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1. Environmentally Sustainable Growth (ESG) and Inclusive Economic Growth are two of 
the three main strategic agendas of Strategy 2020,1 issued in 2008, the third being Regional 
Cooperation and Integration. Asian Development Bank (ADB’s) pursuit of its safeguards policy 
is a cornerstone of its strategy for inclusive economic and environmentally sustainable growth. 
The latest guidance ADB has provided for managing these risks is its 2009 Safeguard Policy 
Statement (SPS).2                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
 
2. SPS integrates and updates three formerly separate safeguard policies: the Involuntary 
Resettlement (IR) Policy of 1995, the Indigenous Peoples (IP) Policy of 1998, and the 
Environment Policy of 2002. It also says that the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) was 
to be responsible for two “reviews”, one to be initiated after 3 years, called the Safeguard 
Operational Review (SOR), and the second 5 years after, a Review of the Effectiveness of SPS. 
IED did the first review in November 2014, where it assessed ADB processes, the portfolio, 
advances made in the use of country safeguard systems (CSS) in ADB supported projects, and 
new procedures for safeguards in financial intermediary projects. It included only limited field 
work and focused on quality at entry. Project supervision, implementation, and results on the 
ground were to be a focus of the SPS effectiveness evaluation.    
 
3. Such an evaluation would be timely and valuable now as it would come at a time when 
multilateral development banks and countries are looking at safeguards. It would also have 
great value in feeding into ADB’s work. When IED presented the SOR to the Development 
Effectiveness Committee (DEC) on 7 November 2014, ADB Management suggested to 
postpone the SPS evaluation for a few years when more project data will be available. DEC 
Chair said that IED should consider whether the sample of operations approved after SPS’ 
adoption was sufficiently mature to assess project outcomes, and suggested further consultation 
if needed.3 
 
4. Management, in the consolidated comments on an earlier draft of this approach paper, 
reiterated that there would be a small number of projects mature enough for evaluating results.  
 
5. IED has had discussions with safeguards staff in the Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change Department (SDCC) and Board members, the President as well as ADB 
operations. The value of a real-time review of ADB’s experience with safeguards was confirmed. 
At the same time, a full evaluation of the effectiveness of SPS might have to wait three years, 
on account of the need for good field results, although it may be early even then. As such, it was 

                                                
1
  ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank 2008–2020. 
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2
  ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila: June. 
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  ADB. 2014. Chair’s Summary of the Development Effectiveness Committee Meeting, 7 November 2014. Manila. 
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agreed that there is merit in proceeding with an interim evaluation in 2015–2016 that builds on 
the SOR and provides a broader foundation for the full SPS effectiveness evaluation in 2018–
2019. The 2015–2016 evaluation will follow up on issues found in the SOR and consider both 
aspects of the scope and the efficiency of safeguards implementation.  
  
6. Both DEC and senior management gave suggestions for this evaluation. The DEC chair, 
for instance, had welcomed the new requirements under the SPS (e.g., biodiversity 
conservation, occupational safety and community health and safety, greenhouse gas emissions) 
but also suggested considering whether developing member countries can afford ADB 
standards. He cited the importance of striking a balance by not setting the bar too high so as to 
discourage countries to engage with ADB (footnote 3).  

 
7. IED senior management emphasized the value addition of having sound safeguards 
during an IED work plan consultation meeting on 3rd August. Of interest would be ADB 
safeguards compared to national safeguard systems, and the costs and benefits associated 
with either of these. This was deemed relevant for ADB as projects are negotiated with 
governments and clients, and there are often issues surrounding interpretations of the 
safeguard policies. Furthermore, safeguard systems are still internationally under some scrutiny, 
given for instance the World Bank’s current update process on their safeguard policies, and 
consultations on the safeguard system to be followed by the Asian Infrastructure Investment 
Bank. 
 
A.  Main Questions of the Thematic Evaluation Study 
 
8. The main purpose of the evaluation study is to assess the efficiency, effectiveness, and 
sustainability of the implementation of safeguards through a real-time assessment of three 
country safeguards experiences, drawing on case studies of both more mature and more recent 
projects. The evaluation is concerned with investigating the various opportunities and 
constraints arising from ADB and national safeguards, with particular interest in costs incurred 
and benefits gained at multiple levels, and identifying opportunities for improvements.  
 
9. This in some sense exploratory evaluation will draw on case study approaches to 
provide examples of ADB and national safeguards experiences. It will also elaborate on how 
and why results between ADB and the national systems vary. The country assessments will be 
integrated into the final report along with findings from supporting portfolio and desk review and 
interviews. The report will focus on experiences with costs and benefits of national and ADB 
supported safeguard implementation and provide recommendations for increasing benefits 
and/or reducing costs in ways that improve net benefits. It will also generate findings and 
hypotheses to feed into the full evaluation of SPS effectiveness in the future.  
 
10. The main evaluative questions for the study are as follows (Appendix 1). 
 

(i) How efficiently is the application of safeguards in ADB supported projects 
undertaken at the country level and how does it add value; also, how are country 
systems and capacities changing and how effectively is ADB’s system 
responding and adjusting;  

(ii) To what extent and how sustainably are adverse impacts of projects on the 
environment and affected people avoided in recent years in the three countries 
selected and, where it was not avoided, how costly was it for the main actors in 
project preparation and implementation in the country able to minimize, mitigate, 
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and/or compensate for adverse project impacts on the environment and affected 
people;  

(iii) To what extent has ADB been able to strengthen the safeguards systems of 
executing agencies and clients in the three countries through project investments 
and other efforts and develop their capacity to manage environmental and social 
risks; and  

(iv) Can ADB and the government improve on the net benefits of safeguards 
implementation (and if so how); i.e., increase the benefits of the safeguards 
mechanism, while keeping the costs involved constant or bringing them down, or 
while keeping the benefits constant while incurring less cost? Is there a need for 
ADB to go beyond “do no harm” and address environmental and social concerns 
more effectively, and if so, how can this be done. 

 
11. Evaluation questions are further worked out in an evaluation framework in Appendix 1. 
Following on from the SOR, some additional questions are of specific interest in looking at 
ADB’s safeguard experience in certain projects in the selected countries: (i) has the preparation 
for safeguard category B projects been sufficiently well done, (ii) is ADB supervision sufficiently 
intense in the case of category A environmental safeguards, (iii) how are perceptions in the 
countries regarding ADB’s safeguards, (iv) does the safeguard policy provide incentives for 
governments to involve ADB in high risk (but highly beneficial) projects, (v) how well has 
consultation with stakeholders been conducted, and (vi) are monitoring, grievance redress, and 
disclosure requirements being met?  
 
B. Method 
 
12. Approach. The evaluation will build on the desk-based SOR. It will also review the work 
done under regional or country specific technical assistance for the purpose of equivalence and 
acceptability assessment, internally available annual safeguards compliance monitoring reviews 
led by SDCC, and safeguards work published by regional departments. Complemented by a 
wider desk study of a sample of safeguards category A and B projects, the study has selected 
three countries from different regions for deeper analysis: Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Sri 
Lanka. The three countries were selected because they are in different regions, and have a 
good mix of types of interventions in categories A and B across key ADB sectors. They also 
have good documentation available, for instance for equivalence and acceptability 
assessments.  
 
13. Preparations, pre-study, and logistical arrangements (hiring of local consultants) have 
already started.4  A summary of the current progress with safeguards in each of these three 
countries can be found in Appendix 2 of this paper. Given the limited number of in-depth project 
case studies, the evaluation study will focus on public sector operations.5 The evaluation study 
will focus on resettlement and environmental safeguards as these are the most prevalent and 
relevant across all member countries. Safeguards related to IP, while critical, are not focused 
upon. The effectiveness of IP safeguards will be evaluated in the future full SPS evaluation. 
Furthermore, the study will conduct a number of project benefit-cost analyses. 
 

                                                
4
  The evaluation team sought feedback from ADB staff and had several discussions regarding the country selection.  

Progress with equivalence and acceptability assessments and other relevant technical assistance work done were 
also key factors for country and project selection.    

5
  One infrastructure financing facility project is included which is supported by ADB’s Private Sector Operations 

Department. 
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14. Initial work. The paper will draw on feedback from interviews and consultations with a 
cross-section of staff and consultants within ADB. Focus group discussions will be held with 
safeguards and project staff from SDCC and regional departments of selected countries. 
Analysis of the quality of the preparation of safeguard measures will be drawn from studies 
done previously: (i) ADB’s Quality at Entry Assessments (particularly the latest, for projects 
approved 2012–2013),6 (ii) internal reviews done by SDCC, and (iii) a study published by South 
Asia Regional Department this year.7 
 
15. Desk review for the 3 countries. For the 3 countries selected for evaluation, category 
A and B projects (approval between 2005 and 2015) will be reviewed. For those completed or 
approved after the 2009 SPS and that are sufficiently advanced,8 the evaluation will examine 
the quality of the risk assessment (e.g., environmental management plans, IR plans, monitoring 
system), and any practices to fill the gap with respective CSS. The evaluation will also assess 
supervision arrangements. Safeguard monitoring reports and other communications regarding 
the implementation to date and the follow up to those will be reviewed.  
 
16. Review of safeguard systems in the 3 countries. The evaluation will review ADB’s 
technical assistance to countries to assess issues of equivalence and of CSS with ADB policies 
and their acceptability in terms of available capacity to apply the CSS. As part of ADB’s support 
to the member countries to strengthen institutional and implementation capacity to deal with 
safeguards, under multiple technical assistance, SDCC and regional departments have been 
carrying out equivalence and acceptability assessments and other works (e.g., sector-based 
study) in some countries. 
 
