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ProjectSummary
(Source EvaluatioriTOR)
UNEP PIM®D: 62-P2 IMIS number: 2G47
33P13 2822
1769 2C51
1715 3F37
Subprogramme: Resource Efficiency (6) Ecosystem| Expected Accomplishment(s): 62-P2: EAb
Management (3)
Climate Change (1) 33P13: EAE
Climate Change (1) 1769: EAc
1715: Bb
UNEP approvalate: 14/10/2009 PoW Output(s): 622 (623.1 in approved PF)
03/2010 333 (333.1 in approved PF)
09/10/2014 132
15/04/2014 Output 4
Expected Start Date: 01/2010 Actual start date: 06/2010
01/2010 06/2010
01/2014 10/2014
04/2014 04/2014
Plannedcompletion date: 12/2014 Actual completion date: 12/2015
12/2011 12/2015
12/2017 n/a
12/2016 n/a
Planned project budget at | $4,200,000 Total expenditures reported as
approval $800,006% of 1 Jan 2015: $3,762,690 (622 & 33P13, 2010

$321,520 (2013) and 800,632 (201
(UNEP FI ICAs only)

$971,327 USD (UNEP FI output on

2011)
$5,869,681(6P2, 20122014)
911,478 (3313, 2012014)

Planned Environment Fund
(EF) allocation:

$150,000/year (in addition to the
approved budget)

Actual EF expenditureseported
as of June 2015:

$150,000/year (2012013) plus
additional contributions $175,908
(2013). For 2012015, direct
expenditure covering the personnel
cost of Head of UNEP FI.

Planned Extrebudgetary
financing (XBF):

$4,200,000
$800,000

Actual XBFexpenditures
reported as of 1 Jan 2015:

$3,762,690 (62 & 33P13, 2010
2011)

$5,869,681(62P2, 20122014)

1 EA2- Financing and investing in efficient, clean and safe industrial production methrsyh public policies and private sector action
is increased (according to the ProDoc). Elptake of sustainable consumption and production and green economy instruments and

management practices in sectoral policies and in business and financialglob2 LIS NI ( A 2 y &

Framework (PF) for Resource Efficiency)

wX8 o6l O0O02NRAY3

2 The capacity of countries and regions tealgn their environmental programmes and financing to address degradation of selected
priority ecosystems is enhaaed (according to the ProDoc). Services and benefits derived from ecosystems are integrated with
development planning and accounting, particularly in relation to wider landscapes and seascapes and the implementatioreddityio

related MEAs (accordirtg the approved Programme Framework (PF) for Ecosystem Management)

3 62P2 budget after revision 8,154,028JSD, 3313 budget after revision 6: 3,201,667 USD

8 June2016
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$911,478 (3313, 20122014)

XBF secured:

$4,203,000 (2012011)
$4,616,070 (201-2013)

Leveraged financing:

n/a

First Disbursement:

Date offinancial closure:

n/a

No. of revisions:

6 (first two projects)
4 (last project)

Date of last revision:

February 2015 (%revision for first
two projects)

Date of last Steering
Committee meeting:

20-21 Apr 2015 (UNEP FI Global
Steering Committee GSC)

24/02/2015 (Natural Capital
Declarationg NCD SC)

21-22/05/2015 (UNREDD Policy
Board)

Mid-term review/ evaluation
(actual date):

Strategic Review commissioned by
DTIE Director, December 2013
(covering the UNEP FI as a whole)

Mid-term review/ n/a Terminal Evaluation (actual JulySeptember 2015
evaluation planned date): date):
8 June2016 vi
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1. Executive Summary

1. This evaluation report sets out the findings and recommendations of the consultants engaged
by the UNEP Evaluation Offiéeli KS & 9 @I f tizluritlévtaky andn8elpeviderit evaluation of
the UNEP Finance Initiative (UNHR

2. The consultants conclude that UNEP FI should be ratéd{as ( A & &nkl Mad2rakdlys
[ A1 ®kdhiéve its expected impacThis overall conclusi is based othe followingratings'
against individual evaluation parameters

A. Strategic relevance Highly satisfactory
B.Achievement of outputs Satisfactory
C.Effectiveness (attainment of project objectives and results) Moderately satisfactory

D. Sustainability and replication Satisfactory

E.Efficiency Moderately satisfactory

F. Factors affecting project performance Moderately unsatisfactory
OVERALL PROJEAITING SATISFACTORY

3. UNEP FI has and continues to be a centre for innovatibis remains its core strength.

UNEP FI continues to be able to recruit highly trained, very smart, and dedicated staff. UNEP FI has
created an environment where ideas are allowed to flAMNEP FI continues to generate ideas,

programs, and initiatives aflobal importance. One need only look at the key announcements of the
FANBRGO ©6SS1U 2F /htumY O6A0 &aLISOALE aSaaizya 2y (KS
pledge of $30 million towards climate risk insurance, (iii) private sectaisfand commitments

towards energy efficiency and renewable energy, and (iv) portfolio decarbonisation commitments.

4, Three main factordaveprevenied UNEFR-I fromotherwise achievinghe highest evaluation
rating ofHighly Satisfactory Theseclearly intelinkedfactors are as follows:

1 Not enough time and resources provided foonitoring and evaluation (M&E) of outcomes
and impacts due to (i) resource constraints in the Secretariatarjd (i@t Q& 'y R GKS D{
lack of emphasis on M&E oversight.

1. Ratings are based onsixpoint scaleHighly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moder&atisfactory
(MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); and Highly Unsatisfactory (HU).

8 June2016 1
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1 Leadersip gapsn program managemerdndimplementation; human resource constraints
in the Secretariat; andecently the unsuitable way that the UMOJA management
information and financial control system has been applied to UNEP FI.

1 Wed&k strategic planning and unrealized synergies between UNEP FI and the rest of UNEP,
arising from insufficient alignment between the two main parties to the partnership,
exacerbated by a lack of clarity and decisiveness on the UNEP side with respetigto (i) t
principle and practice of private sector partnershipcluding the absence of an overall
strategy for private sector engagementingeneraland A 0 | b9t Q&4 2@JSNI ff Ay
operational configuration for engagement on the sustainable finance wgecifically

Key recommendations on UNEP FI

5. The followingecommendations are intended to strengthénb 9t CL Q&8 RSY2y a i NI i
achievements to date.Recommendations imply areas for improvemeftisis balanced against a

AOGNRPY3I NBO23AYAGARZY o6& GKS 9@Lftdzr A2y ¢SIY 2F !''b9
multiple highly impactful initiatives that have been game changers, such as PRI, APl etc.

Evaluation Team notes that UNEPis aleady implementing several of the recommendations. All

can and should be implemented in the nex® years. It is important to build on this external

evaluation process, grab the opportunity, and implement these recommendations while there is

interest, bcus and attention.

f wSO2YYSYyRIGAZ2Y MY [/ fFNAFE FYyR O2VYYUNERPSi&rS | bot
management should seek to come to a clear and-e@timunicated longerm (35 year) view
on UNEP FI, either-edfirming its commitment or inititing new dialogue at the GSC to review
the mutual alignment of interests and expectations. Actions and messaging consistent with this
aK2dzf R 60S RSt APGSNBR (2 O2AYOARS gAGK !'b9t CLQa
LYAGAL GA @S Qaouhdible it GEtebe018.60 I £ w

1 Reommendation 2: Address leadership of UNEP FI SecretatdEP senior management
should continue to use best efforts to ensure that the UNEP FI Secretariat is provided with a
suitable permanent leader as soon as possible, working in close consultation with the UNEP FI
GSC cehairs. This might involve, for expla, taking advice from an appropriate executive
recruitment specialist. The suggestions made in Recommendation 1 above should also help to
confirm the attractiveness and likely security of this career opportunity. The appointed person
should be ofboardedo ST2NBE GKS ! b9t CLQ& ! Da FyR Df2o6lf w
proves impossible, then notwithstanding the fact that the leadership post is funded by the UNEP
IYPANRYYSY(l CdyR 0dzR3ISGs G(KS D{/ &aK2dtesR GF1S
66K2aS YSYOSNEKALI FSSa LI & FT2NJ dKS NBad 2F GKS
Project Support Costs) in working with UNEP to better understand and decisively address the root
causes of the recruitment problem (including the role that foers play in supporting the
recruitment process through referrals via their own professional networks)

1 Recommendation 3: Review Governance Reforms and Operating Policies & Procedees.
UNEP Evaluation Office and UNEP FI Secretariat should work togeginsure that any action
plans resulting from this evaluation are integrated in and aligned with the governance changes

8 June2016 2
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already being developed. Key issues include (but are not necessarily limited to) those covered in
Recommendations 6 and 7.

1 Recommendton 4: Resolve accounting Policies and Systems (UMCQJNEP Fl should ensure
they are sufficiently well informed about the significant challenges created by the way that
UMOJA has been applied to the UNEP FI Trust Fund, and facilitate a timely etincbeftdution
to the problem for implementation no later than Q3 2016.

1 The way that UMOJA currently treats the UNEP FI Trust Fund as grant income means that the
LYAGAFGAGSQa 0dzRISG Aa y20 Ftt26SR (dcordlbzy G |
FdzyRAYy3d DAl YSYOSNEKALI ¥SSa WiNRO1ftSaQ Ay 2d3SN
YR OdzZNNByd AYLISRAYSYy(d (2 GKS STFSOGAGS FyR UGA
example affecting both recruitment of regulaiat and the use of short term consulting
contracts. The UNEP FI Officer in Charge is already seeking a solution in coordination with the
relevant Fund Manager; this may involve transferring the UNEP FI Trust Fund to a different
UMOJA module. TentativelySv &4 dz33Sad y20KSNJ 2LJGA2y YAIKEG o685
OF LIAGLFE ¢ ONBRAG TIFOAfAGE FINBNY | 3b29ft dziNES2ayS NIASHKT  |¢
d2dz2NOS¢ | b9t CLQA FRYAYAAUNI GA2Yy G2 !bht{®

T Recommendation 5Align planning and approval process/documents. UNEP senior
YIEylF3aSYSyid akKz2dzZ R NBIdzSaid G4KS ! b9t CL {SONBGIl N
on the preparation of a single overarching project document, covering the fyedardvindow
(with a midterm review), for joint revievand approval. This should provide an agreed framework
GKFG Aa O2yaAradsSyd oAGK !'b9tQa ac¢{ IyR th2ax |
activities can be reviewed and approved on a more streamlined basis. The framework should
oFfFyOS | b ®ntstad pidegsezivithiaryacknowledgement that, under its current
governance structure, UNEP Fl is also accountable to its membership via its AGM

1 RecOnmendation 6: Investment in M&EUNEP FI should ensure that the Monitoring and
Evaluation function iembedded in project implementation and adequately funded. This should
be a priority across the team and built into the new 2016 project documents. Effective M&E
entails establishing SMART measureable indicators to monitor against performance.

1 Recommendton 7: Invest in communicationd-he UNEP FI Secretariat should obtain approval
and secure funding to appoint a full time Communications Officer. A documented
communications strategy should be developed and further funding sought for its implementation.
¢2 NBAYTF2NDOS ! riv&E (se€ Reanmeéhtiatidn ) Athe @omuhications strategy
should aim to improve the quality and flow of information into UNEP FI as well vice versa. In
preparing this strategy, consideration should be given to repeating a version of the stakeholder
surveyused by this evaluation (see Annex 1) on an annual or biannual basis.

1 Recommendation 8: Publish an Annual RepoldNEP FI should publish an annual report for
distribution to members, donors, UNEP colleagues and other stakeholders, summarising the
& S | MW Aactiyities, achievements, and results.

1 Recommendation 9: Invest in donor relations and pursue new funding souinez016, UNEP FI
should develop a strategy to maximize access to and use of donor lhatidshose available to

8 June2016 3
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UNEP, and in partnerghwith other international organizations such as IFC, EBRD and the Green
Climate Fund.

1 Recommendation 10: Invest in growing the membership badBEP Fl should work to increase
its membership in Latin America, Africa, MENA, CIS/CEE, and South Asia/Radifis by 10
per cent per year to the point that these regions represent 60 per cent or more of the
membership, while also expanding SotdkSouth collaboration. We note that UNEP Fl is in the
process of o#boarding a new member of staff with specifesponsibility for member relations.

1 Reommendation 11: Develop baseline assessment and market practices analyBIEP FI
YR GKS ! b9t LyIldZANE &akK2z2dzZ R O2f toltile2 NI & S NB232 N§ |j
along the lines originally proped by UNEP FI in 20(se paragraph 114)perhapsfor launch at
the UNEP FI Global Roundtable in October 2016 if time and budget permit. Amongst other things,
adzOK | NBLRNI ¢2dd R KSfLI 62 o610 Fdz2NHKSNI NFA&S
UNEP FI may wish to prioritise in future (c) establish a baseline against which progress in the
YNy SG OFy 68 GNIXO{SR IyR !'b9t CLQ&a AYLI OO YSI

1 Recommendation 12: Consider and implement new topitse Evaluation Team felt that UNEP
Flshould investigate with its membership possibilities to address gender in the context of
sustainable finance. Other topics that appear to be of potential mutual relevance to UNEP and
UNEP FI are (a) the role of financial institutions in combatting iatemal environmental crime
(tying in with Anti Money Laundering issues etc.) and (b) the ESG aspects of trade finance (c) the
intersection between sustainable financial markets and international trade agreements. We also
suggest that the UNEP FI GSC ghtake a fresh look at the opportunity/need to develop new
work on the topic of ESG accountability and reporting by the financial sector.

1 Recommendation 13: Expand trainingVe encourage UNEP FI to expand its excellent training
activities with a target ofncreasing the number of participants by 10% per year over the next 4
year cycle.

1 Recommendation 14: Upgrade MIS in the UNEP FI Secretariat (including better tracking of
contributionsin-kind). In2016, UNEP FI should upgrade their internal accountstersyg by
introducing appropriate usefriendly software. Members and UNEP FI should develop a system
to track and report on #kind contributions.

Recommendations on broader strategic guestions

6. TheTORaskedthe Evaluation €amto address sevekeyevaluation questions (see section
5.2) with an emphasis goroviding adviceon whether and how UNEP should strengthen and
consolidate its institutional engagementtime sustainable finance spadaking into account other
UNEP work in this field (parti@ly the UNEP Inquiry) in addition to UNEPQtlestions 16 focus on
the effectiveness of UNEP FlI, are reflected in our overall positive ratigel to several of the
recommendations aboveWith respect to question 7,up overall conclusion is thadNEP should
strengthen its engagement with the sustainable finance sector, but should approach this gradually
over a period of 22 yearsThe initial priorities over this time horizon should be:

8 June2016 4
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T WSAYT2NDS 'bot Qa O2yiAydsSR raddgheppropiiatedayid G 2
consistent messaging, but also by taking decisive and effective action to address the various
management issues, problems and untapped opportunities identified by this evaluation.

