
INFRASTRUCTURE MONITOR 2023

Environmental, social, 
and governance (ESG) 
factors in infrastructure

Note: This supplemental section was published in February 
2024, following the publication of the original three sections of 
the Infrastructure Monitor 2023 report. It has been developed in 
partnership with GRESB, drawing on data from GRESB’s annual 
Infrastructure Asset Assessment.
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Key findings

• In 2023, infrastructure assets continued to improve their ESG 
policies, practices, and disclosure, across all three pillars 
(environmental, social, and governance). While Governance 
saw the most improvement, overall, it still lags behind the 
Social and Environment pillars.

• 60% of infrastructure assets currently have a net zero target, 
but only have one that is science-based or aligned to a net zero 
target-setting framework. 

• Net zero targets are more likely to be location-based, rather 
than market-based, and capture only Scope 1 and 2 emissions. 
However, regional variances exist with Europe leading the way 
in Scope 3 and market-based targeting. 

• Most infrastructure assets have a systematic process for 
identifying and assessing the financial impact of physical 
climate risks, with more than two-thirds concluding that there 
are material direct or indirect financial impacts. 

• Transition risks are also widely identified and assessed, with 
policy and legal risks the most widely recognised and the most 
likely to have a material financial impact on infrastructure 
assets. 

• 92% of infrastructure assets have an individual responsible for 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) issues, although only 68% 
have set a specific DEI objective. 
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In 2023, infrastructure assets continued to improve their ESG policies, practices, and disclosure.

GRESB ESG Score for infrastructure assets 
(0=worst and 100=best, 2018-2023)

Source: GI Hub analysis based on GRESB Infrastructure Asset Assessment.
Notes: While ESG Scores have been subject to some methodological changes and changing component weights over time, they are still comparable across years.

• GRESB is currently the market leading source of ESG data for infrastructure assets, 
collecting data via its annual Infrastructure Asset & Fund Assessments and calculating 
an ESG Score using a bespoke methodology and framework. This ESG Score reflects the 
extent to which assets have ESG policies in place, manage ESG risk, report transparently 
on their most material ESG issues, and have current and future ESG targets.

• According to GRESB’s Infrastructure Asset Assessment, the average ESG Score for 
infrastructure assets has been increasing steadily since 2019 and continued to do so in 
2023, rising from 79.3 in 2022 to 82.8 in 2023. The 2023 increase was despite a poorer 
performance amongst ESG laggards (bottom 20% of reporting assets), whose average 
score fell for the first time since the assessment’s inception. 
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ESG Scores for infrastructure assets improved in all three pillars of ESG in 2023. While Governance 
saw the most improvement, overall, it still lags behind the Social and Environment pillars.

• In 2023, the ESG Scores of infrastructure assets improved across all three pillars of ESG 
(environmental, social, and governance), with Governance seeing the most improvement, 
albeit from the lowest base. This improvement in Governance was driven by significant 
progress in Certification, which may be in part due to ESG certifications becoming more 
widespread and mainstream. However, Certification scores remain the lowest by far 
owing to the inherent difficulty and costs associated with acquiring ESG certification. 

• Historically, Energy has typically been the highest scoring individual aspect, reflecting the 
extent to which assets report on and sets targets for energy sold or consumed. However, 
for the first time in 2023, this was not the case, with Energy surpassed by both Health 

and Safety (the extent to which the entity reports on health and safety of employees 
and contractors, users, and the local community) and Employees (reflecting employee 
engagement and extent of reporting on diversity and inclusion).

• Notably, scores in Leadership fell in 2023, and was the only aspect to see a decline. 
However, this primarily reflects updated methodology and the introduction of new – and 
more challenging – indicators around Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) objectives and 
net zero commitments. In general, GRESB assessments are likely to become increasingly 
challenging in future years to better differentiate top performers.
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Source: GI Hub analysis based on GRESB Infrastructure Asset Assessment.
Note: The Policies and Risk Management components contribute to three pillars but have been included in the Governance pillar for the purpose of this chart.
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60% of infrastructure assets currently have a net zero target, but only one third have one that is 
science-based or aligned to a net zero target-setting framework.

• For the first time in 2023, GRESB’s infrastructure assessment captures whether 
assets have set a net zero target, and the characteristics of these targets. While target 
setting itself does not reflect an improvement in sustainable outcomes, they do reflect 
a willingness to improve, and highlights progress towards the decarbonisation of 
infrastructure assets.  

• The assessment shows that only 60% of reporting infrastructure assets currently have a 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction target aligned to net zero. Furthermore, this 
is likely to be an overestimate of the actual figure as those voluntarily reporting to GRESB 
are arguably more sustainability-focused and more likely to have a target.

• The data also suggest that the targets may not be sufficiently ambitious. While most 
targets are transparent and publicly communicated, only 35% of all reporting assets 
have a target that is aligned to a net zero target-setting framework (most commonly 
the Science Based Targets initiative), and only 34% have one that is science-based. 
Furthermore, only 56% of assets that have set a net zero target have also set an interim 
target – suggesting that many assets may not yet have defined a pathway to net zero.