17. Country case study missions. Each country case study will include one or more field 
missions of about 2 weeks duration and have local consultants investigating safeguards over a 
few months. In the Sri Lanka case study, the mission will be combined with IED’s country 
assistance program evaluation, and take place in February 2016, to reduce as much as possible 
the burden on the government and the resident mission. The evaluation team will meet with key 
stakeholders from ADB resident missions, central government, and line ministries and those 
dealing with environmental and social issues, and civil society. It is hoped that the government 
will allow the team to visit at least two national projects in the country with similar safeguard 
risks to those faced by ADB supported projects.  
 
18. In each of the three countries, the evaluation will first investigate the effectiveness of 
ADB supported safeguards implementation through project case studies. Four ADB supported 
projects will be assessed in greater depth in each of the three countries, and two national 
projects without external engagement. In these projects the evaluation will assess the actual 
costs of implementation and the benefits attained. The benefits or avoided damages, and some 
of the costs, are not always quantifiable and will be in part treated as qualitative or 
unquantifiable. Therefore, the feasibility of such comparison will be determined at an early 
phase of the missions to the countries. A balance sheet of quantitative and qualitative costs and 
benefits will be drawn up for each project experience. Comparisons between projects will be 
attempted, such as analysis of cost effectiveness, or cost per unit of safeguard outcome, for 
quantifiable variables. This will allow the evaluation to formulate recommendations for further 

                                                
6
  ADB. 2015. The Quality at Entry Assessment of Asian Development Bank Country Partnership Strategies and 

Projects Approved in 2012–2013. Manila. Confidential. 
7
  ADB. 2015. Safeguard Implementation: How Can We Make It More Meaningful. Manila.  

8
  Safeguard category A or B that were approved since 2010 and which have civil work budget disbursements of 50% 

or more. 
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improvement of the effectiveness of safeguards implementation. The approach will be tested in 
Sri Lanka, the first country case study to be conducted, in February 2016.  
  
19. Stakeholders’ views. During the main mission, the evaluation team will interview key 
informants, visit project sites for observation, and hold discussions with affected persons. 
Surveys may also be carried out, particularly for IR to get the perspective of affected people. 
Surveys for other stakeholders will also be considered. A wrap-up meeting with the borrower 
and/or client agencies and the Bank will be arranged to discuss the team's preliminary findings. 
The country missions will be conducted sequentially so that the core evaluation team can 
participate in all missions. 
 
20. Benefit-Cost Analysis. For one ADB and one national project, a benefit-cost analysis of 
safeguard implementation will be attempted as follows: 
 

(i) Benefit-cost analysis for the project with ADB safeguards will extend the original 
Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) analysis to include valuation of the 
environmental and social outcomes. Estimates of the benefits, or the damages 
that are avoided through social and environmental safeguards, will be attempted 
by examining information from: i) the historical trends of outcome and impact 
variables at the project site during the period before the project; ii) trends since 
the project start to date with the ADB safeguards; and iii) anticipated, future trend 
throughout the lifetime of the investment. The economic indicators will include the 
recalculated Extended Economic Rate of Return (EERR), Extended Net Present 
Value (ENPV) and Extended Benefit Cost Ratio (EBCR).   

(ii) A similar analysis will be conducted for the comparison project with CSS, 
whenever feasible. Higher ENPVs from the project with ADB safeguards versus 
the project with CSS will reflect the value added, by ADB. Higher EBCR from the 
project with ADB safeguards versus the project with CSS will reflect more 
efficient ADB safeguards. Opposite relationships naturally reflect less value 
adding and less efficient ADB safeguards.  

(iii) Benefits and costs that extend to environmental and social outcomes will be 
valued foremost in terms of the direct use values of provisioning services from 
the affected ecosystem and previous settlements that may have been omitted in 
the standard economic analysis: food, clean air and water, fuel-wood, recreation, 
and education. Indirect values from regulating, support, and cultural services 
from the ecosystem will additionally be analyzed using local information where 
available, and carefully adapted benefits transfers, specially transfer functions, 
from similar sites when feasible.   

(iv) Analysis of who gains the benefits, and who bears the costs will be conducted to 
unveil equity concerns and supplement the aggregate measures that pertain to 
efficiency.  

(v) In cases where willingness to pay estimates were generated, for instance for 
cleaner water and improved access to electricity, no additional valuation will be 
conducted. Rather, actual versus planned tariffs will be examined, to look into 
possible improvements in the capture of consumers surplus that have 
implications for the sustainability of the services from the investment.  

 
21. Supplementary desk review of a wider sample of projects. On completion of the 
country missions and field visits of the 18 or so project case studies in the three countries 
(additional 6 government-financed projects are under national safeguard systems), the study will 
review the generalizability of the findings and may decide to conduct a larger desk review of a 
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sample of projects with safeguards categorization in ADB. This may constitute a review of 
perhaps 34 ADB-supported projects (Appendix 4) in addition to the 18 projects covered already 
in the case studies in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, and the Kyrgyz Republic. The number of additional 
projects may be further increased at a later stage, if certain safeguard sub-areas need to be 
added or certain cases are deemed vital to reflect important elements of ADB safeguards 
operations. The latter may include aspects of internal processes and procedures to apply the 
safeguards during preparation and during implementation and how they affect the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the project at hand. 
 
C. Projects to be Visited in the Three Countries 
 
22. A preliminary shortlist of projects in the three countries is reflected in the following table 
and is based on a longer list in Appendix 5.  

 
Table 1: List of Projects in Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Sri Lanka 

Year Country Loan Numbers Project Name Sector 
Amount 

($ m) ENV IR IP 

2005 SRI 2217/2767 National Highway Sector Project TRA 235 A A B 
2008 SRI 2477/0129/130 Dry Zone Urban Water and 

Sanitation  
WSS 108 B A  C 

2009 SRI 7267/2519/0149/
7266/2518/7265/

0149 

Clean Energy and Access 
Improvement Project  

ENE 172 B A B 

2010 SRI 2639/2640 Northern Road Connectivity 
Project  

TRA 154 B B C 

2008 KGZ 0123 CAREC Transport Corridor I 
(Bishkek–Torugart Road) Project  
PCR Rating: Successful 

TRA 20 B B C 

2009 KGZ 2556/0163 Issyk-Kul Sustainable 
Development Project  

WSS 30 A C C 

2011 KGZ 2755 CAREC Corridor 1 (Biskek-
Torugart Road) - Project 3  

TRA 55 A C C 

2013 KGZ 3056/0366 Central Asia Regional Economic 
Cooperation Corridor 3 (Bishkek-
Osh Road) Improvement Project, 
Phase 4  

TRA 100 B B C 

2009 INO 2516/7298 Indonesia Infrastructure Financing 
Facility Company Project 

FI 100 FI A A 

2011 INO 2817 Regional Roads Development 
Project 

TRA 180 B A B 

2013 INO 3083 Java-Bali 500-Kilovolt Power 
Transmission Crossing 

ENE 224 A A C 

2014 INO 3123/8280 Metropolitan Sanitation 
Management Investment Project 

WSS 80 B B C 

CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation, ENE = energy, ENV = environment, FI = financial 
intermediary, INO = Indonesia, IR = involuntary resettlement, IP = indigenous peoples, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, PCR 
= project completion report, SRI = Sri Lanka, TRA = transport, WSS = water supply and sanitation. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 

23. Selection of 4 ADB-supported projects and 2 projects not supported by ADB.  As 
mentioned before, the evaluation will shortlist in each of the three countries four projects with 
environmental and IR risks categorized as A or B in ADB’s safeguard classification system. 
Among a universe of 128 projects in the three countries (Appendix 5), the following criteria were 
used to come to a sample of 12 suitable projects for in-depth study and field visit: (i) a safeguard 
category A or B in any of the two (environment and/or IR) safeguard areas, and ability to 
demonstrate the use of ADB safeguards in the project (not temporary impact such as noise and 
dust during the construction, but something that may have substantial impact beyond ADB 
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intervention period); (ii) sectoral diversity; (iii) a good set of data; (iv) a variety of safeguard 
experiences, whether negative or positive,9 and (v) one or two exceptions in certain sectors with 
no sufficiently advanced projects, but IED will be able to review works by the recipient 
government to fill in the gaps between the requirements of the national system and ADB’s 
safeguards. This study takes note of SDCC’s position that the SPS introduced substantial new 
elements; thus new requirements introduced to the post-January 2010 projects as opposed to 
pre-SPS projects will be carefully taken into account, when analyzing the value addition of ADB 
safeguards implementation. Appendix 2 has details on recent safeguard policy developments in 
the three countries. For the benefit-cost analysis, two nationally implemented projects not 
affiliated with ADB or other international agencies will be selected in each country in 
consultation with the government, with an emphasis on matching safeguard issues with the 
ADB-supported projects. 
 
24. The evaluation team assumes it will have unfettered access to information. IED 
requires full and unfettered access to internal communication and consultation records between 
Operations and SDCC during preparation and implementation,10 and the full set of safeguard 
documents [i.e., EIA, environmental management plan (EMP), resettlement plan (RP), 
indigenous peoples development plan (IPDP)] and databases available.  
 
D. Resource Requirements, Schedule, and Dissemination 
 
25. Budget. The budget will be sourced from TA available to IED and also from annual staff 
consultant budget and is detailed in Appendix 6 (not public).   
 
26. Staff. The evaluation study will be prepared by IED staff and a consultant team, which 
will be led by team leader/Principal Evaluation Specialist (10 person-months, T. Ueda), one 
Principal Evaluation Specialist (4 person-months, E. Kwon), one Senior Evaluation Specialist (4 
person-months each, A. Brubaker) and two Evaluation Specialists (4 person-months each, G. 
Kilroy and A. Perdana), supported by an Evaluation Officer (8 person-months, G. Agapito;  
J. Dimayuga as back-up) and an Associate Evaluation Analyst (8 person-months, M. Fortu) 
when the evaluation report is expected to be submitted to the IED’s management for approval.   
 

