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Background 
 
1. In 2005, the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) recommended that 
OED include in its 2006 work program an evaluation of ADB’s Environment, Involuntary 
Resettlement, and Indigenous Peoples (IP) safeguard policies. In 2006, the Operations 
Evaluation Department (OED) completed separate evaluations of ADB’s Environmental 
Safeguards and Involuntary Resettlement (IR) Safeguards. The two studies were 
separately discussed by the DEC on 27 September and 9 October 2006 and, in 
consideration of the Management’s responses to the evaluations, the Committee 
endorsed the findings and recommendations to be considered in the safeguards policy 
review in 2007. 
 
2. OED completed an evaluation study on IP Safeguards in February 2007 to 
provide DEC with an independent assessment, and contribute to the policy update that 
Management would propose to the Board for consideration in 2008. 

 
Summary of Discussion 
 
3. The DEC generally endorsed the recommendations of the study and considered 
it a useful contribution to the planned policy review. The Committee particularly 
endorsed the point that safeguard issues need to be separated from developmental 
issues and they felt that an IP developmental strategy is required as much as an IP 
safeguard policy. Since IP often represent the poorest and most vulnerable segments of 
society, the DEC considered the protection of IP livelihoods and rights a concern for both 
ADB and the country.  
 
4. The DEC regarded a risk assessment analysis as important to identify capacity 
building requirements of DMCs, both at the executing agency and community level. The 
highest standards should be set and followed in strengthening the capacity of the DMCs. 
 
5. The Committee commented on the principle of due diligence, and suggested a 
clear and simplified process. They supported the recommendation to avoid duplication in 
the three safeguard policies, and suggested that a less rigid approach was needed. 
 
6. The Committee agreed that the original spirit of the IP policy has been altered in 
the Operation Manual (OM) Section F3. Previously, projects needed to deal with risks of 
significant adverse impacts for IP through Indigenous Peoples Development Plans 
(IPDPs), whereas now the OM seemed to require IPDPs for all cases where IP are in the 
project impact zone, even when the project will address IP development and no 
significant adverse risks can be identified. DEC had observed the same policy drift in the 
case of the IR policy. The Committee felt that Management should have sought formal 
Board approval for such policy changes at an earlier stage. Better explanation of the 
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rationale behind the IP policy was recommended in order to provide clarity on the 
objectives of the policy. 
 
7. DEC members observed that the definition of IP is subject to much debate. Any 
definition should cover other dimensions, including identification of development options 
that would translate to the formulation of Country Partnership Strategies (CPS). The 
nexus between IP and vulnerability should be clarified as there may be cases where IP 
are not vulnerable. One DEC member suggested that vulnerability may be a better 
conceptual framework rather than indigenous status.  
 
8. In discussing the recommendation of an IP policy implementation plan that will 
reconcile policy aspirations with organizational, budget and human resource 
implications, one DEC member stressed that reconciling ambitions with resources 
should not default to working within currently available resources.  
 
9. One DEC member argued that ADB should be more ambitious in its current 
objective of the IP Policy’s principle that “the Bank will ensure that the affected 
populations and persons are at least as well-off as they would have been in the absence 
of the intervention”. The interventions should result in an improved status for the affected 
IP, and although ADB should continue to aim for the highest possible standards, it 
needed to be more realistic about country capacity. Another DEC member commented 
that if ADB wishes to impose higher standards than DMCs were willing to pay for, 
shareholders should be prepared to share the cost. 
 
10. The Committee emphasized the need for a well-articulated IP policy that will 
provide clear guidelines to both staff and EAs. Views of the DMCs should be sought and 
considered, while DMCs take the lead in safeguarding IPs. The updated IP policy should 
be flexible and allow for the use of country systems, especially in the light of the diversity 
of the DMCs. This called for a clear accountability framework. DEC also recommended 
that the policy update should include a results-based framework.  
 
11. The Chair referred to the DEC’s recommendation in 2006 that the review of the 
safeguard policies should ensure an open and inclusive dialogue with all stakeholders, 
including the Board, which requires an iterative process, beyond conventional 
consultation practices.  
 
12. In its response, the Management thanked OED for its evaluation, and generally 
agreed to review most of its recommendations in the context of the Safeguard Policy 
Update. However, Management disagreed with OED’s findings that there is a policy drift 
related to the provisions of the OM and IP practice in ADB. Management believed that 
the OM clarifies many ambiguities in the IP policy. Management recognized that a 
variety of definitions on IP exist and that there is inherent difficulty in arriving at a uniform 
definition of IP. Nevertheless, Management assured DEC that the updated safeguard 
policies will provide enhanced clarity on the definitions, scope, objective, and principles 
on IP. 
 
13. The Management also disagreed on the recommendation that IPDPs should be 
prepared only in projects where risks to IP are not covered in the resettlement and 
environment policies. Management believed that in many projects involving IP, social 
risks and impacts are evident, and having an IPDP provides a more holistic approach. 
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14. Management assured the DEC that the safeguard policy update will examine the 
issues raised in the SES. Management will also provide feedback to the Board on the 
results of the consultation. The updated policy may be completed in 2008, and an 
informal briefing to the Board will be arranged after the external consultations in the third 
quarter of 2007. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agus Haryanto 
Chair, Development Effectiveness Committee 
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