1 c20da 2y GKS adz00844 2 Fogianse by ogrifirdihgNdpebdide 2 Y Y S RA |

stable and certain environment in 2016 and fostering a better culture of coordination and
professional colleglay between the Inquiry and the UNEP FI teams. This should be followed
in 2017 by a consultative, wedlanred, and evidencebased approach to thinking through

the opportunities and options available to UNEP once the current second phase of the
Inquiry comes to an end.

f /tEFNRFE FYR AT ySOSaal NBE dzZLJRFGS ! b9t Qa 2 BSNI |

private sector engagement. This may also be a valuable opportunity to consider whether and
how lessons learned from UNEP FI over the last 20+ years could be used to develop new
forms of successful cooperation with other parts of the private sector thightbe relevant

to UNEP.

f CdzZNIIKSNJ RS@St2L) | b9t Qa AyalAadGdziazylt dzyRSNAGI

finance in order to lay the foundations for a more integrated and scafedtrategy.
Relevant steps could include temporary rotation of staff from the UNEP Fet&at to

other teams and vice versa on developmental assignmentsfgargibility analysis and
stakeholder consultation on potential new areas of endeavor (e.g. engagement with the
financial sector in relation to, say, international trade, sustainablesamption or
environmental crime)2 LILI2 NIidzy AGASa F2NJ ! b9t Qa NBf SGI yi

6{t/7 a0 02 AYGSNIOG IyR O2ff !l 02ahHessurchgthlS RA NB (

enable the UNEP FI Secretariat to dedicate more time to networkmareness raising and
cultural integration with other parts of UNEP.

7. Inconclusion b9t CLQ&a YAaaAz2y A& b/ KFIy3aiay3d FAYylIyOS:

and relevant goal for UNEP, the private financial sector, and the wider sustainable deeatop
community. UNEP Fl is an important, relevant and impactful vehicle for contributing to this goal.
UNEP FI has delivered valuable accomplishments and results since its inc&ptaole that UNEP
FI plays will continue to be important for the foresdle future Any planning for and renewed
commitmentto U t  C L Qshould mzibakedifa time horizon ob3years.

8 June2016 5
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2. Introduction

8. The business case for the global private financial sector to address ESGéssheen

known for many years and beconing cleaer each year, as evidenced by the strength of the
FAYEFYOALE aSO00G2NRa Sy INEPFW¥hSsbéen & kéy playeSongpaied@®ms y G / ht H
over two decadsand is credited for launchingr inspiringmany ofthe key initiativeghat have

emerged in this community of practieeer this period This evaluation is therefetimely to assess

UNEP E@erformance and provide recommendations going forward.

2.1 Structure of the report

9. This is Volume 1 of thevaluationTeamQ & 5 NJR&pobrt a@dicgntains our main report,
comprising:

1 Section 1: Executive Summary

1 Section 2: Introduction (including summary of terms of reference, overview of the evaluation
team, and the evaluation methodology and work programmauding stakeholder
engagenent)

1 Section 3: Project Description (including reconstructed Theory of Change (ToC))

1 Section 4: Evaluation Findings (structured in accordance with the six main evaluation criteria
specified by UNEP)

9 Section 5; Conclusions and Recommendations

10.  Volume 2 othe Draft Final Report contains a series of annexes that the reader may wish to
refer to in conjunction with Volume 1:

1 Annex 1: Stakeholder survey and results

Annex 2Three @se studies

Annex 3: Responses to stakeholder comments on the Draft FinaltRigpentionally blank
at this stage)

Annex 4: Evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR)

Annex 5: Evaluation programme and key persons interviewed

Annex 6: Bibliography

Annex 7: Summary of financial information

Annex 8: Brief biographies of the evaluation cdtests

= =

= =4 —a A -2

2.2 Intended audience

11. UNEP Fl is a partnership between UNEP and a membership network of 200+ banks,
investment institutions and insurance companias,well as about 40+ supporting institutions

(mostly insurance associations, regulators and stakehmsjd@erseen by the Global Steering

Committee consisting of UNEP senior management and elected representatives of the private sector

8 June2016 6
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membership. This evaluation has been commissioned and overseen by-UNigeordance with

'b9t Q& 9 G f dzl dhdakliyed evaldatioDftaméwgr®hilst donsiderable effort has

beenY RS (2 Ay @@9C@hemdesin the@dsi@riand performance of the evaluation,

it is neverthelessioted thatan S Ij dzA @ € Sy i S @l fdzZt GA2Yy o0& [tgfR 2y 0SK
membershipmight not necessarily have focused on the same range of issues and criteria or have

used the same methodology.

12.  ThisFinal Report and in particular, its conclusions and recommendatiqQase therefore

addressed primarily to UNEP senior managenzemt to the UNEP staff who manage and make up

0KS LyAUGAL O Nadé&eihe fefod NBouidudhfalsdirelevadtt G KS D{/ FyR | b9t
private sector membership at large.

2.3 Terms of Reference

13. The UNEP mandate for conducting, coordinating, and overseeing the evaluation functions are
vested in the Evaluation Office as described inUtNEFEvaluation Policy. Thisandate covers all

programmes and projects of the Environment Fund, related trust funds, earmarked contributions,

and projects implemented by UNEP under the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The Office reports
directly to the Executive Director but workslependently from the substantive programmatic
RADGAAAZ2YAD ¢CKS !'b9t 9@lIfdad GAz2y t2fA0& YR LINBOS
webpage.

14.  The Evaluation Office prepared a very detailed and thoughtful TOR for this evaluation
exercise TheUNEP FI Secretariat, UNEP senior staff and the UNEP FI membership were asked to
comment on the TOR ar@bmments incorporatedThe Evaluation Office ran an open transparent
and independent evaluation exercise.

15. This evaluation assesses the performance cEBI¥I (in terms of relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, and sustainability) and outcomes and impact (actual and potential) stemming from the
Initiative and its projects, including the sustainability of these results. The criteria and ratings
framework fa this analysis are presented in Section 4 and a detailed explanation was provided in the
evaluation TOR (Annex 4).

16.  This evaluation of UNEP FlI, the first independent evaluation since its inception, was
commissioned to assess performance and inform #aesign and extension of UNEP FI. The
analysis generated lessons of operational relevance for future project formulation and
implementation as UNEP FI plans its work for the biennium 2016. The evaluation also paid
particular attention to the issuefdhe structure and organization of UNEP FI. Lessons,
recommendations, and options on the role of UNEP FI within the wider framework of the UNEP
financerelated initiatives are also provided to help inform Senior Management thinking on the way
forward.

17. The TOR posed seven key questions for the Evaluation Team to address when formulating
lessons and recommendatiots help inform Senior Management thinking on the role of UNEP FI
within the framework of the UNEP financelated initiatives:

8 June2016 7



Evaluation of the UNEP Finance Initiative EvaluatiorReport(Final

1) To what extenis UNEP FI being successful in providing support to individual finance
institutions to raise awareness and capacity to adopt strategies and frameworks to manage
environmental, social and governance (EBgKg with the objective ominimising their
unsugainable impacts andevelopnggreater positive impacts?

2) To what extent is the UNEP FI promoting sustainable finance at the sectoral level and
developing a sustainable financial system in cooperation with the private sector? To what
extent are existingnitiatives being implemented by the private sector as a result of UNEP
CLQa ¢2NJK

3) To what extent is UNEP FI successfully ensuring that the voice and expertise of financial
institutions are taken into account in green economy policy developments?

4) To wha extent are the UNEP FI objectives relevant and strategic considering the current
landscape of initiatives in sustainable finance?

5) According to the UNEP Medium Term Strategy 22047, partnerships are a corner stone of
the delivery mechanisms to be goled by UNEP. To what extent is UNEP FI successful in
working in partnership with other cgoing initiatives (especially considering the current
landscape and its increased complexity due growing numbers of actors and initiatives) and to
what extent it issuccessfully working in partnership with relevant internal stakeholders,
including the UNEP Inquiry?

6) To what extent is the current operational framework effective in supporting the delivery of
b9t CLQA 202S00GA@SaK

7) Based on evidence emerging from tealuation of UNEP FI together with available
information on the UNEP Inquiry, to what extent should UNEP strengthen its engagement
with the sustainable finance sector and, if so, what would be the options to consolidate and
strengthen the existing work?

18.  Our responssto these questionsireincluded inSection 5: Conclusions and
Recommendations.

2.4 Team and coordination

19. The UNEP Evaluation Office teamed up two consultants to undertake the evaluation under
the overall management of the Evaluation Officer iarge of this assignment, Elisa Calcaterra.

Arthur Dennis Long is a professional evaluator with an extensive experience in sustainable
development, development finance and environmental finance. Dan Siddy is a sustainable finance
expert with extensivexperience in ESG issues in the banking, investment and insurance sectors. The
two consultant§individual ToRs are reproduced in Annex 4 and short biographies are provided in
Annex 9.

20.  Coordination with the UNEP FI Secretariat was conducted primardyghithe Acting

Director (Eric Usher) and his Deputy (Yuki Yasui). The team also had direct access to other members

of the Secretariat team as and when approprialéhe Secretariat team kindly created an online data

room with extensive informationrelevéin 2 GKS S@Fftdz2 GA2Y YR 6SNB NB
additional data requestsThe evaluation team wishes to note its appreciation for the level of

cooperation and assistance provided by the UNEP FI team.
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21.  The Evaluation Office established Bvalation Reference Group (ERG) to provide strategic
direction to the evaluation, and to secure the credibility and legitimacy of the evaluation process
across the range of evaluation stakeholdeffieEvaluation Team appreciated tfeedback,
information, and guidance provided by the ERG membéreeERG consisted of:

David PittWatson and Denise Hills, €bairs of the UNEP FI GSC

Andreas Spiegel, Ghair of the UNEP FI's Principles for Sustainable Insurance Board
Dirk Wagener, Suprogramme coordinator (&C) for Resource Efficiency

Niklas Hagelberg, SPC for Ecosystem Management, UNEP

Steven Stone, Chief, Economics and Trade Branch, UNEP

Michele Candotti, Chief, Executive Office, UNEP

Simon Zadek, Gbirector, UNEP Inquiry

Ligia Norhona, DTIE Division DicecUNEP.

> > > > > D> >

2.5 Evaluationframework

Bvaluability assessment

22.  During the Inception Phase an assessmermvafluabilitywas undertaken. ktovered
completeness of the data, information gaps, and options for providingiatedactual. It also
addressedhe limitations of this evaluation exercise.

Completeness of documentation set/information gaps

23. A key deliverable undertaken during the Inception Phase was an initial screening of the
project documentation.The UNEP FI project is documented, both & phoject desigrstage,and
during implementatiorg the various initiatives have developed and publisiedherousreports.
However, the project documentation does not reflect all that UNEP FI is undertakinigdet
level outcomes lack SMRT indicators

24.  Many of the activities undertaken by UNEP FI resuitublished reports These reports have
been provided to the Evaluation Team in an extensiwir@data room and/or are available dime.
UNEP FI also provides extensive training. Both the migaimiaterials and student exit evaluations
wereincluded in the data roomThe UNEP Evaluation Office and UNEP FI gave the Evaluation Team
full access to staff, reports, etc. Senior UNEP staff also made themselves available for interviews.

25.  The Evaluatiofeam prepared a Renstructed ToC UNEP FI lacked a documented ToC, but
it was implicit in all the work being undertakeiThis Reconstructed ToC we®d as the basis for the
evaluation exercise, looking backwardsis not intended as a forwartboking ToC

26.  This evaluation constitutethe first formal evaluation of UNEPdZy RS NJ ! b9t Q& 9 @I f dz
Policy However internal management reviews incorporating elements of-sgtiluation have been

dzy RSNIF 1Sy 2y | ydzYoSNI 2F 2 ®Gst réckniyna strategd @Wew! b 9t CL
was completed in 2012 kyconsultant Paul Hohnen; and Charles Andersamr(fer Head of UNEP

FI) also completed a strategy review/assessment in 20 Evaluation Team has taken both

documents into accountogether with a complete set of G&Gd AGMmeeting minutes from

January 201@ July 2015
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Counterfactual

27.  This Evalation does not meet the conditions required for a true counterfactual compayrison
asitisdifficulii 2 I yA6SNJ GKS 1jdzSadAz2yyY WgKIG ¢2dAd R KI @S K
UNEP FI seeks to have global impacts on the financial sector over an ektenelgeriod (20+

years). Global understanding of climate change and approaches to sustainable development have
changed substantially since the project was established following Rio 1992. Even in the last five

years, covering the period of this evalumatj there have been significant global shifts in both

awareness and action.

28. It is clear that within the financial sector, UNEP Fl has made a substantial contribution,
resulting in new initiatives such #se Principles for Responsible InvestmeRR), the Principles for
Sustainable Insuranc@§), etc. Without UNEP FI, perhaps slightly different structures may have
emerged, yet UNEP deserves crdditwhat has been created.

Limitations

29.  This evaluation wagrimarily undertaken as a desk study, with supggdosm the UNEP FlI
Team andaccess to the membership and senior UNEP stafificluded a survey of the membership,
UNEP FI staff, and UNEP staff. The sustainable development impact, if it is to bedadtappens
at the level of individual financial institutions (banks, investment companies, and insurance
companies) in their countries of epationand through their portfolios Budget restrictions didot
allow for country or client visits, nordiit allow for detailed discussions with interested financial
sector regulators.

30. As discusseih Section 4Evaluation Findingshe Evaluation Team finds that UNEP FI lacks

an effective Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system to get at outeane impact. Taé lack of

data on, for example, climate change impact as a result of UNEP Fls work is a limitation to this

SO ftdzad GA2Yy ® CKS ¢2/ LRAYGA(thdsuppirBowy SSR F2NJ ANBS |
recommendation orhow best to evaluate the changed performanaf, b 9 t ménmb&ship.

31. To partly address the limitations indicated above, BvaluationTeamcompleted three case
studies(Annex 2)described in further detail below. While not able to look at all activities in detail,
the three case studies providesome greater degree of depth.