27. International consultants (16 person-months for 3 experts).11 One environmental and 
one social safeguard consultant will help carry out the desk review and country portfolio analysis. 
They will bring in experiences from other multilateral agencies. They will help with the case 
studies by visiting project sites, help with surveys, interview relevant stakeholders, and validate 
preliminary findings. One economist will help design a methodology to ascertain the benefits 
and costs associated with safeguards, and assess the findings of the case studies in economic 
terms (terms of reference for consultants are in Appendix 7).  
 

28. National consultants [24 person-months for 9 in-country experts and 19 person-months 
for 3 (or 4)12 headquarters-based consultants]. The in-country evaluation consultants will (i) 
prepare case study preparatory reports focusing on ADB experience on safeguard policy 

                                                
9
  Two projects of Indonesia have been replaced based on discussion with Resident Mission country director after the 

second approach paper circulation.  
10

 Independent Evaluation Group of World Bank had access to internal communication between operations and the    
central review department during its 2010 evaluation. World Bank. 2010. Safeguards and Sustainable Policy in a 
Changing World. Washington, DC. 

11
 One person month is equivalent to twenty-two days. 

12
 BCA economist may double as geographic information system (GIS)/ Global Positioning Systems (GPS) geo-
tagging expert (if not available, the post will be split into two persons).  
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implementation, and current safeguards practice in the country and of other development 
partners, and (ii) support evaluation mission field work, particularly in collecting data and 
arranging logistics. The consultants are expected to have a sound understanding of country-
level development issues and the policies and operations of ADB and its development partners. 
 

29. Headquarters-based consultants. The headquarters-based consultants will provide 
data collection and analytical support. These include: (i) literature review, and policy and 
program analysis, portfolio review, benchmarking, and preparation of country case studies, (ii) 
reviewing project and other relevant documents, and (iii) technical assistance and statistical 
and/or econometric analyses. 
 

30. External peer reviewers. Two resource persons cum external reviewers (0.5 person-
months for no more than 5 working days per assignment) will (i) comment on the draft report, 
focusing on areas that need strengthening, and (ii) give guidance on articulating key findings, 
lessons, and recommendations (footnote 3).  
 
31. The schedule for the TES is proposed as follows: 
 

Milestone Target Dates 

Evaluation Approach Paper December 2015 
External consultant recruitment August–October 2015 (Done) 
Portfolio Review and HQ interviews October–December 2015 
Field visits January 2016–May 2016 
First draft for peer review 
One stop meeting 

III May 2016 
IV May 2016 

Interdepartmental circulation of draft report I June 2016 
Director level meeting 
Submission to the editor 

III June 2016 
IV June 2016 

DG approval II July 2016 
Board circulation IV July 2016 
DEC meeting I August 2016 

 
E. Knowledge Dissemination Plan 
 
32. The study will be discussed at the Development Effectiveness Committee Meeting in 
August 2016. It will be available to the public after the approval by the Director General, IED. The 
study will be uploaded on ADB external and internal websites as well as provide inputs to ADB’s 
vision for improvement in safeguard implementation in projects. The findings of the study will be 
presented at an internal seminar, and may contribute to ADB’s inputs to various external events 
scheduled in late 2016. 
 

Appendixes:      1.  Safeguard Principles and Practices to be Assessed in the Project Case Studies 
2.  Updates on Safeguards Implementation in Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Sri Lanka  

  3.  Scope for Benefit and Cost Analysis  
  4.  List of 34 Projects for Desk Review 

5. List of 128 Sovereign Projects Approved from 2005–2014 in Indonesia, Kyrgyz 
Republic, and Sri Lanka 

6.  Cost Estimates (not for public disclosure) 
7.  Terms of Reference of Consultants (not for public disclosure) 
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SAFEGUARD PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO BE ASSESSED IN THE PROJECT CASE 
STUDIES 

Principles and Practices to be Assessed Proposed Activities  for Selected Countries and Projects 

A. Environment  

CSS Support Reviews the CDTA support under Equivalence and 
Acceptability assessment; and links the findings with specific 
evaluation sub-issues below. Checks weakness already 
identified have also been manifested during the implementation 
of candidate projects.   

Preparation 

Screening as early as possible, to determine the 
appropriate extent and type, so that appropriate 
studies are undertaken commensurate with the 
significance of potential impacts and risks.    

Assesses how early ADB became familiar with the risk and 
potential impact of the project; and assesses whether the level 
of detail in the project document and appendices was 
adequate.  
Assesses whether the initial safeguards categorization 
(especially for environment) or risk assessment was adequate 
to subsequently avoid or mitigate negative impacts. 

Conduct an environmental assessment for projects to 
identify potential impacts and risks to physical, 
biological, socioeconomic, environmental etc., and 
physical cultural resources in the context of projects’ 
area of influence.   

Assesses the adequacy of the IEE, EIA.   
 
Assesses how effective ADB was in providing training and 
capacity building to various stakeholders during the preparation 
and implementation. Checks whether this was one of 
components in the selected projects, or the task of a separate 
TA project. Investigates how the TA project complemented 
ADB support in the project implementation. 
 

Examine alternatives to the project’s location, design, 
technology, and components to the potential impacts. 

Checks whether there was an alternatives assessment, and if 
so, whether the assessment was good and whether the final 
project design was appropriate in this light.  

Preparation and Implementation 

Avoid, minimize, mitigate and/or offset adverse impacts 
and enhance positive impacts by means of 
environmental planning and management.  

Assesses if the EMP provides effective management measures 
to deal all the significant impacts identified during the impact 
assessment process 

Carry out meaningful consultation with affected people 
and facilitate their informed participation.  

Checks the quality of the process. 
(refer to REDD+ GRM guideline) 

Was  EMP publicly available for concerned parties, in a  
manner , before project appraisal, in an accessible 
place and in a form and languages understandable to 
affected people and other stakeholders.  

Assesses if a draft environmental assessment (EIA or IEE), 
including EMP, has been disclosed in a manner, before project 
appraisal, in an accessible place and in a form and language 
understandable to affected people and other stakeholders. 
 
 

Implementation  

Implement EMP and monitor its effectiveness.  Assesses how the monitoring has been done and how 
responsive the corrective actions have been. Assesses the 
merits of formally updating EIAs and IEEs, rather than simply 
reporting changes in monitoring reports, as was the case pre-
SPS. 

Do not implement project activities in areas of critical 
habitats. If projects are located within legally protected 
area, implement additional programs to promote and 
enhance the conservation aims of the protected area.  

Assesses whether any of the projects touches a protected 
area. If so, asks the question whether conversion or 
degradation has been appropriately mitigated. Asks whether a  
precautionary approach to the use, development, and 
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Principles and Practices to be Assessed Proposed Activities  for Selected Countries and Projects 

management of renewable natural resources has been 
adopted.  

Apply pollution prevention and control technologies 
and practices consistent with international good 
practices, as reflected in World Bank’s EHSG.   

Asks how national practice is different from EHSG, and how 
the EA/IA coped with this.  
(i) Identifies requirements for pollution prevention and control 
requirements for the Project in the EMP, (ii) checks the national 
requirements for the items identified in (i), (iii) checks whether 
the EMP identified pollution prevention and control is based on 
EHSG, if not identifies the gaps, and whether these gaps are 
there because the Project follows national requirements. 
 

Provide workers with safe and healthy working 
conditions and prevent accidents, injuries, and 
disease.  

Checks how has this been done during the time of 
construction, and whether. ADB safeguards have been 
adequately enforced in this aspect.  

Conserve physical cultural resources and avoid 
destroying or damaging them by using field-based 
surveys that employ qualified and experienced experts 
during environment assessment.  

Checks how local physical cultural resources have been 
utilized and approached during the project implementation.  

B. Involuntary Resettlement 

Preparation 

Screening as early as possible, to determine the past, 
present and future involuntary resettlement impacts 
and risks.     

Checks how the RP has been prepared, and particularly 
whether an RP had already been prepared following the 
country system before the project was first discussed with 
ADB.  Assesses at what point during the project discussions 
the consideration of safeguards and/or the preparation of RPs 
was initiated. For RPs prepared by PPTA consultants, 
assesses the amount of influence the borrower had on the 
preparation of the document. 
 
 

Carry out meaningful consultations with affected 
persons, host communities, and concerned NGO. 
Inform all displaced persons of their entitlement and 
resettlement options. Ensure their participation in 
planning, implementation, and monitoring and 
evaluation of resettlement programs. Pay particular 
attention to the needs of vulnerable groups, especially 
those below the poverty line, the landless, elderly, 
women and children.  

Assesses the quality, timing and thoroughness of the 
consultation with different strands and types of vulnerable 
community and people.  

Prepare a resettlement plan elaborating on displaced 
persons’ entitlements, the income and livelihood 
restoration strategy, institutional arrangements, 
monitoring and reporting framework, budget, and time-
bound implementation schedule.   

Assesses the quality of the assessment and the documentation 
prepared. 
 
Assesses how effective ADB was in providing training and 
capacity building to various stakeholders during the preparation 
and implementation? Was it one of components of the selected 
projects, or were there any separate TA projects (e.g., CDTA, 
RETA); and how did those complement ADB support in the 
project implementation? 
  