Infrastructure assets that have a GHG emissions target aligned with net zero 
(% of reporting assets)

NoYes NoYes

NoYes NoYes

41%
43%
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Source: GI Hub analysis based on GRESB Infrastructure Asset Assessment. 

Source: GI Hub analysis based on GRESB Infrastructure Asset Assessment. 
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Net zero targets are more likely to be location-based, rather than market-based, and capture only 
Scope 1 and 2 emissions. However, regional variances exist with Europe leading the way in Scope 3 and 
market-based targeting.
• Amongst all infrastructure assets that have a net zero target, 

location-based targets (60%) are more common than market-
based ones (40%), regardless of the scope of emissions. This 
is true in all regions except Europe, where there is a 50-50 split 
between location and market-based targets.

• Not only is Europe leading the way in market-based targeting, 
but it is also the only region where Scope 3 emissions 
targeting is more prevalent than Scope 1+2 targeting. 53% of 
net zero targets in Europe capture Scope 3 emissions, well 
ahead of the global average (42%). 

• While the sample size is relatively small in Asia (n = 40 in 
2023), infrastructure assets in this region are most likely to 
have a net zero target. In line with this finding, Asia is also 
the top performing scorer in the GHG emissions aspect, 
which reflects the extent of targeting and reporting on GHG 
emissions. However, only 9% of net zero targets in Asia 
capture Scope 3 emissions. Overwhelmingly, targets are 
location-based and capture only Scope 1 and 2 emissions 
(88%).

• Assets in the Americas are the least likely to have a net zero 
target, but follow global trends (i.e.more likely to be location-
based and Scope 1 + 2). In 2023, more than 80% of these 
assets were located in North America, with a limited sample 
size in Latin America. 
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Source: GI Hub analysis based on GRESB Infrastructure Asset Assessment.
Note: Currently, participants can only select one type of net zero target in their response, even though some may have multiple targets. 
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Most infrastructure assets have a systematic process for identifying and assessing the financial 
impact of physical climate risks, with more than two-thirds concluding that there are material direct 
or indirect financial impacts.
• By 2050, the physical risks posed by climate change could reduce the value of 

infrastructure assets by up to 27% (EDHECinfra, 2023b). The criticality of understanding 
these risks appears well-understood, with most infrastructure assets assessed by GRESB 
having a systematic process for identifying physical risks (88% of reporting assets) and 
for assessing their material financial impact (78%). 

• The most commonly identified risks are flash flooding (acute) and heat stress (chronic), 
with almost half of respondents indicating that their infrastructure assets are exposed 

to these risks. However, these results may also reflect to some extent the type of 
infrastructure assets reporting to GRESB (both sector type and geographical location). 

• For assets that have a process for assessing the financial impact of physical risks, 67% 
conclude that there are material direct impacts on the asset (mostly through increased 
capital costs) and 70% conclude that there are material indirect impacts (most commonly 
through increased operating costs).
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Transition risks are also widely identified and assessed by infrastructure assets, with policy and legal 
risks the most commonly identified and the most likely to have a material financial impact.

• Most infrastructure assets assessed by GRESB also have a systematic process 
for identifying transition risks (84% of reporting assets) and for assessing their 
material financial impact (77%), marginally lower than the equivalent shares for 
physical risks. 

• Overall, policy and legal risks were the most commonly identified transition risks 
and also the most likely to have a material financial impact on infrastructure 
assets, together with market risks. Among the assets with a process for 
identifying transition risks, 85% identified a policy and legal risk. This risk most 
commonly relates to enhanced obligations for emissions reporting, as well 
as mandates and regulations on existing products and service. 69% of those 
assessing impact concluded that policy and legal risks would have a material 
financial impact, most commonly through increased operating costs. 

• Market, reputation, and technology risks were also widely identified by 
infrastructure assets, particularly the risk of changing customer behaviour (64%), 
increased stakeholder concerns (57%), and the costs of transitioning to lower 
emissions technology (57%). Market risks were most likely to have a financial 
impact through reduced demand for goods and services (due to shift in consumer 
preferences), reputation risks through reduced revenue from decreased demand 
for goods and services, and technology risks through the costs to adopt or deploy 
new practices and processes. 

Material financial impacts identified, by transition risk type
(% of reporting assets that assess impact of transition risk)
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92% of infrastructure assets have an individual responsible for Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) 
issues, although only 68% have set a specific DEI objective.

• Compared with previous years, GRESB’s 2023 Infrastructure Assessment includes 
a broader range of metrics to evaluate infrastructure assets’ DEI commitments and 
objectives, and how responsibilities for making decisions relating to DEI are assigned. 

• In 2023, 68% of infrastructure assets reporting to GRESB had a DEI objective. However, 
most assets (92%) have designated an individual responsible for DEI issues, even 
in the absence of a specific DEI objective. In most cases, the designated individual 
is not exclusively tasked with DEI responsibilities, as only 47% of assets have a 
dedicated person for DEI. The presence of a person solely dedicated to DEI enhances 
the likelihood that objectives and performance on DEI will be effectively managed. As 
these DEI indicators are new and part of the broader suite of DEI metrics implemented 
in 2023, no comparison can be made to previous years.

Commitment to Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI), by sector
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