2.6 Methodologyand information sources

32.  The evaluation methodology utilized triangulation of key findings to derive a set of common
understandingsbased on the followingasks and inputs

1 A desk review of key documents.

1 Aliterature review of supporting documentation and understanding of what has and can be
accomplished.

1 Semistructured interviews with key stakeholdergcluding a field mission to the Geneva
headquarters of the UNEP FI Secretariat in October 2015

1 Participation(as dsenS NE 0 A Y AGMIn ®Paris i€ Qc@Ber 2015
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1 A comprehensivewsveyof UNEP FI members, UNEP FI Secretariaf ataffother UNEP
personnel, conducted in January 20%@e below)
1 Preparation of case studies in Janu&egbruary 2016 (see below)

Case Studies

33.  Given the complexity and scale of UNE C L Q the backwialddooking component of tis
evaluationincluded three illustrative case studies. Each is included as swahiation(Annexs?2a,

2b & 29. By focusing idepth on these three case studies, were able to look at broader

operational, organizational, and strategic questions. Having reviewed several options in consultation
with the UNEP FI team and selected stakeholders, the following tadieswere selected:

9 Principlesfor Sustainable Insurance (PSKeedback indicated thdlhe PSI is considered to
be a major success of the last five yedEndorsed by the UN SecretaBeneral, the PSlas
been signedy CEOs of leading insurance companies worldwide, as walliasurance
associations, regulators and stakeholders. Thus the PSI Initimtivembership based, and
gave us a insight io the work ofUNEP FI as a membership organization.

1 The Fiduciary Dty work stream. This work provide@ longterm perspectiveas it tracked
0KS S@2f dzii A 2 vy to2he inifak2006 Fredfiel@siRepbr2liNdso raisedjuestions
2F !'b9t CLQA YIFIYRIFIGS YR NREtS gAGK NBaLISOG i:
regulatory reform, and the nexus between the private sector and the regulator.

1 Natural Capital Declaratiomnd the supporting projedtJNEP PIMS ID -83.3). This case
study providel a standalone review of one of the two dedicated UNEP FI proj@&34213),
thus giving a look at the relevance, effectiveness etc. of the UNEP project structure within
UNEP FI.

Stakeholder survey

34.  As part of this evaluation exése, the team conducted an dime survey, separately of the
membership, UNEP FI Secretariat, and UNEP staff. The survey and its compiled results are presented

in Annex land are summariseith Section 3.9 The survey was not intended to be a statistjcadilid

al YLX S O0RdzS (2 aryYLXS &A1 SOT NIYGKSNI GKS NBadz dGa

2.7 Timetable key task@ndinterim deliverables

35.  The consultants were issued with contracts in early September 2Bid missions to the

' b9t CLQA DSyS@I KSI RIjdzr NI SNE | Yy R-mid ®ctdodr.The CL Q& !
O2yadZ GFydiQa LyOSLIWiA2Y wSLERNI 61a adooYAGGSR Ay R
November 18 after review and discussion wathparties (including the ERG).

36. b2@SYOSNI unmp Ffaz2 al ¢ | ThHeKJalyaHod exérdse inikaly O 2 y & dz
made specific reference to the UNEP Inquiry into the Design of a Sustainable Financial System (the

UNEP Inquiryat the time atime bound initiative intended to end in 20t%vith a view of

considering the extent to which the results of the Inquiry could be relevant to the work of UNEP FI

going forward. In November 2015, midhy through the evaluation, the UNEP Inquiry was exéehd
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for two years to the end of 2017The Evaluation TOR was therefore modified to look instead at how
b9t CL O2yUGNROodziSa (G2 !'botQa ¢2N)] Ay GKS 3Ff20l f
includes the UNEP Inquiry.

37. Inaccordance with th@oR, the consultants submitted a Preliminary Findings and

Recommendations Note on December 15, 2015. Extensive and valuable feedback was received from
GKS !'b9t CL {SONBOGFINRIFIG YR GKS 9wDd® ¢KAA FSSRoI
documented in a further note circulated to all parties on February 2, 2016.

38.  The stakeholder survey was undertaken over the period JanuaBl 12016 The results

were shared with the UNEP $écretarial y G NI gé¢ TFT2NXY AYYSRALFGStE& | F4GSN
were then compiled into the report provided in Annex 1, which was circulated to the UNEP FI

Secretariat and ERG on February 11.

39. !4 GKS !'b9t CL {SONBGFINARFIGIQ& NBljdSaitsx GKS SglI
presentation to the fullSecretariateam duringtheir team retreat on February 18.

40. The Draft Final Report wasibmitted tothe Evaluation Officéor final editorial checksn
March17, 2016 andvas thendistributedon April 8, 20160 the UNEP FI Secretariat for review
Comments were provided by Apii8. The updated draft report was then circulated to the ERG and
UNEP Senior Management for further review and commehe r&port was finalized odune 8,

2016.
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3. ProjectDescription

3.1 History of UNEP FI

41. UNEP FIl was established in 1992 following the Earth Summit in Rio. It was and remains a

highly innovative initiative. UNEP sought to engage the private sector, and in particular the global

financial sector, in support of sustainable development. Thanfifal sector was seen as neutral to
environmental issues, yet made decisions that collectively led to significant environmental impacts.

While UNEP is primarily focused on the role of governments, UNEP FI was explicitly set up to engage

the private finartial sector. Today there are additional models (e.g. Equator Principles), and project
SYGANRYYSyi(ltf aONBSyAy3a Aa aidlyRINR o0So®3ad (KS Ly
9dzNR LISFY .yl F2N wSO2yaidNUzOG A 2y ndargsi bubirs1@Rt 2 LIY Sy
this was not the case.

42.  Today UNEP FlI finds itseltli® company of several othdiilateral and multilateral projects

and initiatives occupying the same or similar spat#hough no other program has the same

mandate of UNEP FIl. \i#hmanaged by the UNEP, UNEP FI has a strong membership base and

LI NIYSNEKALA S6AGK 20KSNJI 2NBIFYATFdGAz2yao b9t CLC
development focus. UNEP FI can, for example, impact large multinational banks that assume th

UNEP FI core principles across their operations, including for example their activities in Europe, North
America, and Japan. The challenge for UNEP FI going forward is to maintain, or redefine its role in an
increasingly crowded space.

43. UNEP Fl managed by a Secretariat based in Geneva, out of the UNEP Economics and Trade
Branch, within the Division of Technology, Industry, and EcondDid&) The Secretariat supports

the work of the three UNEP FI commissions (Banking, Insurance and Investessg)the work of

the three thematic areas (Climate Change, Ecosystem Management, and Social Issues), and
contributes to thefive regional Task Forces.

44.  The Evaluation Team observes that UNEP Fl is implicitly involved in a fourth UNEP thematic
theme ¢ Environmental Governance. Governand@rough engagement with Governments and
providing advice on legal and regulatory refogris an integral part of the work of all three UNEP FI
Commissions, yet not currently spelled out as a separate thematic waakirag

45.  Concurrent to this evaluation exercise and partly as a result of lessons from the evaluation,
the UNEP FI Secretariat and the GSC have reviewed the governance structure of UNEP FI and
approved a new governance structdi@igure 1). This builds ondstreamlines the prior structure

(see TOR Annex.4UNEP FI is accountable to its membership via its AGM and governed by its Global
Steering Committee (GSQh the new proposed structure, the three industry commissions will be

®TheGSC approved the new structure on February 26th, 2016. Final adoption will be voted on by the membership at an
Extraordinary General Meetirscheduled for early May.

8 June2016 13



Evaluation of the UNEP Finance Initiative EvaluatiorReport(Final

renamed as industry comittees and will now include regional and thematic focal pothist
separately meet in crossutting Regional Committees and Thematic Advisory Boards.

(all members) i

Industry Committees

Banking Investment Insurance (PSI)
#» Industry » Industry > Industry
representatives representatives representatives
' > Regionalfocal || > Regional focal || > Regionalfocal || Regional Outreach Commitiees |
. . . . - 1
L_points ______j___pons ______W___ points ________ M - Regional focalpoints ____ ____
| Thematic Advisory Boards » Thematic focal » Thematic focal » Thematic focal |
| - Thematic + UNEP focal points points points points '

& Projects (e.g. Fiduciary Duty, PCI)

Figure 1: UNEP Newly ProposedOrganizational Framework

46.  Understanding how the thremdustrycommittees the thematicadvisory boardsand
regionaloutreach committeesnteract is critical to understanding the success of the UNEP FI model.
Thethematicboardsparallel strategic areas within UNBRd will include UNEP expert8vhat UNEP

FI bringgo the UNEP equation is the focus on the financial sector via the thokestry Committees

47. UNEP FI also has dedicated coordinators for each Baf&nalOutreach Committegand a
few additional staff dedicated to specific areas of importance (ergergy efficiency).

48.  The survey indicates that there are some differences in how various stakeholder groups see
and understand UNEP (Higure 2) In answer to the question below, the staff of UNEP FI appear to

KFE @S | 0NRBF RSN RS T A tidnis irdlgfstoddiby ditlieSthe inedbatdioy @hdd K A LIE
UNEP staff. This and other aspects of the relationship between the membership, UNEP (and its
various other programmes and projects), and UNERdsiscussed further in the evaluation section.
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Q12 Which statement best describes the partnership that UNEP Fl represents?

Members (n=88)

UNEP FI Secretariat (n=19)

UNEP (other) (n=7)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Membership organisation for Fls (with UNEP)
B UNERP initiative and work programme (with Fls)
Joint initiative in partnership
Don't know/prefer not to say
UNEP Fl is essentially a UNEP Fl is essentially a UNEP Fl is a cross-sector partnership Don't know/
membership UNEP initiative and work organisation consisting of UNEP and prefer not to say
organisation for financial programme, delivered with member financial institutions, with shared
institutions, delivered the support and responsibility for directing, resourcing and
with the support and partnership of member delivering UNEP FI's strategy and work
partnership of UNEP financial institutions programme.

Members (n=88) 21% 32% 45% 2%

UNEP FI Secretariat 26% 5% 63% 5%

(n=19)

UNEP (other) (n=7) 21% 32% 45% 2%
Figure 2 Survey questio2 y dzy RSNER GFYRAY3I GKS YSEyAy3a 2F GKS aLJ NIy
3.2 Theory of Change
49.  The following mission statemetd dzY Y| NAT Sa ! b9t CLQ& Fdzy OlAz2yY

G! b9t CLQA YAadaaAzy A& (G2 ONARYy3I | o2dzi aeadSYAC
world,andisK A 3Kt AIKGSR Ay Ada Y2Gd23 / KFy3IAy3d FAyL
50. Based on this mission stateyidi I YR ! b 9t Can@structuld,h @&8obsiructBdS 4 A 3y

ToC is presented in Figude While UNEP Flas been operational for 20years, nd'oC existed prior
to this evaluation exercise.

51. The Theory of Change underpinning UNEP FI over the period subject to evaluatiod %2010
has been reconstructed based on a number of sources and inputs, including:

The UNEP FI Statement of Commitment
UNEP Project DocumentsdaRRC reports for each of the four PIMS ID projects

Strategy and work program papers, project summaries and overview presentations
prepared by UNEP FI Commissions and the UNEP FI Secretariat

® www.unepfi.org/about/
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A Discussion with the UNEP FI Secretariat including access 8 th&tQ& 62 NJ Ay LINE
on an updated Theory of Change to support the 2QTlanning process.

52.  This is a backward looking ToCne designed for the futurevould likely to be different. A
commentreceivedwas thatthis Todacks intermediate outcomesiWe agree with this observation.
However, he figure is alreadyiecessarilyomplex and our objective is to present a simple yet
comprehensive overviewThere is direct linkage to portions of the UNEP PoW via the thereatic
Advisory Groupswvhichpare £ St ! b9t Qa &ndihd@rdlihkiage SiainMbtlyOfitizNS >
activities within the three Commissiofsee Section 4.1 and Table 5)

53. The Evaluation Teaarguesthath i A& AYLR2NIFyd (2 KAIKEAIKG a!
intermediate outcome in the reonstructed Theory of Change, even though therimfation available

suggests that UNEP FI has not directly addressed this aspect in its change management model or
operational activities over the period subject to evaluatidy. Of dza A 2 Yy 2AF Iime@«d2 dzy G | o
for three reasons

1 1 002dzyil oAt AGe A& SELEAOAG Ay GKS !''bot CLQ& |
GKAOK OlFly NBlFazylofeé o0SNPAERYRRIQF NSt SO yi

1 Accountability is arguably an essential lever in seatiole voluntary initiatives that seek to
make a transformational impact on sustainable finance practice (as exemplified by the
emphasis placed on the accountability dimensioritti®/PRIthe PSI and te Equator
Principles, amongst others)

1 Accountability at the level of individual financial institutions provides essential data when
aggregated for the purpose of monitoring progress and reviewing priorities at sector level,
which in turn fas importantimplicationsfor@ | b9t CL Q& -e@ludtiiin@d G & F2NJ a
well-informed planning,and i | b9t Q& Ol LJ OAG& (2 LINRPOARS 02y
engaging with policy makers and regulators on the hypothesis that voluntary action is not
sufficient.

54.  Thefactors that drive the outcomes, impacts, and goals of sustainable finance are many and
complex (as evidenced by the need for the UNEP Inquiry, for example); are already well documented
within UNEP FI, UNEP, and elsewhere; and enjoy a relatively hijbfleeasensus. We have

avoided reproducing them in detail in the reconstruciealC;as to do so would create additional
complexity without much value added.
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KEY DRIVERS INCLUDE
Changes in the ultimate use SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

and impact of financial capital g g of finandal capital by Changes in
governments, companies and individuals public policy
accelerates progress towards and regulatory
achievement of global sustainable
development goals

Opportunities to strengthenthe
business case by aligning
incentives & regulationsin the
real economy and addressng
frameworksfor external environmental costs
financial capital

Changes in the management
and provision of financial
capital

Opportunities to tackle
permissive financial policies and
improve consistency with
sustainable development palicy
and regulatory frameworks

__________________ ,
ENABLINGENVIRONMENT |
ANDFNANQALSTABILTY 1
Qontinuous improvement 1
in public policy, financial |
regulation and market ]
supervision tostrengthen
the enabling environment |
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Opportunities to build
sustainability knowledge,
expertiseand culture within
financial institutions

PHANGINGFINANCEQ
Reduced accessto capital for
activities that undermine
sustainable development
KEY ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT
FACTORS OUTSDE UNEPAG
CONTROL INCLUDE

FINANAONG CHANGEQ
Increased accessto capital for
activities that support sustainable
development

for sustainable finance and
provide systemic resilience
to dimate change and The Bustainabilitytf capital
available from financial markets
will have a positiveimpact on
the behaviour and decisions of

| the ultimate users of that
capital. For example:

other sustainability-related
drivers of finandial

instability

- The ultimate users of capital
(governments, companies and
individuals) also have access to
capital from other sources (eg.
tax revenues, retained profits,
HNWI)

POLICY DEVELOPMENT
AND REGULATORY
REFORM

Dialogue and action by
policy-makers and
regulators on the goal of
aligning financial systems
with sustainable
development

ESGINTEGRATION GREEN ANANCE AGOUNTABILTY
Fssystematically SOLUTIONS Fisprovide key
consider ESGfactors Financial sector stakeholders with the
and value drivers inall innovation to deliver information needed to
relevant business lines, products, servicesand assess their
asanormal matter of strategies at scale to sustainability-related
mainstream good address key \green policies and

practice economy<bpportunities performance

- Bven if WustainabilityQs
reflected in the cost of capital,
other factors may be more
important in their decisions (eg.
return on capital, geopolitical
expediency, short-term greed,
etc)

I ------------------- - Decision-making may also be

heavily influenced (or even
constrained) by other key
"""" ~ aspects of the globa economy
eg. international trade
agreements, oil prices

Research and Tools & Training Sandard Setting Dialogues &
Awareness Engagement
Raising

Via PRl and others
Via UNEP Inquiry

UNEPA direct

Financial institutions that
embracethelong-term value
proposition of sustainable
financial markets will gain
competitive advantage (or at
least, will not be disadvantager)
for putting this conviction into
I e e et action over the short- to
medium-term.