Implementation  

Improve or at least restore the livelihoods of all 
displaced persons, through (i) land-based resettlement, 

Assesses how thorough and appropriate measurement and/or 
calculation has been to the land value or asset, and how this 
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Principles and Practices to be Assessed Proposed Activities  for Selected Countries and Projects 

(ii) equal or higher values, (iii) full replacement for 
assets, (iv) benefit sharing schemes where possible.    

has been done in terms of improvement and restoration.  

Provide physically and economically displaced persons 
with needed support: (i) better housing with 
comparable access to employment and production 
opportunities; (ii) transitional support, land 
development, credit facilities, training, employment 
opportunities; (iii) civic infrastructure and community 
services.  

Responds to the following questions: 
How did the borrower or the RP translate the SPS principles in 
the ADB-supported project? Would borrower have adopted the 
principle without ADB's intervention? Are there existing local 
practices that are equivalent or similar that the project could 
have adopted/or have adopted instead? Are all assistance/ 
entitlements described in the principles considered by the 
project? 

Improve standards of living of the displaced poor and 
other vulnerable groups, and women, to at least 
national minimum standards.  

Checks whether there is a national minimum standard. And 
how this Project fares in this area?  

Develop procedures in a transparent, consistent, and 
equitable manner if land acquisition is through 
negotiated settlement to ensure that those people who 
enter into negotiated settlements will maintain the 
same or better income and livelihood status.  

Assesses whether negotiated settlement, if undertaken, was 
conducted without threat of eminent domain, and with third 
party documentation of negotiations and other transparent 
procedures including to calculate replacement cost.  
Assesses how livelihoods have been maintained or made 
better.  

Ensure that displaced persons without titles to land or 
any recognizable legal rights to land are eligible for 
resettlement support and compensation for loss of 
nonland assets.  

Assesses what are the differences in the treatment of displaced 
persons with and without titles, and how displaced persons 
without title to land have been treated in the Project.  

Disclose a draft resettlement plan, and documentation 
of the consultation process in a timely manner.  

Checks how RPs were disclosed and whether this was done in 
a timely and appropriate manner. Checks the Grievance 
Redress Mechanism in terms of accessibility, predictability, 
fairness, transparency, etc.  

Conceive and execute IR as part of a development 
project or program. Include the full costs of 
resettlement in the presentation of costs and benefits.  

Benefit and Cost Analysis of Safeguards operation will be done 
for selected projects (one from each of the three countries).  

Pay compensation and provide other resettlement 
entitlements before physical or economic 
displacement.  

Assesses the timing of the payment: process, amount also. 
Checks how the record of the process is kept.  

Implementation and after Completion 

Monitor and assess resettlement outcomes, their 
impacts on the standards of living of displaced persons 
and whether objectives of the resettlement plan have 
been achieved by taking into account the baseline 
conditions and results of resettlement monitoring.   

Assesses the quality of livelihood of physically displaced 
households, and economically affected. 
 
Livelihood restoration measures in addition to monetary 
compensation: To better study livelihood restoration 
measures and their relevance to the needs of APs, especially 
for vulnerable groups (women, poor and IPs/EMs etc.) and 
long term impact on their living standards and quality of life. 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, AP = affected person, CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, EA = 
executing agency, EIA = environmental impact assessment, EHSG = environmental, health, and safety guidelines, EM 
= environmental management, EMP = environmental management plan, GRM = grievance redress mechanism, IA = 
implementing agency, IEE = initial environmental examination, IR = involuntary resettlement, IP = indigenous peoples, 
NGO = nongovernment organization, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, RETA = regional technical 
assistance, RP = resettlement plan, SPS = Safeguards Policy Statement, TA = technical assistance.  
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
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UPDATES ON SAFEGUARDS IMPLEMENTATION IN INDONESIA, KYRGYZ REPUBLIC, 

AND SRI LANKA 
 
1. Three countries were considered for case studies on the effectiveness of Safeguards 
Policy Statement (SPS) implementation for ADB funded projects: Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, 
and Sri Lanka. ADB provided technical assistance to strengthen the following safeguard 
regulatory frameworks and administrative procedures of the three countries to make it aligned 
with international safeguard requirements: (i) Indonesia - environment; and social safeguards 
(both involuntary resettlement and Indigenous Peoples); (ii) Kyrgyz Republic - strategic 
environmental assessment; and (iii) Sri Lanka - involuntary resettlement, with case studies for 
two transport projects.  
 
A. Indonesia  
 
2. Use of Country Safeguard System. Indonesia has its own country safeguard systems 
(CSS) for environment and involuntary resettlement. The CSS for a project-specific 
environmental impact assessment (AMDAL) and related activities in Indonesia are more 
developed than for resettlement and are aligned to a large degree with ADB safeguards. The 
primary policy provision for AMDAL is Law No.32/2009 on Environmental Protection and 
Management under the Ministry of Environment. A well-developed consulting practice exists to 
support preparation and execution of required environmental activities, and government 
capacity for management and regulation is improving. Scope exists to use environmental CSS 
in ADB-financed projects. The government passed the Land Acquisition Law or the Land 
Acquisition for Development in the Public Interest in January 2012, and subsequently, prepared 
its implementing regulations. The land acquisition law provides greater protection of the rights of 
property owners through consultation and fair compensation, and deals with compensation for 
affected people with no titles. The new law is more aligned with ADB SPS compared to the 
previous policy framework. 
 
3. ADB Technical Assistance. ADB dedicated some of its technical assistance (TA) 
resources to enhancing the legal framework for land, 1  aligning ADB and country systems 
(covering, among others, social and environmental safeguards, procurement, and project 
preparation and start-up), 2  strengthening the institutional capacity of Indonesia for social 
safeguard preparation and implementation in water resource management and energy sectors,3 
and strengthening the capacity of the country’s AMDAL system.4  
 
4. Environment. ADB provided technical assistance to AMDAL Directorate of the Ministry 
of Environment to strengthen the country’s environmental assessment system. The TA on 
equivalence assessed Indonesia’s environmental safeguards as equivalent vis-a-vis ADB’s SPS 
in terms of environmental assessment to identify impacts, examination of alternatives, carrying 
out meaningful consultations with affected people, disclosure of environmental assessment, and 
environmental management plan (EMP) implementation and monitoring of its effectiveness. 
Challenges remain to align Indonesia’s AMDAL system with that of ADB in terms of project 
screening, capacity development and training, grievance redress, lack of guidance for projects 

                                                
1
   ADB. 2007. Enhancing the Legal and Administrative Framework for Land in Indonesia. Manila. 

2
   ADB. 2013. Aligning Asian Development Bank and Country Systems for Improved Project Performance in 

Indonesia. Manila. 
3
  ADB. 2014. Capacity Development for Social Safeguard Preparation and Implementation in Water Resource 

Management and Energy in Indonesia. Manila. 
4
  ADB. 2014. Strengthening Capacity of Indonesia’s Environmental Assessment (AMDAL) System. Manila.  



  Appendix 2     13 

 

 

to be located in critical habitats, incorporation of international standards for environmental, 
health and safety (EHS), and  technical guidelines in case of ‘chance finds’. 
 
5. Capacity building on environmental and social management, identified in the CSS 
assessment as lacking in the AMDAL system, was already incorporated in several projects,5 
which resulted to increased effectiveness of the project. The implementation of environment 
health and safety in accordance with international standards, although lacking in Indonesia’s 
legislation, was successfully implemented in a nonsovereign ADB supported project. This has 
set new standards in environmental and social risk assessment and rigorous environmental, 
social, health and safety management.6 
 
6. Involuntary Resettlement. Indonesia enacted in 2012 its land acquisition law and 
shortly thereafter, regulations were issued to implement it.7 To ensure a smoother transition 
from the previous legal framework, it was stipulated that the 2012 law would become operative 
only by 2014.  ADB provided TA to determine if there are gaps relative to Indonesia’s recently 
passed regulations, and to strengthen the capacity of institutions in carrying out land acquisition. 
ADB found that Indonesia needs to improve its regulations on the following policy principles to 
make it more align with ADB: (i) detailed procedures for appraisal of land and other nonland 
assets to make at par with ADB’s policy on replacement value; (ii) benefit sharing schemes; (iii) 
more details on compensation and other forms of support to displaced persons; (iv) more details 
on the law regarding improving the standards of living of displaced poor and other vulnerable 
groups;  and (v) monitoring and assessment of resettlement outcomes.  
 
7. Under Indonesian law, provision on calculation basis for compensation of land does not 
clearly refer to the principle of replacement cost [item (i) in para 5]. To fill the gap, the rate of 
compensation was calculated at full replacement cost, which is consistent with ADB policy.8 
 
8. Indigenous Peoples. There has been no ADB technical assistance so far related to 
strengthening, equivalence and capacity assessment of Indigenous Peoples policies and 
regulations in Indonesia.  
 
9. In Indonesia, while there is a formal acknowledgement of indigenous people’s rights in 
the 1945 Indonesian Constitution, there is no specific national law to protect indigenous and 
tribal people’s rights. 
 
B. Kyrgyz Republic 
 
10. Country Safeguard System. Kyrgyz Republic developed its EIA legislation and 
improved its implementation process at a project level since the 1990s. In 1997, the State 
Agency for Environment Protection and Forestry (SAEPF) adopted the instruction on 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and State Environmental Review (SER) procedures, 
screening, scoping, assessment and review. The Law on Ecological Expertise (State 
Environmental Review) was adopted 2 years after. The country ratified the Convention on 
Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (Espoo Convention) and the 
Aarhus Convention or the Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-

                                                
5
  ADB. 2011. Completion Report: Road Rehabilitation Project 2 Project in Indonesia. Manila; ADB. 2015. Completion 

Report: Sustainable Aquaculture Development for Food Security and Poverty Reduction in Indonesia. Manila. 
6
  ADB. 2012. Extended Annual Review Report: Tangguh Liquified Natural Gas Project in Indonesia. Manila. 

