
disclosure requirements, including Scope 3 emissions,
based on the WBG and EIB approach. Second, Canadian
DFIs need to operationalize themes such as just transi-
tion and biodiversity finance by integrating these into
their investment framework. Last, they must strengthen
ESG governance by adopting formal grievance mech-
anisms and audit systems, such as those established
by MDBs, including the WBG Inspection Panel, the
EBRD Project Complaint Mechanism, and the AfDB’s In-
dependent Review Mechanism. These systems provide
platforms for accountability and the effective integration
of ESG principles through transparency and stakeholder
engagement.
To enhance the credibility and transparency of sus-

tainability reporting, Canadian DFIs must adopt a dual
reporting approach. The first approach involves shifting
from narrative-based disclosure to impact-driven report-
ing by aligning it with international frameworks, such as
Global Reporting Initiative, TCFD, and IRIS+, through
the adoption of an impact dashboard and performance
scorecard used by the MDBs. The second approach is
to conduct an independent impact evaluation to assess
the Canadian DFIs’ portfolio and ensure that SDG-based

outcomes are measurable and verifiable. Many MDBs
have dedicated similar departments that directly report
to the board on the effectiveness, efficiency, and impact
of MDBs’ work.

Conclusion
The study investigated ESG integration in investment de-
cisions and sustainability reporting practices of Canadian
DFIs and MDBs, highlighting different thematic pri-
orities and systematic approaches. Although Canadian
DFIs prioritize social inclusion, gender, and Indigenous
economic development, MDBs focus on climate-related
disclosure, biodiversity, and green bonds. The findings
suggest two opportunities for Canadian DFIs. The first
is to improve ESG integration into investment deci-
sions. This can be learned from MDBs’ best practices,
which includemandating Scope 3 emission (value-chain)
disclosure, incorporating just transition and biodiver-
sity themes, developing impact dashboards, and set-
ting up a formal grievance mechanism. The second is
to enhance the authenticity and transparency of sus-
tainability reporting. They can adopt an international
reporting framework, such as the GRI or the TCFD,
which involves impact assessment reporting through
the lens of SDGs indicators. They may also establish
an independent impact evaluation system to ensure
that SDG-focused outcomes are measurable and ver-
ifiable, similar to the approaches adopted by leading
MDBs.
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Appendix: List of Sustainability; Environmental, Social, and Governance; and Annual Reports
Analyzed (2021–2023)

MDBs Report Titles (2021–2023) Canadian DFIs Report Titles (2021–2023)

World Bank Group Sustainability reports Export Development Bank Annual reports
Asian Development Bank Sustainability reports Business Development Bank of

Canada
Sustainability and annual reports

African Development Bank Climate change annual reports FinDev Canada Annual reports
Inter-American Development
Bank

Sustainability reports Canada Infrastructure Bank Annual reports

European Investment Bank Sustainability reports Sustainable Development
Technology Canada

Annual reports

European Bank for
Reconstruction and
Development

Sustainability reports Farm Credit Canada ESG reports

Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank

Annual reports Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation

Annual reports

Islamic Development Bank Sustainability report (2023);
development effectiveness
reports (2021–2022)

Canadian Commercial
Corporation

Annual reports

Caribbean Development Bank Annual reports
New Development Bank Annual reports

Note: DFIs = development finance institutions; ESG = environmental, social, and governance; MDBs = multilateral development banks.
Source: Author’s compilation from publicly available sustainability, annual, and ESG reports (2021–2023) retrieved from the official websites of
Canadian DFIs and MDBs.
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