Increasing focus on public policy and regulatory issues
since 2012, particularly in light of UNEP Inquiry

FRAM EWORKAS PER UNEPH (B INTERNALORGANISATION &
PLANNING PROCESSES Policy makers, legislators and
regulators that embracethe
Work programmes and subprojects constructed around UNEPFI long-term value proposition of
sustainable financial markets
will beableto securelong-term
political mandates from short-
to medium-term electoral cycles
Qimate change !n orde(vto put this conviction
into action.

key focus areas
62-P2  October 2009  Mobilising financial markets to
catalyse financing for resource
efficient technologies and
business practices Banking

33- March 2010 Integrating Eco-systemsinto Investment
P13 financial sector operations Insurance

Bodiversity & eco-system

3, ;

‘% Services wevel playing fieldstan be
G Sodal issues created and maintained to
1715 April 2014 UNERin UN-REDD prevent a faceto the bottomQ

as a result of finandal
RECIONS institutions and markets that
1769  October2014  Enabling conditions for Africa & Middle East  Latin America & Caribbean areunwilling or unableto
reqquablg energy and energy Asia Pacific North America address sustainable
efficient investment Europe development issues.

S&
Cx
Ors

The scientific and economic
FUNDING& OTHER INPU evidence base underpinning the
Members (200+financial UNEP: Partners & donors: rationale for (and pradice of)
institutions): sustainablefiname can_keep
Cost of UNEPA Head A Fundingfor specific A Contributionsin kind pacewith the needs of finance
Membership fees (c. $2M pa) Management oversight projects A Fundingfor specific practioners and policy makers
A Contributionsin kind and administrative support A Unrestricted funding for projects astheseevolveand,
A Qontributions in kind institutional strengthening presumably, accelerate.

>
>

>

Input to governance

Figure 3: UNEP FReconstructed Theory of Change
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3.3 Target areas/groups

Membership

55.  UNEP FlI currently has 2dfembersand41 supporting institutions (including Psgnatories
and supportery listed in Tabld overleaf(source: UNEFI web site)Figure4 illustratesthe
geographical and sectoral breakdowhUNEP FI members (excluding supporting institutions)

Asia Pacific

atin America

Figure4:! b9t CLQ& YSYOSNBKALI RA&UNROdziAZY o6& aSOG2NI Iy
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Table 1: UNEP FI memlsesind supporting institutiongist as ofMarch 2016

UNEP RAinembers

ABN AMRO BANK N.V.
Access Bank Plc.

Achmea

AEGON N.V.

* MONGERAL AEGON
African Risk Capacity Insurance
Company Limited

AGF Investments Inc.

Aioi Nissay Dowa Insurance
Allianz SE

Alpha Bank

Amundi Asset Management
Aquila Holding GmbH

* KlimaINVEST Management
Argonaut Services GmbH
ASN Bank

ASR Nederland N.V.
ATLANTICLUX S.A.

Australia & New Zealand Banking
Group Limited (ANZ)
Australian Ethical Investment
Limited

Aviva plc

AXA- Group

Banca Commerciala Romana
Banco Bradesco S.A.

Banco Continental S.A.E.C.A.
Banco CorpBanca Colombia
Bancode Desarollo de El Salvado
(Bandesal)

Banco de Galicia y Buenos Aires
SA

Banco de la Republica Oriental di
Uruguay

Banco de las Microfinanzas
Bancamia S.A.

Banco del Estado

Banco General, S.A.

Banco Ital Holding Financeira
Banco Nacional de Comercio
Exterior S.N.C. Bancomext
BNDE)

Banco Pichincha C.A.

Banco Santander S.A.
Bancoldex S.ABanco de
Comercio Exterior y Desarrollo
Empresarial

Bancolombia SA
BANCOMPARTIR SA
Bangkok Insurance Public
Company Ltd

Bank bjb

Bank Muscat (SOAG)

Bank of America

Bank of Montreal

Bank of Taizhou Ltd

Barclays Group plc

Bayern LB

BBVA Group

BMCE Bank

BNP Paribas

BRASILCAP CAPITALIZAGAO S
Caisse des Dépots

Caixa Geral de Depositos SA
Caixa Seguradora SA

Calvert Investments

China Development Bank
China Merchant8ank CO.,LTD
CiBanco S.A.

Citigroup

* Grupo Financiero Banamex
ClearBridge Investments, Legg
Mason

Commercial Bank of Africa
Commonwealth Bank of Australia
Concordia oeco
Lebensversicherung&G
CONTINENTAL REINSURANCE
Corporacién Andina de Fomento
(CAF)

Corporacion Financiera de
Desarrollo S.A.

Corporacion Financiera Nacional
Credit Andorra

Credit Suisse

HBOR

Custodian and Allied plc
Danske Bank A/S

Delta Lloyd

Desjardins Group

Deutsche Bank AG
Development Bank of Japan
Development Bank of the
Philippines

DGB Financial Group

DNB

Earth Capital Partners LLP
Ecobank Transnational Inc
Edmond de Rothschild (Suisse)
EUROBANK ERGASIAS SA

* Eurobank Bulgaria AD

* Eurobank EFG ad Beograd
EBRD

FATUM Schadeverzekering
Fidelity Bank plc

Findeter

FirstRand Group Lited
Fundacion Social

Garanti Bank

Generali Group Assicurazioni
Generalil S.p.A.

Global Bank Corporation
GOLOMT BANK

Grupo Financiero Banorte.
Guaranty Trust Bank plc.
Helvetia

Henderson Global Investors
Hermes Investment Management
HSBC Holdings plc

* HSBC Holdings Insurance plc.
HSH Nordbank AG

Hyundai Marine and Fire
Insurance Co. Ltd.

IDLC Finance Limited

ICBC

Industrial Bank Co. Ltd
Industrial Development
Corporation (IDC)

Inflection Point Capital
Management

ILFS

ING

Insurance Australia Group

* Amgeneral Insurance Berhad
Interamerican Hellenic Life
Insurance Company SA
Intesa Sanpaolo

JPMorgan Chase & Co.

KCB

KEB Hana Bank

Kfw Bankengruppe

La Banque Postale

Land and Agricultural
Development Bank of South Afric
Land Bank of the Philippines
LandesbanBadenWirttemberg
Landeskreditbank Baden
Wurttemberg- Foderbank (L-
bank)

Landsbankinn (NBI hf.)

Lend Lease Investment
Management Pteltd

Liberty Seguros S/A

Lloyd's

Manulife Financial

MAPFRE S.A

* Grupo Segurador Banco do
Brasil e Mapfre

Mirova (Natixis Asset
Management)

Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group
Mitsui Sumitomo Insurance
Mizuho Financial Group, Inc.
MOZA BANCO SA

Munich Reinsurance Company
Mutualista Pichincha

National Australia Bank
National Reinsurance Corporatior
of the Philippines

Nedbank Ltd

Netherlands Development
Finance Company (FMO)

NN Group N.V.

NORD/LB Norddeutsche
Landesbank

Nordea AB

Northern Trust Corporation
NRW BANK

Pax World Management Corp.
Peak Reinsurance Company
Ping An Bank

Piraeus Bank S.A

Porto Seguro S.A.

PT Baniegara Indonesia
(Persero) Thk

QBE GROUP

Rabobank Netherlands

* Robeco Asset Management
Raiffeisen Zentralbank Austria
Risk Management Solutions
Royal Bank of Canada

Royal Bank of Scotland Group
RSA Insurance Group plc.
Samsung Fire & Marine Insuranci

Saniam Limited

SCOR SE Scotiabank (Bank of N
Scotia)

Seguradora Lider DPVAT
Sekerbank

Shinhan Bank

Skandinaviska Enskilda Banken
(SEB)

Skye Bank PLC

Société Générale

Sompo Japan Nipponkoa
Insurance Inc.

Standard Bank Group
Standard Chartered plc
StateCorporation "Bank for
Development and Foreign
Economic Affairs
(Vnesheconombank)"

State Street Corporation
Storebrand

Sudameris Bank S.A.E.C.A.
SulAmérica

Sumitomo Mitsui Financial Group
Inc.

Sumitomo Mitsui Trust Holdings,
Inc.

Sun Life Financial Inc.
Suramericana SA

Svenska Handelsbanken
Swedbank AB

Swiss Reinsurance Company
TAL

TD Insurance

TEMPORIS CAPITAL LLP
Terra Brasis Resseguros S.A.
The Ceoperators Group

The ExpoHdmport Bank of Korea
The Link REIT

The Shiga Bank, Ltd.
ThomasLloyd Group Ltd
TISCO Financial Group Public
Company Limited

Tokio Marine & Nichido Fire
Insurance Co., Ltd.

Toronto Dominion Bank
Trillium Asset Management LLC
Triodos Bank NV

Turkiye Sinai Kalkinma Bankasi
(TSKB)

UBS AG

UmweltBank AG

UniCredit

VicSuper Pty Ltd

Visién bago SAECA

WEMA BANK PLC

Westpac Banking Corporation
XL Group

YES BANK Limited

Zenith Bank plc

Zwitserleven (SRLEV)

Zurcher Kantonalbank

8 June2016

19



Evaluation of the UNEP Finance Initiative

EvaluatiorReport(Final

UNEP FI supporting institutions

Association of Insurers &
Reinsurers of Developing
Countries (Philippines)
Brazilianinsurance Confederation
(CNseg) (Brazil)

Brazilian Superintendence of
Private Insurance (SUSEP) (Braz
/' RNB RQ! OliAzya
pour la Démocratisation de

f Q! aadNI yOS o! &
CAREDAS) (Senegal)

California Department of
Insurance (Unitetates)

Ceres (United States)

Climate Bonds Initiative (United
Kingdom)

ClimateWise (United Kingdom)
Dutch Association of Insurers
(Netherlands)

Earth Security Group (United
Kingdom)

Environment & Security Initiative
(Switzerland)

Federation of Colombiamsurers
(Fasecolda) (Colombia)

Finance Norway (Norway)
Financial Services Council of Nev
Zealand (New Zealand)

Stakeholderanalysis

56. ! bOt

CLQa
which thelnitiative seekgo bring about change (Figul. | A A G2 NA O f f & =

Global Organizational Learning &
Development Network for
Sustainability (Belgium)
Insurance Association of the
Caribbean (Barbados)

Insurance Cmmission of the
Philippines (Philippines)
Insurance Council of Australia
(Australia)

Insurance Council of New Zealan
(New Zealand)

Insurance Institute for Asia & the
Pacific (Philippines)

Insurance Institute of India (India)
Interamerican Federation of
Insurance Companies (FIDES)
(Peru)

International Actuarial Associatiot
(Canada)

International Cooperative &
Mutual Insurance Federation
(United Kingdom)

International Finance Corporation
(United States)

International Institute for
Sustainable Development
(Canada)

International Insurance Society
(United States)

Italian Banking, Insurance &
Finance Federation (FEBAF) (ltal
Italian Forum for Sustainable
Finance (FFS) (Italy)

Institutions (AMIS) (Mexico)
Multilateral Investment
Guarantee Agency (United States
National Committee on
International Cooperation &
Sustainable Development
(Netherlands)

Philippine Insurers & Reinsurers
Assaciation (Philippines)
Philippine Life Insurance
Association (Philippines)

South Africarinsurance
Association (South Africa)
Temple University Fox School of
Business (United States)

The Nature Conservancy (United
States)

University of Cape Town, Centre
of Criminology (South Africa)

University of Technology, Sydney
(UTS) Business School (thaisa)
University of Westminster (United
Kingdom)
Washington State Office of the
Insurance Commissioner (United
Mexican Association of Insurance States)

YA & &A 2 yre diz2chripledviely'al actoré and rélatiénghds i© S y

b9t CLQa

encourage financial institutions to take ES@ & dzSséistaidabldldedelopment issueisito account

in their relationships and dealings with customei®. acheve this, UNEP FI has facilitated and
helped to shape interactions between financial institutions and a wide range of stakeholders
including: UNEP (and the wider UN system) and other leading actors in the field of sustainable
development science and polioyith selected service providers in the financial industry; with pelicy
makers and regulators responsible for environmental and social issues; and withrpakeys and
regulators responsible for financial markets.

57.

There is a growing focus within UNBRaRrd UNEP as a wholeartly as a result of the UNEP

Inquiry)on the need to strengthen linkages with the latter group of stakehold&rge modalities for
achieving this are still under consideration but without doubt, market policy makers and regulator
are increasingly important stakeholders for (and possibly in) UNEP FI as it looks to the future.

58.

At an operational level, key stakeholders in/for UNEP FI include its members; other parts of

UNEP; other UN organisations; and other external project pastaad peer group initiatives of

various types{ 2 Y'S

2T (GKSas

5GF1S8K2f RENE OF v

0S Of |

aasSR

providing (a) funding and/or contributions-kind (b) sharing knowledge capital and/or influence and

convening powerSome sty SK2t RSNE OF y

0S OftlFraasSrR |

a

GoSYySTAO

UNEP FI (whether directly or indirectly) because they are part of the financial system that is the focus

2F ! bot

CLQa

¢t KS2NE 2

¥ / KFy3aSo
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59. {2YS ail1SK2f RSNE OoLJ} BN ®ODyz b BX IS IbBRSRLRNA T3H
G0oSYSTAOALI NR S A is inportanSoQ@iffatehitiate Befiveenr (@)AthieiEmofivations,
SELISOGFGA2ya YR STTFSOGAOBSySaa +a aSylof SNEéE 27
Flhasbeensufcad & Fdzf Ay KSfLIAYy3d G§KSY 6 loperationafizdeT A OA I NRA S &
concepts and practices that the Initiative seeks to promote.