7
  Law No. 2 of 2012 on Land Acquisition for Development in the Public Interest; Presidential Regulation No. 71 of 

2012 on Implementation of Land Acquisition for Development in the Public Interest; and Regulation No. 5 of 2012 
on Technical Guidelines on Implementation of Land Acquisition.  

8
  ADB. 2014. Social Monitoring Report. Road Rehabilitation Project 2 Project in Indonesia. Manila: June–August. 
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making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters, in 2001. The 1997 instructions on EIA 
and SER were updated and approved by the Government as regulations on Procedure of EIA 
(2015), and Regulations on Procedure of SER (2014). A concept of the new Law on 
Environmental Assessment, which includes reference to the Regulations on Procedure of SEA 
(developed under ADB’s technical assistance) was prepared.  
 
11. ADB Technical Assistance. TA 7548-REG: Improving the Implementation of 
Environmental Safeguards in Central and West Asia aims to improve environmental 
management and monitoring. For Kyrgyz Republic, environmental audits training were 
conducted for executing and implementing agencies, project management units, supervision 
consultants and contractors in implementing ADB funded projects.9 Under TA-7566, a guideline 
on SEA in Kyrgyz Republic and draft regulations on the procedure of SEA were developed and 
more than 30 participants completed the SEA training program.10 On the social safeguard side, 
in 2009, under the aegis of a regional TA, improvement of land resettlement and acquisition 
practices was targeted for the Kyrgyz Republic.11 
  
12. Rationale for the ADB Technical Assistance on Strategic Environmental 
Assessment. Under the country's Midterm Country Development Program for 2012–2014, one 
of the national thematic priorities for environment is establishing the basis for SEA. Although the 
principles of SEA are incorporated in environmental legislation, there are no methodologies and 
best practice guidelines yet on its implementation. The country considers SEA, together with 
EIA, as important components of the Country's Safeguard System.  
 
13.  As one of the policy principles under SPS 2009, the alignment of a country’s CSS on 
SEA relative to ADB’s policy will have significant implications for the development and changes 
to policies, plans and programs (PPP) with regional or sectoral environmental impacts. Because 
several projects in Kyrgyz Republic are located within environmentally critical habitat, sites such 
as the Chatyr Kul Lake, a SEA is needed to manage the plans and programs of such site 
managed by different ministries and located in several regions.  
 
14. Environment. Although the technical assistance provided by ADB relates to SEA 
strengthening, an equivalence assessment for environmental safeguards was also done. In the 
comparative analysis, the country achieved full equivalence in the following: (i) assess indirect, 
cumulative, induced, physical, biological, physical and global impacts and use of strategic 
environmental assessment (Policy Principle 2); (ii) examine alternatives (Policy Principle 3); (iii) 
key considerations for EMP preparation (Policy Principle 4); (iv) carry out meaningful 
consultation (Policy Principle 5); (v) disclose the final environmental assessment (Policy 
Principle 6); (vi) implement the EMP and monitor its effectiveness (Policy Principle 7); (vii) 
implement additional programs to promote and enhance the conservation of protected area, if a 
project is located in such area (Policy Principle 8); (viii) avoid pollution, or when avoidance is not 
possible, minimize or control the intensity or load of pollutant emissions and discharges (Policy 
Principle 9); and (ix) provide workers with safe and healthy working conditions, and establish 
preventive and emergency preparedness and response measures (Policy Principle 10). The 
equivalence assessment indicated that there no gap-filling measures are required for the use of 
the SEA, and that the TA provided by ADB is to strengthen the capacity of the country, by 
providing SEA guidelines. TA 8663-REG: Sustainable Environmental Management of Projects 

                                                
9
  ADB. 2014. Improving the Implementation of Environmental Safeguards in Central and West Asia: Kyrgyz Republic 

Country Report. Consultant’s report. Manila (TA7548-REG). 
10

 ADB. 2014. Strategic Environmental Assessment. Guidelines for the Kyrgyz Republic. Final Report. Manila 
(TA7566-REG). 

11
 ADB. 2009. Technical Assistance for the Mainstreaming Land Acquisition and Resettlement Safeguards in the 
Central and West Asia Region. Manila (TA7433-REG). 
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in Central and West Asia aims to improve implementation of site specific environmental 
management plans (SSEMPs) for category A and B projects in participating DMCs across the 
region, including the Kyrgyz Republic.  
 
15. Gap filling measures are however still needed, as the country only achieved either partial 
equivalence or no equivalence compared to ADB’s policy principles in the following areas: (i) 
use screening process to determine the extent and type of environmental assessment (Policy 
Principle 1); (ii) identify socio-economic and transboundary impacts (Policy Principle 2); (iii) 
avoid, and where avoidance is not possible, minimize, mitigate, and/or offset adverse impacts 
and enhance positive impacts by means of environmental planning and management; and 
prepare an environmental management plan (Policy Principle 4); (iv) ensure women’s 
participation in consultation; involve stakeholders, affected people and concerned NGOs early in 
the project preparation process; and establish a grievance redress mechanism (Policy Principle 
5); (v) disclose a draft environment assessment in a timely manner (Policy Principle 6); (vi) do 
not implement project activities in areas of critical habitats (Policy Principle 8); (vii) apply 
pollution prevention and control technologies and practices consistent with international good 
practices; adopt cleaner production processes; and purchase, use and manage pesticides 
based on integrated pest management approaches (Policy Principle 9); and (viii) conserve 
physical cultural resources (Policy Principle 11).  
 
16. Involuntary Resettlement. Under the regional TA, in addition to helping formulate 
and/or streamline land acquisition and resettlement (LAR) laws/issuances in Kyrgyz Republic, 
other outcomes were also targeted—a capacity building plan, regulatory changes or technical 
standards that do not require formal legal reform, and provision of on-the-job coaching for 
executing agencies on LAR for ADB-supported projects.12 ADB and Kyrgyz Republic principles 
for LAR were analyzed for possible gaps and inconsistencies, and solutions explored to address 
these. A key knowledge product under the TA is the development of guidance notes—covering 
good and working practices culled from previous and on-going ADB-supported projects—that 
could clarify specific safeguard issues that are often not fully understood by various LAR 
stakeholders during project processing and implementation. Thus far, nine guidance notes have 
been developed covering: harmonized safeguard processing and implementation timeline; 
LARP preparation and finalization; valuation procedure and methods; entitlement and 
compensation; public consultation and participation; information disclosure; grievance redress 
mechanism; monitoring and reporting, and environmental and social management systems 
(ESMS) for financial intermediaries.13               
 
17. Indigenous Peoples. There has been no ADB technical assistance so far related to 
Indigenous Peoples strengthening, equivalence and capacity assessment in Kyrgyz Republic. 
 
C. Sri Lanka  
 
18. Use of Country Safeguard System. Sri Lanka has adopted the National Involuntary 
Resettlement Policy (NIRP) in 2001, incorporating ADB’s involuntary resettlement policy 
principles and several international good practices. The policy ensures that project affected 
persons are adequately compensated, relocated and rehabilitated; reduction in project 
implementation delays and cost overruns; and restoration of better community relations. The 

                                                
12

 ADB. 2014. Mainstreaming Land Acquisition and Resettlement Safeguards in the Central and West Asia Region: 
Country Assessment on Land Acquisition and Resettlement. Consultant’s report. Manila (TA7433-REG). 

13
 ADB. 2014. Mainstreaming Land Acquisition and Resettlement Safeguards in the Central and West Asia Region: 
Social Safeguard Guidance Notes. Consultant’s report. Manila (TA7433-REG). 
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Ministry of Land and Land Development (MLLD) has the responsibility to implement, administer 
and develop the policy.  
 
19. ADB Technical Assistance. ADB, through several TA projects, supported several 
capacity building training programs in involuntary resettlement planning and implementation. 
Under the regional TA for strengthening country safeguard systems, the sub-component for Sri 
Lanka covered the alignment of its voluntary resettlement safeguard with that of ADB, including 
the revision of the Land Acquisition Act of 1894 (amended in 1950) to establish congruence 
between the Act and the National Involuntary Resettlement Policy of 2001. The TA led to the 
publication of a guide on land acquisition and implementation for public officials.14 
 
20. Environment. The equivalence study to compare Sri Lanka’s environmental laws and 
regulations with that of ADB’s SPS showed that the country is fully equivalent for policy principle 
1 (screening process), 4 (avoid, minimize, mitigate and/or offset adverse impacts), 6 (disclosure 
of draft and final environmental assessment), 7 (implement EMP and monitor its effectiveness), 
8 (do not implement project activities in critical habitats), 10 (provide workers with safe and 
healthy working conditions), and 11 (conserve physical cultural resources). Gap filling is still 
needed for the following policy principles: 2 (identification of indirect, cumulative, induced, 
physical, biological and socio-economic impacts; impacts on physical cultural resources, 
transboundary impacts, potential global impacts, and use of strategic environmental 
assessment; 4) preparation of environmental management plan); 5 (meaningful consultation); 
and 9 (application of pollution prevention and control). 
 