60. 2 KSYy O2YaARSNAY3I aFAYFIYOALf AyaldAabddziazyaéd I a
tobearinmindth & ! b9t CLQ& YSYOo AbfiaddialihstitutidnipléB Buinber G St &  H
of supporting institutionyis a small (albeit significant and influential) s of the global financial

industry.! b9t CLQ& AYLI Ol I narviallsédtiiareSatefitviéryisiofi(a) kegultsi KS  F A
evident within the membership base, and (b) results evident in the wider marketploesover,

b9t CL Qa ishbtariBdednéus dtakeholder groumther there isa diversity of views,

insights and practices.

61. ¢2 | aasSaa GKS aNBIFIOKE¢ 2F !'b9t CLX G4KS 9@t f dz (
world and compared this with UNEP FI membership data (see Table 2). Tnirentre UNEP FI

members, indicating that UNEP Fl is indeed working with the majoriglay¢éhe banking sectom

the insurance industry, the PSI has been adopted by nearly 100 insurance and stakeholder

organisations worldwide, including insurance companies representing more than 20% of world

premium volume and USD 14 trillion in assetd@emmanagement. This makes the PSI the largest

collaborative initiative between the UN and the insurance industry.
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MARKET POLICY & REGULATION SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

SAOENCE& POLICY

Central bank functions
Regulation and supervision of
finandial institutions,
intermediaries and markets
Qompetition & takeover
regulation
Accounting, auditing and
reporting standards
International trade agreements
Qorporate governance codes

UN family
Other international organisations
National governments
Volunatary industry initiatives
Independent think tanksand
research insitutes
Academia
Qvil society
Ec.

QUSTOMERS
FINANGALINSTITUTIONS

Governments, Companies (all
sizes), HNWIs, Retail Qustomers,
underserved (BOP) markets:

Investment banks
Retail & commercial banks
Insurers and Re-insurers
Institutional investors

Short-term borrowers

Asset managers Long-term borrowers
Development finance institutions Trade finance beneficiaries
Sovereign wealth funds Equity and debt issuers
Mortgage providers

Insurance policy holders
Pension plan participants
Savers & investors
Banking services customers

Mutual &friendly sc_)cieties g NAN C N
i INITIATIVE ™,

\

\

SRVICEPROVIDERS ESGPOLICY AND REGULATION

National and international
standards and policy measures
addressing cimate change
mitigation and adaptation,
pollution prevention and control,
health & safety, consumer
protection, labour standards,
human rights, natural resource
use, sustainable consumption &
production, energy efficiency,
biodiversity, etc.

Market operators (exchanges)
Data and index providers
Rating agencies
Investment consultants
Brokers & dealers
Accountants & auditors
Insurance and reinsurance
agentsand brokers
Insurance risk modeling firms

Figure5Y h@dSNIPASG 2F ! b9t CLQ& LINARYOALIf a
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Table2Y ! b9t CLQa T220LINAyd 2y GKS g2NI RQa p.

Current

rank Bank Country Assets US$I  UNEP FI membship
1 Industrial & Commercial Bank of China Limited, China China 3,320,86!
2 China Construction Bank Corporation, China China 2,697,96!
3 Agricultural Bank of China Limited, China China 2,573,90:
4 BNP Paribas SA, France France 2,513,62: UNEP FI memb
5 Bank of China Limited, China China 2,457,44:
6 Barclays Bank PLC, UK UK 2,115,441 UNEP FI memb
7 JPMorgan Chase Bank National Association, USA USA 2,074,95. UNEP FI memb
8 Deutsche BanRG, Germany Germany 2,067,141 UNEP FI memb
9 Japan Post Bank Co Ltd., Japan Japan 1,961,70:
10 Crédit Agricole SA, France France 1,922,42.
11 China Development Bank Corporation, China China 1,662,261 UNEP FI memb
12 The Royal Bank of Scotlaplt, UK UK 1,628,171 UNEP FI memb
13 The Bank of TokyMitsubishi UFJ Ltd, Japan Japan 1,622,20!
14 Société Générale, France France 1,582,59: UNEP FI memh
15 Bank of America NA, USA USA 1,574,09: UNEP FI memb
16 Wells Fargo Bank NA, USA USA 1,532,78:
17 Banco Santander SA, Spain Spain 1,531,93: UNEP FI memb
18 Sumitomo Mitsui Banking Corporation, Japan Japan 1,509,43 UNEP FI memb
19 BPCE, France France 1,479,91!
20 Mizuho Bank Ltd , Japan Japan 1,437,60! UNEP FI memb
21 CitibankNA, USA USA 1,356,78: UNEP FI memb
22 Lloyds TSB Bank Plc, UK UK 1,349,81!
23 HSBC Bank plc, UK UK 1,242,07 UNEP FI memb
24 UBS AG, Switzerland Switzerland 1,068,311 UNEP FI memb
25 UniCredit SpA, Italy Italy 1,021,31: UNEP FI memb
26 Bankof Communications Co Ltd, China China 1,010,001
27 ING Bank NV, Netherlands Netherlands 1,002,42: UNEP FI memb
28 Postal Savings Bank of China Co Ltd, China China 920,68:
29 Credit Suisse AG, Switzerland Switzerland 909,94! UNEP FI memb
30 TheHongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation Limited, Hong kHong Kong 886,86« UNEP FI memb
31 The ToronteDominion Bank, Canada Canada 839,62: UNEP FI memb
32 Royal Bank of Canada, Canada Canada 835,89¢ UNEP FI memb
33 Rabobank Nederlandyetherlands Netherlands 823,96 UNEP FI memb
34 Nordea Bank AB (publ), Sweden Sweden 809,75 UNEP FI memb
35 The Norinchukin Bank, Japan Japan 805,39¢
36 Intesa Sanpaolo SpA, ltaly Italy 782,03: UNEP FI memb
37 Crédit Agricole Corporate aridvestment Bank, France France 779,21:
38 National Australia Bank Ltd, Australia Australia 772,58¢ UNEP FI memb
39 Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria SA, Spain Spain 764,50¢
40 China Merchants Bank Co Ltd, China China 762,43t UNEP FI memb
41 Commonwealth Bank of Australia, Australia Australia 746,37( UNEP FI memb
42 Standard Chartered PLC, UK UK 725,91« UNEP FI memb
43 The Bank of Nova Scotia, Canada Canada 716,02(
44 Natixis, France France 714,28(
45 Industrial Bank Co Ltd, China China 710,00( UNEP FI memb
46 Shanghai Pudong Development Bank Co. Ltd., China China 676,08t
47 Australia and New Zealand Banking Group Limited, Australia Australia 675,31¢ UNEP FI memb
48 Commerzbank AG, Germany Germany 674,58:
49 WestpadBanking Corporation, Australia Australia 674,22t UNEP FI memb
50 China Citi Bank Corporation Ltd. (CNCB), China China 666,88¢

Source: www.accuity.com (data as 24 June 2
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3.4 Milestones/key dates in project design and implementation

62. Table3 shovskey UNEP FI milestones to date. It emerges that UNEP FI appears to work
towards key events, e.g. Rio +20. Deadlines are a useful way to bring people and organizations
together.

Table3: UNEP Fl Key Milestones

1991 Development of concedbr UNEP FI

May 1992 Launch ofUNEP Statement of Commitment by Financial Institutions on Sustainable Development
June 1992 Rio Earth Summit

1992 UNEP FI founded following Rio Earth Summit

1995 Launch ofUNEP Statement of Environmental Commitmentthg Insurance Industry

1997 Formation ofinsurance Industry Initiative (l11)

1997 Redrafting and launch &INEP Statement by Banks on the Environment and Sustainable

Development. Banking Initiative renamed thginancial Institutions Initiative (FII).

1999 UNEP Htartsthree working groupsClimate Change Working Grgugsset Management Working
Group and Environmental Management and Reporting Working Group.

2003 At the 2003 Annual General Meeting (Geneva), the UNEP Financial Institutions Initiative (FII) ani
UNEP Insurance Industry Initiative (Ill) agreed to merge, forming one Initiative to be lsahe
UNEP Finance Initiative.

2004 Publication of thereport, dThe Materiality of Social, Environmental, and Corporate Governance Isg
to Equity Pricing by the UNEP FI Asset Management Working Group, the first report of the
dal GSNRFE AGe &S NFesaréouhdatior for kné detd®pnerit of the Riifciles for
Responsible Investment

2005 Publication othe éFreshfieldsdreport: & | [ Feathewfork for the Integration of Environmental,
{20ALf | yR D2@SNYI yOS L aagseshfialds Brackhaus Befingaddtie A
UNEP FI Asset Management Working Gragthe centrepiece report of the 2005 UNEP FI Global
Roundtableén New YorkThe report helped lay the legal foundation for the development of the
Principles for Responsible Investment

2005 .S83AYYAYI 2F ! b9t CLQa (i Nbuhty vofkShopsINRERVGNMENEl R
Social Risk Management

2006 Principles of Responsible Investment (RRborsed by the UN Secreta@eneral andaunched at the
New York Stock Exchange
Establishmenof the UNEP FI Insurance Working Group focusing on environmental, social and
governanceisks and opportuitiesin the context of the insurance business
Publication of the reportd { K26 aS ¢KS a2ySe&8Y [AYlAy3 9y dA
ti2 [/ 2 YL yhy the UNEBzEIEAsset Management Working Group as the second part
dal GSNALI £ A G & uild sBppdrt3oa the Péinziple€ B1f Re3pansible Investment
Launch of a UNEP FI dedicated work stream on finance and human rights

May 2007 Launch of the agendsetting global study L y 2 dzZNA Yy 3 F2NJ { dzaGF Ay 0 Af
5 2 A y & the UNEP FI Insurance Working Group at the Insurance Day Summit in London; part
research foundation for the development of Principles for Sustainable Insurance

July 2007 t dzo £ A O ITieM@rfing L apitafiRepéity UNEP Fl and UN Global Compact, a snapshot in tim
describing how the PRI came about and capturing the views of leading thinkers in the field of
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sustainable finance and responsible investment

Oct. 2007 Launch of the global repory 5 S Y @ & (i A T &ble yhizestmedtdPeddridnce: A Review of Key
I OF RSYAO | yR . NBY S NJIbwiBeaUSIEPNGDASseMAnagefndnt VIbkiBgiGRoH
Mercer, as the centerpiece report of the 2007 UNEP FI Global Roundtable in Melbourne

July 2009 [ Fdzy OK 2 %I (NS LAEMREBOR NNF¥ wSallyaAroAfAridey [
QYBANBYYSyGlrtz {20ALf I yR D2 @S Nyylhg ONEP El AssetzS 3
Management working Group at the 2009 PRI Annual Event in Melbourne

Oct. 2009 Endorsed by the UNEP Executive Director and His Royal Highness The Prince of Wales, launch
firstS@SN) 3t 261t &adNBWSe 2F GKS AyadaNI yOS AyRdza
centerpiece report of the 2009 UNEP@&#bbal Roundtable in Cape Town; part of the research
foundation for the development of Principles for Sustainable Insurance

201011 UN-convened, insurance CHEX global consultation process to develop Principles for Sustainable
Insurance, spanning AfricAsia, Europe, Latin America & the Caribbean, Middle East & North Afri¢
North America, and Oceania

May 2010 Announcement of the Carbon Disclosure Project at the World Climate Summit in Mexico

Sep. 2010 tdzof AOFGA2Y 2F W{SS ‘[pbrg(té:lWa[teﬂ\HprtﬂzmﬁﬂcmlrﬁoYthe CofdioS Anddcid
{ SNBAOSaA I YR Miorldwater Week in Stckndla Q I+ G

Oct. 2010 Publication of CEO Briefing: 'Demystifying Materiality: Hardwiring biodiversity and ecosystem sei
into finance'.

Nov. 2010 Publication of 'Financing real transformation? Designing an effective financial mechanism under
Convention' for COP 16 in Cancun.

Nov. 2010 Approval of Project62 HY da20AtAaAy3d FAYIFIYOALFE YINJ éu
opportunities forNG & 2 dzZNDS STFFAOASY (G G(SOKy2ft23AS84a I yR

Oct. 2011 Publication of the UNEP FI Guide to Banking & Sustainability (1st edition)

April 2012 Approval of Project 3®13:4 Ly 4§ SaINF Ay 3 902aeaids8y Ayidz FA

June 2012 Natural Capital Declaration (NCD) launched at Rio+20

June 2012 Principles for Sustainable Insurance (PSI) endorsed by UN Se&etaeyal and launched at Rio+20 |
UNEP Executive Director and insurance industry CEOs

June 2012 UNEP HFbacked Green GrowtAction Alliance, a new partnership initiative addressing the estimate
USD 1 trillion annual shortfall in green infrastructure investment, launched at the Business 20 (B
Summit.

June 2012 Launch of Sustainable Stock Exchange (SSE) Initiative

July2012 Publication of_enses and Clocks: Financial stability and systemicaistt¢ 2 Y2 NN 6 Qa / |
Markets.

Nov. 2012 Launch o£RISC Environmental Risk in Sovereign Credit asialyeport.

Dec. 2012 Publication olResponsible Property Investment/hat the leaders are doing 2nd edition

201314 PSI becomes part of the insurariodustry criteria of the Dow Jones Sustainability Indices, FTSE4(
FYyR .NI}ITAEfQ& .agC.hx9{t! /2NLRN}IGS {dzaGI Ayl

May 2013 Publication of NCD Roadmap

June 2013 PSI becomes largest collaborative initiative between the UN and the insurancgrindu

Oct. 2013 Release of 2nd edition of UNEP FI Guide to Banking & Sustainability (online)

2014 PSI Secretariat becomes insurance lead of international group of sustainable finance experts for

initiatives by the Chinese government, UNEP, ISDLANnANIZI Y SNE (2 3INBSYy [ K7
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Jan. 2014

Launch of Green Growth Knowledge Platform (GGKP)

April 2014

Launch oEnergy EfficiencyThe First Fuel for the EU Economy. How to Drive New Finance for En
Efficiency Investments

May 2014

Launch and publication @ustainability Metrics: Translation and Impact on Property Investment ar
Management

June 2014

Launch of the first report of the PGlobal Resilient Projeal, . dzA f R A yR@siliBnk Gomrauiitesl.
YR 9 O2af herPSIQviarket Event in Londonk® a G SR o6& (G(KS | @A @Gl L

Launch of the global consultation on how insurance policy and regulation could bafiport
sustainable development by the PSI and UNEP Inquiry into the Design of a Sustainable Financie
at the PSI Market Eventin Londonk® 8 i SR o6& (GKS ! GA G DNERdzLI |y

Launch and publication dfitegrated Governance A new model of governance for sustainability

Oct. 2014

In partnership with Cambridge University, publicatiorStdbility & Sustainability in Banking Reform:
Are EnvironmenteRisks Missing in Basel WRich analysed whether and how Basel IIl could addres
systemic environmental risks

Nov. 2014

Launch of Portfolio Decarbonization Initiative

Dec. 2014

Launch of the first issue of Demystifying Climate Finance series at COP20 in Lima&&ragstifying
private climate finance

Dec. 2014

Launch of the fully revisedNEP FI Human Rights Guidance Tool for the Financial Szttonline
signposting toofor finance practitioners on human rights riskéially released in 2007

Feb. 2015

UNEP FI, in partnership with the PRI, the UN Global Compact and the UNEP Inquiry launches a
iz a0FfsS dzlJ 9{D AYy(iSANI A2y tRAdyDKNIGSNSAKDE

March 2015

Launchofi! yAGSR F2NJ 5Aalad0G§SNI wSaAaftASyOSYy ¢KS Ly
WA &1 w SR theERBRartyeBUN World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction, which prodt
the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction-2089

May 2015

Roundtableort L Yy 8 dzZNJ Yy OS HnonY t 2t A0& | yR t byNdepPS dd ¢
UNEP Inquiry hosted bws Re in Rischlikon, Switzerland, which involved the UNEP Executive
Director, the UNFCCC Executive Secretary and insurance industry leaders, regulators and stake

Launch of the PSI global platform for insurance Industry commitments to promotatelend disaster
resilience and sustainable development at Climate Finance Day in Paris

June 2015

Launch of the global repoét L y @ dzNJ} y OS HnonY | I NySaaiay3a Llbyac
the PSI and UNEP Inquiry and of the PSI Global Risk Mae fimal day of the Global Insurance Foru
of the International Insurance Society, which was opened by the UN Secftatsigral and held at the
UN Headquarters in New York

June 2015

PSI Secretariat becomes part of international expert group to devalp/N Secretasp Sy S NI €
Climate Resilience Initiative; several meeting hosted by UNEP in Geneva, starting June 2015

July 2015

Firstcomprehensive briefingn the managemenof carbonrisks by financial institution Carbon Asset
Risk Framework

Sep.2015

PSI contribution to the UN Global Compact and KPMG global réSarttainable Development Goal
(SDG) Industry Matrix for Financial Sendceshich was launched at the UN Sustainable Developme
Summit in New York

Sep. 2015

New reportFiduciary dutyn the 21st centurjaunched to end the debate surrounding Environmente
Social and Governance issue integration and fiduciary duty

Oct. 2015

Release of the Positive Impact Manifesto

Oct. 2015

W' b9t LYyIljdzZANEQ NBLRNI NB 8 alignad wkegibbaSigagelaNgsten S
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Oct. 2015 Launch of the firsever global survey of its kin@lsiness unusual: Why the climate is changing the
rules for our cities and SMHsy the PSI and AXA in Paris

Nov. 2015 Launch by the UNEP Executivieector of the PSI initiative to develop a set of Insurance Developr,
Goals in support of the UN Sustainable Development Goals, and tH8NEH Inquiry initiative tc
create a Sustainable Insurance Policy Forum at thmzrnational insurance Confenee in Paris

PSI collaboration with the French Federation of Insurance Companies (FFSA) for the largest ir
industry gathering that convened UN leaders, government ministers, insurance leaders and ins
regulators in support of COP21 (i.ét‘. [Aternational Insurance Conference)

t{L &adzLII2 NI F2NJ GKS 4! LISt 2y [JEAYILGS [ K
and Insurance Europe and backed by various insurance associations

Nov. 2015 First World Forum on Natural Capital

Dec2015 PSI contribution to UN SecretaBySy S NI £ Q& / f I;itvtivét Aticipaed Absoib Regdbdpe
(A2R), whichwas launched at COP21
[ Fdzy OK 2F GKS FAylLft NBLER2NI 2F G§KS t{L Dt2ol
Partnerships that Build DisasterSa At ASy G / 2YYdzyAGASa | yR 902y
PSI mobilisation effort to get insurance organisations woudigwio sign the Paris Pledge for Acti
initiated by the COP21 French Presidency

Dec. 2015 At COP 21, UNEP FI mobilizes real estate sector to play a significant role in limiting global tempe
increase to below 2°C

Dec. 2015 New UNEP FIFoley HoaglLP research paper contributes to a better understanding of banking anc
human rightsfrom a legal perspective

3.5 Implementation arrangements

63. UNEP Fl is managed by a Secretariat based in Geneva, out of the UNEP Economics and Trade
Branch, within the Divisioof Technology, Industry, and Economibg |E) This has been the
situation for several years. Funding is provided by various sources, as described in thetimxt se

64. The UNEP FI Secretafi@ds the daily affairef three commissiond.€. Barking, Insurance
and Investment) anthree thematic areasi.g. Climate Change, Ecosystem Management, and Social
Issues).

3.6 Project financing

65. Budget data are provided in Annex 7 and beldvinere are different ways tanalysethe

budget. Unfortunately,as d the drafting of this reportthe UN accounting system cannmiovide
actual costglataFT 2 NJ Hamp X YR Aa dzytA{iSte (42 LINBRBOARS
I YR R MUKEP Ri&cuprently uses QuickBooks for its internal accountingkBoks has some
FoAfAdGe (2 aaf A O Evalafior TARA dBcern réldes to Rdw iUNEP FI hasK S
designed its accounting system and how sitafiut data, whethertUNEP Fias sufficient human
resources to keepstaccounts up to date, etcOn-line systems like XERO amere user friendly
Ftt26Ay3a a0FFF G2 SILarte SyGsSNI GKS REAOFT (Kdza NE
a0rIFTF£€Z YR LINPOGARS Slrae (2 dzasS FylrtedAaolrt (22f a
data.

[@=N
A
(p))
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66. Figure6 and Table4 analysethe expenditureby project costenter¢ where the funds are
spent Actual data for 2015 were not availaldee to introduction of UMOJA in June 2Q0&Mich

has delayed the closing of 2015 accourts2014 the Biodiversity and Ecosystems Senieas)
received a large grant frotdNREDD (Euro 82000), which was repeated in 2015 (see below)
Overhead ¢ staff and other costs (including communications/IT) not related to any commissions
thematic /workstream- declined in 2014/15 due to theagin the Directorship position, filled at a
lower level.Human rights and gender are UNEP crosscutting issues (see Section 4.6 and associated
recommendation)More could be done on social issues if funding wadave. At the same time
other UN Agencies are likely better placed to address human rights iaaddsinding has so far
been minimallt would therefore be advisable to assess the extent to which UNEP FI can work in
partnership on this issue arfdcus o its added value.

67. Figure7 and Tableb analysdhe fundingby source¢ where the funds come from.

[ dzy dzf F A @St e3> YSYOSNEKALI ¥FSSa | 002dzyd F2NJ 1 ¢z
UNEP Environmental Fund only account for 6% of total funding to aiéiteugh there was an

increase starting in 2014Also in 204 (and 2015 not shownNEFRFI received a largg NREDD

grant, thus he expenditure increase noted abavelNREDD contribution@&Euro 1.6 millionand
2015contributions for Climate Change wahot shown as not availableye importart as they
demonstrate increasing integraticandacceptance of UNEP FlintblEBR2a t 22 ©

68.  Also, not shown are fursthanneled through Global Canopy Programme (GCP), and
membership ikkind contributions. From the survey, members estimate thatiind contributions

are roughly equal to membership fees. | R®eived approximately $1 million inkind contributions

to support the initial consultative process. Over 50% if the cost of the Fiduciary Duty study were
covered by irkind and other contributions, not reflected in the budget data below. Thesa alab

omit the USD 1 million grant from the Generation Foundation agreed in 2016, which will be used to
implement Phase 2 of thEiduciary Duty in the 2Centuryproject (see Annexd.

27
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AAAT CAro® @ate 2015 REDD work has structurally come within UNEP FI so will start to report on
actual expenditure basis. The data presented is as reported to the AGM which treated the REDD work by
accounting 100% of its income as expended upon receipt as UNERconsiders it as not really their own
money (REDD is funded by UN REDD)

8 June2016 28



Evaluation of the UNEP Finance Initiative EvaluatiorReport(Final

Figure 6: UNEP FI Cost Center Actual Budgets (2015 Projected) (USD)
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Figure 7: UNEP FI Funding by Source (2015 Projected) (USD)
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Table4: UNEP FI financial resultsy Cost Centers/Activities (USD)

2011
2010
Component Planned Actual Variance
Planned Actual Variance
Banking
226,500 141,093 62% 185,555 181,781 98%
Insurance
226,500 171,643 76% 195,555 217,333 111%
Investment
226,500 182,455 81% 228,055 216,169 95%
Regions
226,500 247,891 109% 285,555 284,776 100%
Climate Change
226,500 191,724 85% 195,555 207,961 106%
Biodiversity & Ecosystemg
226,500 202,517 89% 205,555 235,434 115%
Social
0 0 0% 38,888 44,914 0%
Training Online
0 196,386 0% 0 0 0%
UNEPFRWide activities
124,000 305,640 246% 285,555 177,233 62%
Overheadsncl PSC
427,000 537,849 126% 429,722 620,087 144%
Total
1,910,000 2,177,199 114% 2,050,000 2,185,690 107%
2012 2013
Component
Planned Actual Variance Planned Actual Variance
Banking
252,250 227,515 90% 275,444 236,303 86%
Insurance
252,250 227,515 90% 275,444 185,868 67%
Investment
252,250 227,515 90% 275,444 182,411 66%
Regions
252,250 227,515 90% 275,444 365,583 133%
Climate Change
252,250 227,515 90% 275,444 218,665 79%
Biodiversity & Ecosystems
252,250 356,129 141% 275,444 271,592 99%
Social
41,916 56,878 0% 47,611 31,054 0%
Training Online
0 175,651 0% 170,246 0%
UNEPRWide activities
297,666 343,996 116% 275,444 354,384 129%
Overheadsncl PSC
500,916 513,070 102% 558,277 791,990 142%
Total
2,354,000 2,583,303 110% 2,534,000 2,808,096 111%
2014 CUMULATIVE 2012014
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Component
Planned Actual Variance Planned Actual Variance
Banking
84%
245,611 209,247 85% 1,185,361 995,939
Insurance
84%
245,611 198,119 81% 1,195,361 1,000,478
Investment
82%
245,611 192,598 78% 1,227,861 1,001,148
Regions
109%
245,611 279,908 114% 1,285,361 1,405,673
Climate Change
90%
245,611 233,431 95% 1,195,361 1,079,296
Biodiversity & Ecosystemg 133%
896,833 1,395,866 156% 1,856,583 2,461,538 °
Social
0%
61,402 33,742 0% 189,819 166,588
Training Online 0%
126,000 124,453 0% 126,000 666,736 0
UNEPFWide activities
119%
61,402 63,402 103% 1,044,069 1,244,655
Overheadsncl PSC
124%
682,605 751,708 110% 2,598,522 3,214,705
Total
93%
3,056,300 3,482,474 114% 14,258,300 13,236,762
2015 (provisional)
Component
Planned Actual Variance
Banking
322,222 - -
Insurance
322,222 - -
Investment
322,222 - -
Regions
322,222 - -
Climate Change
272,222 - -
Biodiversity & Ecosystemg
322,222 - -
Social
55,555 - -
Training Online
170,000 - -
UNEPFWide activities
222,222 - -
Overheadsncl PSC
538,888 - -
Total
2,870,000 - -
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Table5: UNEP FI Income by Source

2010 2011

Component Planned Actual Variance Planned Actual Variance

Membership fees 1,760,000 1,809,461 103% 1,900,000 1,824,629 96%

Member sponsorship 0 21,100 81,692

Investment revenue 10,831 15,804

UNEP Enronment Fund 150,000 150,000 100% 150,000 150,000 100%

REDD donor government 0 0

NCD donor governments 0 0

Training cost recovery 196,386

Total 1,910,000 2,187,778 115% 2,050,000 2,072,125 101%
2012 2013

Component Planned Actual Variance Planned Actual Variance

Membership fees 2,204,000 2,061,245 94% 2,384,000 2,181,616 92%

Member sponsorship 94,050 130,379

Investment revenue 0 8,479 8,519

UNEP Enronment Fund 150,000 109,000 73% 150,000 175,908 117%

REDD donor governmentt 0 128,614 88,955

NCD donor governments 0 0 0

Training cost recovery 0 173,005 175,931

Total 2,354,000 2,574,393 109% 2,534,000 2,761,308 109%
2014 CUMULATIVE 2012014

Component Planned Actual Variance Planned Actual Variance

Membership fees 2,400,000 2,511,950 105% 10,648,000 10,388,901 98%

Member sponsorship 0 121,911 0 449,132

Investment revenue 0 109,359 0 152,992

UNEP Enronment Fund 367,800 269,723 73% 967,800 854,631 88%

REDD donor governmentt 160,000 825,000 516% 160,000 1,042,569 652%

NCD donor governments 0 36,255 0 36,255

Training cost recovery 126,000 123,943 98% 126,000 669,265 531%

Total 3,053,800 3,998,141 131% 11,901,800 13,593,745 114%

2015 (provisional)

Component Planned Actual Variance

Membership fees 2,340,000

Member sponsorship

Investment revenue

UNEP Enronment Fund 300,000

REDD donor governments 100,000

NCD donor governments 0

Training cost recovery 170,000

Total 2,910,000
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3.7 Project partners

69. ¢KS adl1SK2ftRSNJ YIL)I 6CAIdz2NE p | 02@8S0 LINBPOARSSH
partners. UNEP FlisaUNEP Yy 3SRX YSYOSNARAKALI 2NBIFIYATIIGAZYy ® ¢
dues, participates in the AGM, GSC, Commissions, and Advisory Groups. resimgds, or group

of members also undertakes many tasks. In such casdanidang does not go through or appear on

b9t CLQA 0221 4aZX-1MYRESNI2E NANRBIFGIASR aldda a MyKA a R2S.
the importance of this work; in fact, isiverypositived £ S@S NI IAy T £ ®

70.  UNEP also receives funds from various organizations to carry out specific work streams.

¢CKSaS LI NOYSNAKALBE NBE OFNASR Ay NRBfSI Fdzy Ol a2
provides funding via a grant (e.g. Norwaayd GZ). In other cases, external funding is channeled

through a partner (e.g. GCP for NCDhisdirectlyO2 @S NE D/ t Q& | whiekawbising G NI G A @S
b9t Q& t NP 2 S Otivas{mertitinkd Nilsevéra? ifténdews that, sSomecases, chanriig

funds through a partner is a way to increase efficiency. énged of contracting procedures) and

reduce costs (e.g. as they relate to UNEP administration), as well as finding a shared administrative
mechanism which better supports implementatidithile these funds do not go through or appear

2y | b9t @nis@arkisvitalZolthe Wwork programme. However, this also means that this

work remains unseen, there is no formal financial accounting inside UNEP that this is happening. If

UNEP senioitaff are focused on what is implemented as per the two project documents (or going

forward a single project documentsee recommendations i236) then this work has the potential

2F o0SAy3a ftz2ado b9t Q& t NRB5 2 04 ifnotkaRnelédzhrongd ¥t SO0 |
UNEP FAdditionally, all the work has to be fully integrated into the Programme of Work and

monitored to ensure it is adequately considered towards the achievement of the UNEP FI mission

(and, in turn, the UNEP objectives).