21. Involuntary Resettlement. Equivalence and acceptability assessments were conducted 
under TA 7566 for Sri Lanka. The TA on supporting and strengthening national-level capacity 
for a country involuntary resettlement safeguard system in line with ADB IR safeguard policy 
resulted in the identification of gaps between country safeguard system and its implementation 
practices compared with ADB involuntary resettlement policy; and resulted to recommendations 
to update the legal framework for IR and the need for further institutional capacity building. 
Considered alongside the ADB principles, the study noted the following in the country’s IR 
system: (i) partial equivalence consultation and grievance redress mechanisms(Policy Principle 
2); (ii) full equivalence on improvement and restoration of livelihood and partial equivalence on 
prompt compensation while benefit-sharing is a principle sub-component that is yet to be 
developed/addressed (Policy Principle 3); (iii) no legal provision to improve the standards of 
living to at least national minimum standard, although Sri Lankan law prescribed ‘adequate 
compensation’ while regulations provides substantive support to maintain standard of living at 
the national minimum standard (Policy Principle 5); (iv) no policy on negotiated settlement 
(Policy Principle 6); (v) no legal provisions on the eligibility for resettlement support to non-titled 
persons (Policy Principle 7); (vi) partial equivalence on the preparation and subsequent 
disclosure of resettlement plan/s (Policy Principle 9);  (vii) full equivalence on executing IR as 
part of a development activity (Policy Principle 10); (viii) partial equivalence on payment of 
compensation prior to displacement (Policy Principle 11); (ix) and partial equivalence on  
monitoring and assessment of resettlement outcomes (Policy Principle 12).  
 
22. There were two subprojects15  considered as case study under the TA. These case 
studies reviewed the land acquisition implementation, compensation, relocation, displacement 
support, and income restoration of affected persons. The case study also assessed the 

                                                
14

 Government of Sri Lanka. 2013. Ministry of Land and Land Development. Land Acquisition and Implementation of 
the National Involuntary Resettlement Policy: A Guide for Public Officials to Good Practices.  

15
  ADB. 2008. Southern Transport Development Project in Sri Lanka. Manila; ADB. 2005. National Highway Sector 
Project in Sri Lanka. Manila. 
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institutional capacity and levels of performance during planning and implementation; and to 
determine how well both ADB principles and government policies are applied at project level.  
 
23. The assessment found challenges in improving institutional arrangements for 
compensation, resettlement assistance and income restoration support for the two projects. The 
report also cited the need to improve monitoring of resettlement outcomes to determine if 
affected persons have regained their living standards prior to project implementation.  
 
24. Indigenous Peoples. There has been no ADB technical assistance so far related to 
strengthening, equivalence and capacity assessment of Indigenous Peoples policies and 
regulations in Sri Lanka. 
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SCOPE FOR BENEFIT AND COST ANALYSIS 
 
1. Cost and return analysis was first developed by the business community to examine the 
efficiency of an investment associated with alternatives such as the proposed project’s scale, 
technology, or location. 1  The approach was adapted in the 1930s to analyze large public 
investments in the water sector in the United States. The goal was a simple one: projects should 
produce positive net benefits over time; that is, the present value of benefits should exceed the 
present value of costs. As experience was gained in project benefit and cost analysis (BCA), it 
was noted that important environmental and social impacts were being ignored. This led to 
actions to explicitly expand the analysis of projects. The first step was the inclusion of 
environmental (and social) aspects in a qualitative manner. It was soon realized that a further 
step was needed. Since projects were developed and implemented to increase social welfare 
(usually measured in monetary terms) it was seen as better to analyze alternative projects, 
mitigation measures, and remaining impacts if all of the benefits and costs—direct and indirect, 
financial and environmental—could be measured using money as a common numeraire. Thus, 
the focus was on monetary valuation of environmental impacts so that this could be included in 
the more comprehensive analysis of alternatives (and the total net benefits generated by a 
project).  
 
2. Over the past 30 years the international development banks and various international 
agencies have led the way in this expanded BCA. Considerable advances have been made in 
the qualitative and quantitative analysis of environmental and social impacts. These changes 
are reflected in the requirements by international development banks to take these factors into 
account in project analysis. BCA methods that extend coverage to environmental concerns 
include overview of methods for valuing environmental changes and demonstration cases.  ADB 
contributed two such publications the earliest:  ADB (1988, 1999), World Bank (2001) and  Inter-
American  Development Bank (2012).2 And, in its most recent guide on cost benefit analysis  
ADB outlines the details of willingness to pay surveys to discern values associated with 
improvements in environmental quality through improved water supply and sanitation.  A a case 
study is presented for improved water supply in Sri Lanka.3 More recent applications from a 
national agency’s perspective cover not only ex-ante decisions but also ex-post - a foremost 
recent example of which is the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) 
retrospective evaluation of the net gain from the Clean Air Act in the long term.4  
 
3. The incorporation of social and environmental effects into project analysis is the direct 
result of an evolution over time in the economic evaluation of development projects impacts. 
The European Union’s (EU) CBA guide (European Commission 2008) presents detailed 
examples of: the differences between financial cost and returns tables from the costs and 
benefits of the same investment; environmental valuation methods and examples; approaches 
for incorporating risk, equity, and social concerns; and the approach for Public Private 
Partnership projects.5 This guide also presents the range of difficulty in valuing changes in 

                                                
1
  D. Rodreck, P. Ngulube, and A. Dube.  2013. "A cost-benefit analysis of document management strategies used at 

a financial institution in Zimbabwe: A case study". South African Journal of Information Management 15 (2). 
2
  J.A. Dixon, et. al. 1988. Economic Analysis of the Environmental Impacts of Development Projects.  London: 

Earthscan Publications Limited in association with the Asian Development Bank;  P. Belli, et.al. 2001. Economic 
Analysis of Investment Operations: Analytical Tools and Practical Applications.  World Bank Institute, The World 
Bank.  Washington DC; ADB. 1999. Environment and Economics in Project Preparation: Ten Asian Cases. Manila. 
J.A. Dixon. 2012. “Economic Cost-Benefit Analysis of Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures.”  
Technical Note No. IDB-TN-428.  Environmental Safeguards Unit, Inter-American Development Bank. 

3
  ADB. 2013. Cost Benefit Analysis for Development: A Practical Guide. Manila. 

4
  US Environmental Protection Agency. 2011. “The Benefits and Costs of the Clean Air Act from 1990 to 2020: A 

Summary Report. http://www.epa.gpve/cleanairact-benefits/feb11/summaryreport.pdf. 
5
  European Commission. 2008. Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis of Investment Projects.  

http://www.sajim.co.za/index.php/SAJIM/article/view/540/640
http://www.sajim.co.za/index.php/SAJIM/article/view/540/640
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environmental services as reflected in Figure A3.1 below. The proposed BCA pilot studies of the 
present evaluation will estimate at the minimum the environmental benefits arising from use 
values of provisioning services of the affected ecosystem or the relevant environmental media. 
 
 
 

 
Source: European Commission. 2008. Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis of 
Investment Projects. p.223. 

 
 

4. European Commission (EC) presents situations when the Benefits Transfers Method 
(BTM) may be applied when original data is not feasible to generate (Figure A3.2). The EU 
guide also adds that BCA may be complemented by other evaluative tools, for example cost 
effectiveness and multi-criteria analysis, if the project is likely to have important nonmonetary 
effects, and economy-wide   impact analysis, in the case of significant macroeconomic effects.  
 

Figure A3.1: Valuing Ecosystem Services  



20        Appendix 3 

 

 
 
5. BTM may be implemented for both use and non-use values of ecosystems whether 
arising from provisioning, regulating, support, or cultural services. Credible implementation of 
BTM has gained more acceptances in the recent past particularly for analysis of the impacts of 
environmental measures regardless of the scale of intervention.  In fact, among the four 
applications of environmental valuation, Navrud and Pruckner suggested that (quote) “Benefit 
transfer is best suited for tasks where the need for accuracy is low, i.e., to stimulate awareness 
and screening (i.e., rough back of the envelope analysis of public projects and regulations” (p. 
7).6  The authors also add that in addition to the need for careful use of Benefits transfer, 
protocols should be formulated for their use in other valuation applications such as 
environmental costing and/or environmental accounting and compensation for natural resource 
damages that demand “higher accuracy.”  
 

6. Rationale for BCA specific to safeguards assessments is that some safeguards are 
undertaken based on the precautionary principle when risks are unknown: at the time of project 
conceptualization lack of scientific information about an anticipated impact leads to precautions 
to be designed in order to “do no harm.”  By the end of the project or after, more information 
may become available to validate the effects of precautions that were undertaken. In addition, 
scarcer financial resources and variations in democratic processes warrant continuous 
exploration of avenues for lowering implementation costs while increasing benefits.7  These may 
result as implementers move further the learning curve enabling them to implement adaptive 
management actions.   
 
7. Several agencies and institutes have attempted analyze ex-post, the benefits and costs 
from safeguards. They include,8  (i) the global level analysis of the Independent Evaluation 

                                                
6
  S. Navrud and Pruckner. 1997.” Environmental Valuation: To use or not to use? Environmental and Resource 

Economics 10:1-26. The Netherlands: Kluwer Publishing.   
7
  M. Livermore. 2010.”Cost-Benefit Analysis of Environmental Policy in Developing Countries”. Estudios Publicos. 

8
  International Institute for Sustainable Development. 2014. Value for Money in Infrastructure Procurement: The 

costs and benefits of environmental and social safeguards in India. Canada. 

Figure A3.2: Environmental Valuation Methods 
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Group (IEG) of the World Bank (ii) and the national level analysis for India by the International 
Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) (with support from Swiss Agency for Development 
and Cooperation and Denmark government). Apart from this, academia has weighed in, through 
several papers published in academic journals.   
 

8. Independent Evaluation Group of (IEG) of the World Bank was one of the first evaluation 
units to look into the cost and benefit of safeguards in international financing institutions. IEG 
explored the efficiency of safeguards work across the World Bank Group by juxtaposing the 
distribution of benefits against costs. The World Bank does not collect data on environmental 
and social benefits and costs. IEG developed proxy measures to estimate benefits that were 
compared with project costs obtained by IEG from resource management databases and project 
data. IEG was able to only obtain limited data on costs. But comparing the findings with 
estimated benefits allowed a partial evaluation of the efficiency and cost effectiveness of 
safeguards. IEG used three standardized indicators: (i) mitigating negative impacts, (ii) 
enhancing positive impacts and (iii) strengthening client capacity to compare performance 
across the portfolio. IEG estimated risks and benefits for the projects whose costs were 
available, to compare the benefits and costs of the safeguards and sustainability frameworks. 
The risk model was based on economic analysis of 102 completed projects in self-evaluations. 
It provided a modality to impute the value of benefits by multiplying the mitigating negative 
impacts (MNI) performance of World Bank projects by the aggregate environmental and social 
risk ratings. IEG was able to collect data on WB costs for safeguards appraisal and supervision 
and clients costs for safeguards implementation for 35 WB projects that triggered both social 
and environmental safeguards. It provided the empirical basis for the analysis of efficiency of 
resource use.9      
 

9. IEG analytical model to rank the environmental and social risks of each project along 
four parameters used transparent criteria to rank each project on the basis of data and 
documentation obtained for the portfolio review. The model postulates risks (R) to be a function 
of Magnitude (M), Intensity (I), Duration (D), and Sensitivity (Z), with separate indicators for 
rating social risks (RS) and environmental risks (RE) along these four criteria. Thus, risk is 
index-based figure, not numerically derived amount from calculation. Data for estimating risks 
were obtained from IEG’s review of appraisal and supervision documentation. The aggregate 
risk (R) is the sum of (RS) and (RE) where: 
 

     (RS) = log (MS + IS + DS + ZS) and RE = log (ME + IE + DE + ZE) 
 

10. The risk model provides a modality to impute value to benefits by weighting the 
environmental and social outcomes of WBG projects by the significance of environmental and 
social risks. For this purpose IEG relied on the rating for Mitigating Negative Impacts (MNI), the 
best documented performance indicator. This rating from the portfolio review reflects IEG’s 
assessment of the extent to which the risks identified at appraisal have been mitigated. Each 
project’s success in mitigating negative impacts was rated as excellent (E=1.00), satisfactory 
(S=0.75), partially unsatisfactory (PU=0.5), or unsatisfactory (U-0.25). On this basis, a measure 
of the actual benefit (B) from the implementation of the WBG’s safeguards for specific projects 
is estimated as: 
 

B = MNI (RS + RE) 
 

11. While benefit (B) is only an ordinal indicator of the benefits of safeguards 
implementation, it can be appropriately used to compare benefits against costs, to analyze 

                                                
9
  World Bank. 2010.  Safeguards and Sustainability Policies in a Changing World. An Independent Evaluation of 

World Bank Group Experience. Washington, DC. 
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allocative efficiency and cost effectiveness of WBG, and client resources expended on meeting 
safeguards and sustainability objectiveness. 
 

Table A3.1:  Indicator for Estimating Social and Environmental Risks 
Risks High Substantial Moderate Low 

SOCIAL     
Magnitude (No. of 

project-affected 
persons-displaced 
persons get 10 times 
the weight of other 
project-affected 
persons) 
 

>10,000 project-
affected persons or 
>1,000 displaced 

1001<=10,000 
project-affected 
persons or up to 
1,000 displaced 

101 <= 1000 project-
affected persons or up 
to displaced 

<=100 

Intensity Physical 
displacement 

Economic 
displacement 

Workplace safety Community 
Impacts 

Duration Permanent (beyond 
the project’s closing 
date) 

(Late project life) 
Midterm review-
closing date 

(Early project life)  
>1 year midterm 
review 

<1 year or by 
effectiveness 

Sensitivity - Indigenous 

peoples (IP) 
Substantial risks to be 
mitigated as per IP 
Plan 

Potential risks 
identified in IP 
Framework 

Projects 
mainstreaming 
benefits to IP 

Targeted IP 
projects 

ENVIRONMENT     
Magnitude-Area 

affected 
 

Global, regional, or 
transnational 

National or 
multiprovincial 

State or provincial Localized 

Intensity 
 

Irreversible Severe Moderate Mild 

Duration >100 years >10–100 years >10–100 years <1 year 
(seasonal or 
intermittent) 

Sensitivity–Natural 

Habitats (NH) 
Significant impact on 
critical NH 

Significant 
degradation of NH 

Degradation other NH, 
parks or reserves 

Conservation 
and 
rehabilitation of 
NH 

IP = indigenous people, NH = natural habitat. 
Source: World Bank. 2010.  Safeguards and Sustainability Policies in a Changing World. An Independent Evaluation 
of World Bank Group Experience. Washington, DC. 

 
12. IEG discusses the International Finance Corporation (IFC) projects where cost-benefit 
analysis was performed but does not attempt to validate the net present values (NPVs) 
retrospectively to derive reasonable adjustments that may have arisen from unperceived risk, 
among others.  IEG’s approach could be adapted in 2019 for evaluating all projects with 
safeguards provided that the typology of risks is detectable and additional insights are learned 
from the sources of risk in the Asian context and those arising from climate change.  It will be 
examined further for appropriateness in the three country case studies, depending on the 
maturity of the projects in these countries. 
 

13. The IISD focused on the whole-life costs as part of value-for-money assessment for 

programs and projects with investment in infrastructure. Externalities to be considered include 
both positive and negative environmental and social impacts that were within the direct control 
or influence of ADB-supported projects (Figure A3.2).   

 
14. Section IV of the IISD report (footnote 8) explains that a quantitative analysis of the costs 
of not implementing environmental and social safeguards is provided, albeit in a limited manner, 
for those projects where standards had been established by government on the value of forest 
loss, by type of forest, as basis for compensatory action. For illustrative purposes, other sources 
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of information were cited using a simple Benefits Transfer Method from either global values (in 
the case of biodiversity loss) or values from similar ecosystems in other countries (in the case of 
storm protection values of mangroves). Without enforcing safeguards, the following impacts 
(estimated in $ terms) would occur: 

 
Table A3.2: Cost of Impacts Without the Safeguards 

Cost Without Safeguards Measured by: 

1. Loss in ecosystem services (i) Value of ecosystems services, e.g., flood control, shoreline 

stabilization and storm protection, groundwater replenishment, 

sediment and nutrition retention and export, tourism, etc.; 

(ii) Compensatory afforestation; 

(iii) Biodiversity offsets; or 

(iv) Other forms of restoration (cost) 

2. Various potential environmental 

impacts as a result of the project 

3. Carbon emissions during construction Clean Development Mechanism (carbon credits) 

Cost without proper safeguards  

Losses due to delays and cancellations Cost overruns 

Source: International Institute for Sustainable Development. 2014. Value for Money in Infrastructure Procurement: The 
costs and benefits of environmental and social safeguards in India. Canada. 

 
15. To reduce risk from its anticipated projects the United Nation’s Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and Forest Degradation plus (REDD+) Program10 developed a set of Social and 
Environmental Principles and Criteria intended to assist countries in developing their own 
national approach to safeguards, together with a Benefit and Risk Tool designed to help think 
through social and environmental issues when designing a national REDD+ strategy or 
program. When measuring multiple benefits, the following should be taken into account: 
 

(i) First, since potential risks and benefits are distributed unevenly across space (for 
example, not only do forests differ in their carbon density, they also vary in their 
importance for regulating water flows), information on the spatial distribution of 
the bio-diversity and eco-system services associated with forests is vital; 

(ii) Second, different ways of implementing REDD+ will have different costs and also 
opportunity costs. Decision makers will need estimates of the comparative costs 
of different options; 

(iii) Third, information on costs needs to be supplemented, wherever possible, with 
quantitative information on the non-carbon benefits and their importance. If this 
quantification can take the form of monetary valuation, it both facilitates 
comparison between benefits and potentially makes it possible to include their 
values in a more comprehensive cost-benefit analysis;  

(iv) The distribution of these values across different stakeholders will influence 
decision-making: a small monetary value is more relevant to poorer stakeholders 
than richer ones.  
 

16. REDD+ referred to several useful software applications to help these calculations: 
 

(i) Marxan is a spatial decision support software tool. It is trialed as a means of 
identifying possible priority locations for securing multiple benefits of different 
REDD+ activities. This can be used to identify cost-effective spatial solutions that 

                                                
10

  B. Dickson et al. 2012. REDD+ Beyond Carbon: Supporting Decisions on Safeguards and Multiple Benefits. 
Geneva. 
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attain a number of targets (such as reducing carbon emissions, conserving 
biodiversity and protecting or restoring areas important for ecosystem services);11  

(ii) There are also three others called InVEST (Integrated Valuation of Eco System 
Services and Tradeoffs) and ARIES (Artificial Intelligence for Ecosystem 
Services). There is another application called GLOBIOM12  – global land use 
model.  

 
17. Typical elements measured in the analysis of cost and benefit of project’s environmental 
impact are as follows:  
 

Table A3.3: Example of Environmental Project Cost and Benefit 
Costs Benefit 

Ecological Losses from Road Construction 

 Habitat loss – net loss of wildlife habitat 

 Disturbance – Roads, railroads and traffic disturb 
and pollute the physical, chemical and biological 
environment 

 Corridor: Roadsides can, however, provide 
refuges, new habitats or serve as movement 
corridors for wildlife 

 Mortality: Collision between vehicles and wildlife 

 Barrier: Making habitats inaccessible for non-
flying terrestrial animals 

 
 

Compensatory afforestation (methods) 

 Compensatory afforestation (mechanism where 
forest ecosystems in one place is compensated for 
through development of a similar ecosystem 
elsewhere) 

 Bio-diversity offsets 

 Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) – 
generating carbon credits in developing countries; 
credits can be sold internationally  

 Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES): 
beneficiaries or users of ecosystem services 
provide payment to the stewards of ecosystem 
services  

CDM = clean development mechanism, PES = payments for ecosystem services. 
Source: International Institute for Sustainable Development. 2014. Value for Money in Infrastructure Procurement: 
The costs and benefits of environmental and social safeguards in India. Canada. 
 