71. As aUN agency, UNEP contracts out for services, but would be reluctant to be a contractor to
another international agency. In many areas where UNEP FI has expertise, such as banker training,
energy efficiency, etc., agencies like IFC, EIB, and EBRD aré\yigseing large competitive

contracts. This is work that UNEP FI could do, probably better, and cheaper, while building

O2tft 02N 0AQPS ySGg2N] ad b9t &K2dz R Ay@SadaAadal as
agencies to collaborate on sualork. This would mean engaging with them well in advance of

specific TORs. The Green Climate Fund, recently established in Songdo Korea, isuip anstdet

and their work program is still being defined. Thus 2016 would be an excellent time tceiaitiat

partnership with the Green Climate Fund.

72. ! b9t CL R2Sa y2i KIFI@S Fyeée aidNHzOGdzZNBR & LJ NIy SN
consultancies. If funding could be obtained, to further expand the reach, particularly-spatuth,
UNEPFlcouldgoda ARSNJ I aYlff 3INIyda LINBPBINIY F2N Ayy20LF i

building activities, grants could be made to LDC financial institutions and banking associations to help
them engage on ESG issues. The Evaluation Team believes thisas2Kélg i KAy 3 ! b9t CLQa
international members might be willing to dmance via their philanthropic arms.
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3.8 Changes in design during implementation

73. b9t CLQa adNBy3uK Aa Ia I dbéfyiadn@GaNsecorfNder vy 2 1t (
looksal (G KS &LINE2SOU 6RRard 33713, therionded JighifitdnRchakhgés. For

example, NCD was not envisioned in ProjecP33. However, NCD is a very innovative,

constructive, and useful approach to achieving thanobjectives of 3313 with regards to

ecosystems. The PSI did not exist in 20Hut was envisioned under2eP2 Itwas successfully

launched in 2012with initial funding from UNEP Fndnow has its own Secretariat and

membershipembedded within UNEP FThereforethe project documens from 2010do not fully

reflect the realitesin 2015 changes are accounted for in annual monitoring reports

74.  Oneimplementation change is the increasing reliance on grants and donor Trust Funds to

fund the work strearg, for example the Novay and REDD grantgVhy is this important? If an

activity is agreed to and paid for by the membership, then the Secretariat staff are responsible to the
membership via the Commissions and Advisory Grolfpsn the other hand, an activity is paid for

by an external agency, then the staff effectively becamentractorg to the agency to whom they
nowneedtoreporti SLI NI 4S FNRBY ! b9t CAsanexaB@e@BiNgNCPOS & (i NHzC
case study, whil&JNEP FI staff sit on the NSBcretariat NCD does not report through the
Ecosystem#anagementAdvisory Groupalthough NCD is clearly a key part of the work programme

of that team.

75.  There are senior management issues, which are discussed elsewhereraptis The
survey data point to broad recognition that magement and resourcing of UNERg= shared
concern Figure8).

76.  Otherwise, the Evaluation Team is of the opinion that there have not been significant
changes in the design and implementationfIEP FI. The current exercise to prepare new project
documentsis an opportunity to review all implementation issues.
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Q15.3 Is the UNEP Fl Secretariat well managed and adequately resourced?

Members (n=85) .
ONEP ) (v I

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

B Strongly agree Agree Disagree M Strongly disagree Don’t know/prefer not to say

Don’t know/prefer not

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree to say
Members (n=85) 8% 49% 17% 6% 20%
UNEP FI Secretariat (n=19) 5% 16% 37% 42% 0%
UNEP (other) (n=7) 0% 29% 43% 14% 14%

Figure8: Surveyfeedbackon management and resource issuas UNEP FI

3.9 Survey Results

77.  As part of the evaluation methodologysarvey of the UNEP FI membership, the UNEP
Secretariat, and keyNEP staff was undertaker he results are presentdad Annexl, while specific
responses to variouguestions are referenced throughout this repoithese data should not be
treated as staistically valil ¢ there are issues of selection bifas example- but are indicativeand
provideopinions about UNEP FI and its performance to date.

78.  The following observations and conclusions emerge from the membership responses:

1 Both insurance and lking sectors were well represented while there was only one
respondent from the investment sector. Therefore, we need to be careful about any
conclusion regarding the investment sector.

1 After some encouragement, all regions were represented.

1 Only 26%espondents were from Risk and Operations departments, while 44% came from

CSR departments.
1 Most were senior/middle level managers$vsitively, 11% were CEO level staff.
1 67% had been members of UNEP FI for more than 5 years.

1 Most considered ifkind contrbutions and time commitments as significant.

8 June2016 36



Evaluation of the UNEP Finance Initiative EvaluatiorReport(Final

1 About 30% did not havadvancedeSGyrograms prior to joining UNEP FI and over 80% feel
that their membership in UNEP FI was moderately to very important in developing their
sustainability programs. Over 90% felt that their membership in UN&BU be important
going forward.

1 Most fet that on several dimensions, UNEP FI has been and is an important player in bringing
ESG issues to the towithin the global financial sector.

79. The survey also allowed us to triangulate results across the three groups to see where there
is common understaridg or perhaps misunderstandings. The following observations and
conclusions emerge:

1 There appeared to be general agreement that UNEP FI is having an impact on the global
financial sector.

T ¢2 QOFINEBEAY3I RSINBSazZ Y2ald al gstdUNERcoullbe | & & LJ
strengthened.

1 Members, staff, and half the othddNEP group fethat UNEP FI is good value for money.

1 There are management issues that need to be addressed.

1 Monitoring and evaluation needs attention.

1 The quality of reports and other pdoicts produced is generally good.

1 Communications is effective, but could be improved, particularly with other UNEP units.
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4. Bvaluation Findings

80.  Section 4 sets out our evaluation findings for UNEBIRD thesix evaluation criteria defined
in the TOR and teption Report. As per the TOR, all evaluation criteria are rated orpaisixscalé
leading to an overall rating for UNEP FI: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately
Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactorya@id)Highly Unsatisfactory
(HU).

81. The findinggpresented in this sectioare a synthesis of four main considerations and inputs:

a) The results of thevaluationstakeholder survey (see Annex 1)

b) Our evaluatonsof the three individual case studies discussed in paragé3iseeAnnexes
2a, 2b & 2§ (for ease of reference, a summary is provided in Téldelow);

c) Information on other UNEP PBtojectactivitiesand thematic work

d) Gonsideration of crossutting/programmatic information andhitiative-levelissues in
relation to UNEP FI as a whole

82. Individual recommendations related to specific points are provided in each section. As there
is some degree of crossover and replication, in Section 5 thesmarbined into consolidated
evaluation recommendations.

Table6: Summary of evaluation results from the three case studies

PSI NCD Fiduciary Duty
(Annex 2a) (Annex 2b) (Annex 2c)

Applicability to UNEP MTS

. — Resource efficiency Ecosystems managem¢ Resource Efficiency
Strategic Priorities

A. Strategic relevance HS HS HS

B. Achievement of outputs HS Not rated HS

C. Effectiveness (attainment of S MS S
project objectives and results)

D. Sustainability and replication L ML HL

E. Efficiency S MS HS

F. Factors affecting project S Not rated MS
performance

OVERALL CASE STUDY RATI! Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory Satisfactory

Sa{dzadtFAylFtoAftAGE FYR NBLXAOFGAZ2YEé NIdGAy3Ia N}y3aIS FNRY | A3IKE @
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4.1 Strategic Relevance

83. ! b9t CLQa YA&aaazy 27 wihthk @ygds of Sustdindtie ddvalopmeyitO A |- f
is consistent with, and highly relevant to, global, regional, and national issues and needs, including

the needs of the financial sector, as demonstrated by the engagement of CEOs at COP21. We believe
this missiorg, which is shared by many other organisations, networks and initiatiwéls continue to

be strategically relevant for at least anothed B years (thus covering at least two MTS and/or two
five-year COP cycles).

84. ! b9t CLQ&a &aiNI (Susihable DEBelogn@nt GaalS (SD@s)201%2630 is
amply illustrated in the repogPrivate sector investment and sustainable developnfeiMGC,
UNCTAD, UNEP FI & PRI, 201558 @ndustrymatrix: financialserviceSUN Global Compact &
KPMG Internationalk016 (see Figure 9 belowhll 17 SDGs have applicabilitythe financial sector
YR ! b9t hddwo ar¥ woitihigBlighlng as cresatting themes:

~

a

1 SDG 12 focuses on production and consumption and includes disp@d S i 2y &l R2 LJ0 A
adzAGFAYIlI 0SS 0dzAAYS&dandLINI OGAOSa YR NBLRZ2NIAY I

1 SDG 17 includes two targets on mugliakeholder partnerships to ensure this attracts
sufficient focus.

Figure 9: The financial services industry in context
(Source:Private sectomvestment and sustainable developm¢bNGC, UNCTAD, UNEP Fl & PRI, 2015)
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lfAIYYSYil 6A0GK 'bo9tQa adNIdS3aes LREtAOASE YR YIy

85. ! b9t CLQAghwNB&ESISGYYAha(2 | S QESYEF FRY RS 2YRAOKLI
FAYI YOS FTAYLFYyOAYy3d OKIFy3aSé KFa LI NIAOdzZ I NY & Of 23
Efficiency, Climate Changed Ecosystem Managemeiindis arguably relevant (even if indirectly)

to] b 9 ref@aining four focus aresof Disasters and Conflicts, Environmental Governance,

Chemicals and Waste, and Environment Under Revidve. relevance for UNEP of engaging with the
sustainable financial sector is further underlined by the UNEP Inquiry and by the potential

connectiondi KIF i 620K ! b9t CL FyR (G4KS ! b9t LyljdbdeNE KI @¢
UNEP FI Statement of Commitment is now 20+ yearsioiday be useful to review the Mission

Statement in light of current activities, and other global initiatives.

86. ItisVLRNIFYy(d (2 y2G4S GKIFIG A&dadzSaz Ay |RRAGAZY
mandate and core competencies, are strategically relevant to the sustainable finance agenda. In

addition to climate change, ecosystems, resource efficiency etc., othée®6&yissues for financial

institutions (and other stakeholders in the concept of sustainable financial markets, including policy

makers and regulators) range from corporate governance, tax avoidance, and international trade
agreements to human rights, foagbcurity, poverty, and disaster resilience.

87.  Via a series of responses to questions from the Survey (Annex 1), there was broad support for
the relevance and value of UNEP FI (FigGje

Q11.1 Is UNEP Fl one of the world’s most important and influential initiatives for
promoting sustainable finance and responsible investment?
Members (n=88)
UNEP FI Secretariat (n=19)

UNEP (other) (n=7)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
B Strongly agree Agree Disagree M Strongly disagree Don’t know/prefer not to say

Don’t know/prefer not

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree to say
Members (n=88) 27% 64% 5% 0% 5%
UNEP FI Secretariat (n=19) 37% 42% 16% 0% 5%
UNEP (other) (n=7) 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

FigurelO: Surveyfeedbackon the perceivedrelevance of UNEP FI.
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88. TheTOR astdthat we address alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BS®)e primary

focus of UNEFI is on the puate financial sector. This includespacity building, with increasing

engagement with host country regulators. Providing knowleaige skills and creating and

facilitating dialogue between regulators and the private sector provides for a more constructive

Sy3al 3sSySyidao ¢KS LINP2SOGQa 202SOGAGSEa NBE (GKSNBT
Technological Support and Capadtyilding.

89. Like any organisation, UNEP FI must be realistically selective about which parts of the agenda
it takes on and how it plays to its strengthr UNEP FI to sustain and increase its strategic

relevance, it will be important to consider whethand how to make changes that could strengthen

' b9t CLt@&orklodsidé thelUNERor example through more effective cooperation with

other UN organisationdealing with issues other than environmefibr example human rights and
migration.

90. WeasséeaSR | b9t CLQa A0GNXrdS3IAO NBtSGFyOS |3l Aya
year Medium Term Strategy (MTS) documents for 203@nd 201417 and related Programmes of

Work (PoW).Under this UNEP system, UNEP FI is nominally allocated to tHer&pmme (SP) for

Resource Efficiencylable 7 lists the Expected Accomplishments (HAgicators of Achievement

and Outcomedor this SP to which UNEP FI was/is intentbecontribute according to the PoWs for

201011, 2012-13and 202-15. ! b9t CL Ff a2 O2yiNAodziSa (G2 ! bot Qa
Ecosystems Managemeralthough the linegesas documergdin the POWsre implicit rather than

explicit

91.  Our evaluation leads us to conclude thiae MTS and POWocuments do not provida
adzZFFAOASyGte Of SINJ gAYR2g A, thterftidn®in ré@lationdoihdd G SIA O
mission of aligning financial markets with the needs of sustainable developridNEP Hias to

date beenincorporated into the MT&nd POWJocumentsin a fragmentary, incomplete and

somewhat superficial way that, together with the public seaboiented language of the documents,
20a0dz2NBa (KS Lyaid»oiEREQE nQe thatitheU B ERInk @y (anioinced

in January?2014 is notmentioned at all in the 20147 MTS.

92. In effect, the MTS does not provide a cohesive vitiahenables UNEP to find an adequate
home forits work in private sector financeAsa consequence, implementation on the ground is to
some extent detached frorh b 9 thighar level planning documents.

93. UNEP has been engaged with the sustainable financial sector via UNEP FI for over 20 years;
began work on the financial sector dimension of the Green Economy initiative in 2011; and has
added to this since 2@with a significant strategic, financial and reputational investment in the

UNEP Inquiry. In this context, the absence of a unified strategic framework is incongruous and
problematic. Moreover, UNEP lacks a clear approach and policy context for private sector
engagement.Our recommendations in this regard are presented in paragraphs236.

‘www.unep.org/ozonaction/About/BaliStrategicPlan/tabid/1060467/Default.aspx
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Table7: Key UNEEXxpected Accomplishmenipplicable to UNEP FI

PowW201415

Pow201213

Pow201011

EA Resource Efficiency EA (b):

Uptake of sustainable

consumption and production and
green economy instruments and
management practices in sector:
policies and in business and

financial operations across globa
supply chains is increased, in the

context of sustainable
development and poverty
eradication

Resaurce Efficiency E£):
Increased investment in efficient,
clean and safe industrial
production methods through
voluntary action by the private
sector

Resource Efficiency EB):
Investment in efficient, clean and
safe industrial production
methods through public policies
and private sector action is
increased.

Indicators of Increase in number of

achievement

adoption ofmore resource

efficient tools and instruments in

sectoral policies with the
assistance of UNEP

stakeholders reporting improved
management practices and

Increased number of businesses
adopting and investing in
resourceefficient management
practices and technologies and
cleaner and safer production
methods

The rumber of Governments and
businesses selecting
environmentally sound
technologies and more resource
efficient management practices,
technologies and production
methods, including for integrated
waste management, is increasec

Outcome

improve the integration of
environmental and social

considerations in their business

practices

Technical guidancégols and

best practices developed and
provided to financial services ant
capital markets stakeholders to

Investment opportunities in the
development, transfer ad
implementation of resource
efficient technologies and
business practices are advanced
through finance sector
interventions targeting financial
services and capital markets in
the development of new
management principles
approaches and building capacit'
in their use.

The business case for resource
efficiency based on cost savings,
competitiveness gains and new
market opportunities is
developed and demonstrated in
the building and construction,
energy and water and waste
management sectors for public
andprivate sector decision
makers [eight rapidly
industrializing and natural
resourcedependent countries].

Relevance to global, regionakouth-south and nationalkenvironmental issues and needs

94. ! b9t CLQ&

YA&daAz2y A -&voldirfgrahgs &f otideorghnisd@ianR&d I Y R

collaborative initiatives.To this end]JNEP FI remains a strategically relevant actor in this broad
community of practice by virtue of its history, profile, connens, track record and consistent
membership support plus the advantageous combination of its distinctive features (close links with

the UN; global geographical scopetdglobal sectoral scope). 2 4§ SOSNE | b9t
strategically relevant Y R A Y LI O ¥ dz

Ay I

Ryl YAO

CLQa

constrained in recent years by the way the partnership has been visualized, governed, managed,

administered and resourced.

95. To date the regional breakdown in membership basn biased towardEuropean financial
institutions (40per cen) with North America accounting for another a8r cent These numbers
were also reflectedn the survey resultsTherewas a natural fiin UNEP FlIs early days as these
represented the mai international financial institutionsToday there is clear need and justification

G2 AKATAO !'bot

CLQa

F20dza (2

establishment of its Regional Task Forddsas been well receive@s evidened in countries such as
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South Africa, Brazil, Kenya, Nigeria, China and South Kbreeasingly, UNEP FI has focused on
building linkages with regional offices and starting toplace UNEP Flexretariatstaff in these

offices, thus seeking greaterh-south opportunitiesThis requires the right staff with appropriate
language capacity and ability to build networks with the financial commugitselated challenge is
to consider expanding the work of UNEP FI to address Sharia or lsérking, nd least because of
the role the Middle East plays as a major producer of fossil fléidEP FI shoulwbnsider whether

to engage with the Islamic banking community on ESG ispeésaps initially via aissues paper on
this topic.The 2016 UNEP FI GloRalundtable will be in Dubai and a topic to be addressed will be
Islamic banking.

96.  Our recommendations on growing the membership base are presented in par@&fzaph

97. UNEP FI has and continues to be a i@fdr innovationg this remains its core strength.

UNEP Rontinues to generate ideas, programs, and initiatives of global importance. One need only
look at the key announcements of the first week of COP21: (i) special sessions on the role of private
seOli 2N FAYIYOAYy3dTX 6AA0 t NBaARSyd holYlIQa LX SR3S
private sector focus and commitments towards energy efficiency and renewable energy, and (iv)
portfolio decarbonisation commitments.

98.  There are important opprtunities for UNEP FI to be more strategic in the mix and design of
AGa 62N] LINRBAINFYYSO C2NJ SEI YLX 8§ YdzOK 2F GKS
2dz0 0O2YS& NBLINBaSYyGdSR Ay (GKS NBO2yaidNHzOGddR ¢ h/
5SSt 2LIYSy i 9 wSvBrzshbulddéddne vn SeRtBHINDY thedther two levers of

OKIy3daS:T 4DNBSYy CAylyOS {2fdziaAzyaé¢ FyR da! OO02dzy il

99.  The financial sector is critical to a wilhctioning real economy. NEPCL Q& F2 Odza 2y
investment, banking, and insurance seatbas resulted in a greater awareness and support by these
sectors on sustainable development objectives and goals. One major gap is a focus on trade and
trade facilitation. Financing and msince are critical to the flow of trade. Changes in trading

regimes shift industries and therefore environmental and social impadiEP Fl should investigate
opportunities to work on the nexus of ESG issaedtrade.

100. / KFy3S NBadz (A yidsnieasBredbld via §)tinGréasing mendership, and (i)
changes in the disclosure and practices of the membership. What is less clear is whether these
changes result in substantial reductions in emissions, thus impacts on climate change, ecosystems,
etc. Other strategic issues that the UNEP FI Team should consider going forward are:

Ly

g

T 2KIdG TROFYyGr3sa I OONHZS (2 ! b9t CLQ& AYRADARd

UNEP FI, and are these optimised? For example, do the advantages flow ttyfressef
financial institution that would most benefit from them (because of their starting point, size
or location in developing markets)? Or do the benefits accrue mainly to transnational
corporations in the financial sector? Where can UNEP FI makeggest impact?

1 What possible ways exist to make UNEP FI more strategically relevant to front line business
units, top management, and boards of member financial institutions?
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Human rights based approadie development(HRBARNd cender

101. A Human Rights Based Approdgctdevelopment(HRBA) is a key cross cutting issue for

UNEP. The major work to date under the Social Issues Advisory Group has been a focus on human

rights issues. This work resulted in various publications, instrumantka tool kit. Feedback from
the membership indicates that this wohlas been well received

102. Gender is notherkey cross cutting issue for UNBEBenderis addressed in all project

documents, reviewetc. Gender has noekn a focus of the work of UNIEP This is considered a
missed opportunity. Women have less access to financial instruments, despite strong evidence that

women represent a better credit riskAlthough gender did not emerge as a suggestion for
improvement from the stakeholder surveyhe EvaluationTeam believes this is an important and

strategically consistentopportunlly Ay f Ay S AGK ! b9t Qa O2YYAlYSyi

work™ (see recommendations, paragraphe).

4.2 Achievement of outputs

103. The TOR defines tramutputsin the context of theprojects and their listed components. This

is an evaluation of the Initiative, thus our starting point is the reconstructed Th€.reconstructed
ToC list four types of broad outputs or interventionsae8y G At £ & ! b9t CL Q&
GK2gé0 G2 FOKASGAY3I LINRPINIYYS 202S0GA0BSay

Research and awareness raising
Tools and training

Sandards settingand

Dialogue and engagement.

= =4 -4 A

104. These are further defined within the context of the two main proje6&P2 and 33213 and
projects 1769 and 11A.

105. Table8 belowmaps UNEP FI outputs into expected outcomes and summarizes status of

completion of expected outputs as of the end of 2015. It is important to note that most outputs are
0dzA £ G | NPydaySRANG Q{AR Yy >¢ GDNBSY CAYylyOS {2fdziA2yasze
WST2NYéE SKAES T OGAGAGASAE | RRNBaaAy3d a! OO02dzy il oAf

Table8Y { dzY Y I NB 2 keysuscEsestliiydast Gvé yearsn producing programmed outputs

1 Published a study on addressing environmental
risks in Basel IlI

Sectors: ESG Integration Research and
awareness

i22fta

10 http://www.unep.org/gender/Portals/24117/Reports/Policy_and_Strategy_for_Gender_Equality_and_the_Environment.pdf
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Banking
Investment

Insurance

Themes:

- Climate
Change

- Ecosystems

- Social Issues

raising

1 DevelopedrPltoolkits and reporting guidelines for
respasible property investment

1 DevelopedResponsible investment (RI)
benchmarking frameworks

1 The PSs$uccessfully launchemhd adopted by
nearly 100 insurance and stakeholder organisatio
and has become thiargest collaborative initiative
between the UN and the insurance industry

1 NCD successfully launched.

9 PDC launched and delivers decarbonisation
commitments for COP21.

1 UNEP Fl initiatedork on energy efficiency

1 UNEP Rdompleted a sees of publications and
capacity building activities for financiaktitutions
to investin ecosystem services

1 Implemenedan ESG®enchmarking framework for
investorswith a focus omresource intensive
industries.

1 Developed guidelines and matrix for fimeial
institutions to better integrate biodiversity risk
management in due diligence procedui@d credit
and investment decisions.

1 Developedthe business caser andexplored

existing and innovative markets for financial
institutions around REDDREDD+.

Green Finance
Solutions

-PSI

-NCD

-PDC

Tools and
training

1 Developed the online Guide to Banking &
Sustainability

1 Developed an online, publicly accessible PSI Glo
Risk Map coveringatural hazards

1 UNEP FI continues to provide trainif@yerage 112
persons per yeafpcused on ESG integration in th
banking and investment sectors.

1 Banks and institutional investors utilize sustainab
banking (SB) and responsible investment (RI)
metrics and guidelines developed by UNEP FI.

1 UNEP FI developed a Human Rights risk mitigatiq
toolkit and a legal research project on banks and
human rights

1 Dialogues, publications, and workshops delivered
on private sector engagement in REDD+ readines

Accountability

Standards
setting

1 The PSI successfully launched and adopted by
nearly 100 insurance and stakeholder organisatio
and has become the largest collaborative initiativg
between the UN and the insurance industry

1 PSI anounced the initiatived develop Insurance
588t 2LySyi D2Ffa (G2 K
Sustainable Development Goals

1 Developed legal and practical guidelines for
responsible investment (RI) mandates.

1 Supported the development and implementation
country frameworks and priiples for sustainable
finance (e.g. Nigerian Sustainable Banking
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Principles, Colombian Green Protocol, Kenya
Sustainable Finance Initiative).

158t AGSNBR 4Ly adzNI ¢gh@ 3014

Policy Develop Dialogue and 15 global consultation by the PSI and UNEP Inqu
-ment and engagement on how insurance policy and regulation and
Regulatory

partnerships could better support sustainable

Reform
development

1 PSI and UNEP Inquiry announgsitatives to
create a Sustainable Insurance Pokoyum for
insurance regulators, an develop Insurance
55¢9St 2LIySyid D2lta G2 K
Sustainable Development Goals

1 Annual consultative meetings and business forun
held at various levels. Such meetings support
collaborative initiatives angartnerships on
transition pathways to the Green Economy.

1 Forums held to increase involvement of banks,
insurance companies, and investment firms in
financing and investing in resource efficient and
sustainable companies.

1 UNEP FI supported the developmefitcountry
dialogueand engagements on green financing
the Mongolia and the UAE

1 Initiated dialogue and participated in the policy
making consultation processes with European
institutions, in particular the European Commissiq

106. With respect to outputsachieved to date, it is important to note that the work of UNEP Fl is

on-going

1

. However, sveral of the stated outputs have already been achieved, notably:

The ESRA Training Programme has been running for 10 years and has delivered training
to some 3,00Ginance practitioners worldwide.

PSI was successfully launched in 2012reeatly D0 insurance and stakeholders have
joined, including insurers representing more than 20% of world premium volume and
USD 14 trillion in assets under management

The NaturalCapital Declaration (NCD) was successfully launched in 2012

The Portfolio Decarbonisation Coalition (PDC) has been established and as of0OP21
exceeded it$100 billiontarget by securings600billion of decarbonisation

commitments

There is areater focus on energy efficiericy

The Freshfields Il report extends the work on sustainable banking (SB) and responsible
investment (RI) metrics, etand

Banking and Human Rights report addman Rights risk mitigation toolldanhd the

report on bankig and human rights, from a legal perspectiave been developed and

well received.

107. In addition to quantitative responses, masurveyrespondents also provided written
comments. Figurédlillustratesthose outputsof UNEP Hince 201Qhat the respondets saw as the
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most important(see also Annex A, Qi@ detail). The size of text reflects how often antput was

listedd / £t SENI &z GKSNBE A& || RADSNEA GO {200 20188 yAAYZAYY TH£(
Gt N2PY2GAY 3 adzadl & Fahdmt $ AWAVIISYy OK | GrglsSa@tanst] ¢ SY S NH
important outputs.

108. On averagell?2 people receive otine ESRAraining from UNEP [per yearat an average

cost of $1100which is fully paid by thetudents. From exit surveys, 69% of the students rated the

overall quality of the training asxcellenand another 29% rated it as Good, for an overall
{FOGAaTFTFOG2NE 2NJ 6SUGSNI NI GAY3T 2F oy @ ¢CNI AYyAy3
butSNE 2F OF LI OAGe RS@St2LIYSyido LG Aa |faz2 ¥Fdz f @&
and expandedsee recommendatiomaragraph247).

109. Itis also worth noting that several UNEP FI reports are translated into languages other than
English, ofterat the initiative of a local membegalthough, some respondents felt more reports

could be translated into their languagécross the UNEP FI team eleven different languages are
spoken. Finally, from the survey results, there is also strong agreemehé @uality of reports and
products produced by UNEP FI (Figlee

Figurell: KeyUNEP FI achievements and deliverabsisce 2010as seen bysurvey respondents
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