18. Compared to environmental safeguard elements, cost and benefit analysis on social 
safeguards are much less found in literature in the development economics or academic 
papers, except for those that detail the evolution of how international aid community at large 
have improved the coverage of compensation over the last decades. In these discussions, the 
cost is the amount of benefit the affected persons receive as part of compensation coverage. 
One interesting table, which discusses the benefits in different time span is as follows:  
 

Table A3.4: Social Co-Benefits by Different Time-Span 
Proximate and Long-Term Social Co-Benefits of the Two Principal Safeguards 

Safeguards Proximate Co-benefits Long-term Co-benefits 

Tenure Security Improved rural livelihoods Increased adaptive capacity 

Effective participation Lower implementation costs Democratic deepening 

Source: A. Chhatre, et al. 2012. Social Safeguards and Co-Benefits in REDD+: a review of the adjacent 
possible. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, Volume 4, Issue 6. p 655. 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/  

 
19. These existing attempts by other international development institutions will be further 
studied by the IED team, the international safeguards specialists (environment and social), and 
international economist to develop the framework, methodology, necessary data sets, and 
procedure to carry out broad assessment of the benefits and costs, in qualitative and 

                                                
11

  Its analysis can include opportunity and implementation costs of undertaking specific actions in different locations. 
The objective is to provide a range of “best” possible or “efficient” solutions to inform decisions. 

12
  GLOBIOM is an economic model developed by the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA). It 
projects land-use interactions by modelling supply and demand for competing agricultural, bioenergy and forest 
commodities through space and time. It is being applied in regional-scale scenario analyses of land-use changes 
under different policies, with a focus on Brazil and on the member countries of the Central African Forests 
Commission (COMIFAC). 
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quantitative terms, for the country cases, and the implementation of pilot extended BCA of one 
project per country.   
 
20. The process of going through an extended BCA (with and without, before and after 
interventions) includes careful accounting of both the positive and negative impacts of project 
activities, sorting out the stakeholder groups who benefit from the positive impacts from those 
who bear the costs of negative impacts,  how  and when these happen,  and detecting multiplier 
effects.   This process could offer the following lessons from the tentative three pilot extended 
CBAs that would help sharpen the approaches for the future full SPS Evaluation: 13 

 
(i) The conduct of a retrospective, post project BCA entails revisiting the project’s 

and safeguards’ Theory of Change:  systematic examination of the assumptions 
made earlier, specification of outcome and impact indicators, and detecting the 
influence of extraneous factors (e.g., interaction with other projects, policy 
changes, political and climate risks, business opportunities) that may have 
amplified or negated the impacts and which may have implications on 
refinements of safeguards.  

(ii) More recent BCA literature has added to the usual analysis of efficiency, the 
equity concerns. For the BCA pilot cases, looking into the effects of projects 
safeguards on the ecosystem services and their stakeholders could offer 
avenues for unveiling synergies between the environmental and social (IR) 
safeguards.  

(iii) Some BCAs may reveal that environmental mitigation measures actually attained 
benefits beyond “doing no harm” or they may indicate that under more recent 
experience of climate risk, these should have been implemented with wider 
scope. In addition to unveiling underestimated benefits, the BCA may reveal that 
the high transactions costs associated with safeguards – often perceived as a 
“costly” process of arriving at agreements on project/activity or policy change, 
monitoring and enforcement - may actually build social capital beyond its use for 
improving environmental governance.  

 
21. Proposed, staged approach: 
 

(i) Using the “experimental” method, the desk studies will look into the changes in 
impact indicators from project/project activities with safeguards’ interventions, 
search for changes that have occurred in the status quo situation/groups.  The 
status quo group may include: (a) similar projects by ADB in the same country 
before the era of safeguards (ranging from EIAs to SPS);  (b) similar projects 
self-funded by the country,  without  or with lower level of  safeguards;  (c) similar 
projects  or project activities (without or with lower level safeguards) that were 
undertaken by others  entities. 

(ii) Project monitoring information, government records, and academic studies will 
be triangulated as multiple sources of information. Since the timeframe of the 
evaluation precludes the conduct of extensive surveys that would enable the 
estimate of either change in production functions, stated or revealed preferences 
the BTM will be applied carefully including prioritizing the use of transfer 
functions over value transfers.   

                                                
13

 For a review of environmental CBA (arguments for their use by international development institutions),  see G. 
Atkinson and S. Mourato. 2008.”Environmental Cost Benefit Analysis.” Annual Review of Environment and 
Resources. 33: 317–344. University of Wisconsin. 
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(iii) Developing country examples for assessing the net benefits of environmental 
measures at the national, subnational (project), or sector levels that passed 
substantial  professional scrutiny include:  evaluation of climate policy for 
China;14  impact of drought mitigation approach for an Indonesian watershed,15 
and pollution control for brick kilns for Mexico. 16  In these studies BTM was 
meticulously implemented with considerable use of site/country information to 
inform the process of transferring benefits from the original study sites to the 
environmental policy sites (Box A3.1). 

(iv) For the three country case studies, information on environmental values and 
coefficients will be sourced from international databases such as the web-based 
Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory (EVRI) 17 and existing networks of 
environmental economists to augment what may be found from recent, local 
academics’ analysis. Considerable discussions will be held with country teams of 
ADB, country experts and local focus groups to elicit opinion on the BTM as well 
as seek recommendations on selective validation of results through limited 
surveys. 18   

(v) For those safeguards impacts that are not feasible to value, indicators of impacts 
and welfare will be used and a meta-analysis will be conducted on existing, 
recent analysis that could shed light on the safeguards impact pathways 

(vi) The BCA will be fully transparent in terms of coefficients used, sources of local 
information and their corresponding statistical descriptors, the assumptions and 
caveats. Sensitivity to risks analysis will be conducted and the spreadsheets with 
full documentation will be made available for others to use in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
14

 K. Aunan, et.al. 2007. Benefits and Cost to China of a Climate Policy. Environment and Development Economics. 

12:471–497. Cambridge University Press. 
15

 P. Subhrendu and R. Kramer. 2001. Worth of watersheds:  a producers surplus approach for valuing drought 
mitigation in Eastern Indonesia. Environment and Development Economics. Cambridge University Press. 6:123–
146. 

16
 A. Blackman, et.al. 2006. The benefits and costs of informal sector pollution control: Mexican brick kilns.” 
Environment and Development Economics. Cambridge University Press. 11 (5): 603–628. 

17
 Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory: http:///www.evri.ca 

18
 These networks are:  the Economy and Environment Program for Southeast Asia, or EEPSEA and the South Asian 
Network on Development and Environmental Economics with websites:  valuasia.eepsea.org  and 
sandee.online.org.  

http://www.evri.ca


  Appendix 3           27 

 

 

 

Box A3.1: Three Benefits Transfer Methods Cases 
 

1. The China study examined national impacts of a climate policy, specifically a carbon tax, on the 
Chinese economy in terms of environmental effects on public health and agricultural crop productivity.  
Avoided health damages from reduced particulates and SO2 emissions and avoided crop losses due to 
lower NOx and reduced surface ozone are estimated through a Chinese CGE (with SAM) for a focal year 
(2010). A CO2 abatement level that balances the material welfare loss with the sum of ancillary benefits 
from agriculture and health is computed; the analysis period covers 1997–2010 and uses retrospective, 
counterfactual simulations. The following transformations were performed from other sites and adapted to 
the Chinese situation: air dispersion model from WHO; value of a statistical life (VSL) from Taiwan; and 
crop dose response functions from the EC and US studies. These sources were deemed conservative 
when compared with recent observations in China. One finding reveals that China could have reduced its 
CO2 emissions by 17.5% for the focal year 2010 without a net loss to economic welfare.  But, distributional 
impacts were disproportionate, with urban households gaining and rural households losing for a reduction 
commitment between 12.5% to 17.5%. 
 
2. The Indonesia analysis approaches valuation using producer’s surplus instead of most valuation 
studies that are based on consumer welfare theory.  The value of drought mitigation in the Ruteng Park, 
Manggarai region,  Flores Island, Indonesia was estimated using exploratory  regression analysis that drew 
from: (a)  empirical analysis of (rice and farmer producer’s profits based on a subset of household and/or 
producer data  from a larger study that was supported by an ADB project and other funders and (b) 
simulation of the effects of environmental variables and forest cover on base flows  using hydrological 
cross-sectional data  on several watersheds of the Ruteng Park. Key  findings are:  the need for a selective 
approach to watershed protection (e.g.,  less than 100% forest cover may be the optimum protection);  the 
annual minimum benefits per household from watershed protection of $3.5–$35 compares favorably with 
the average annual watershed re-greening cost of $5–$13 per household even without factoring in the 
impacts further downstream.  No attempt is made to estimate benefits and costs in terms of shadow prices 
to interpret the values from the national perspective.  
 
3. The Mexican study focused on emissions of particular matter smaller than PM10 and their effects 
on human morbidity and mortality in Ciudad Juarez.  Benefits, or avoided health impacts, are estimated in 
annual terms using a parameterized air dispersion model, health effects model (both US EPA models) and 
valuation based on BTM.  Costs of control are annualized and estimated for four options:  shifting to 
improved, low emission kiln; shifting to natural gas; relocation of kilns, and no burn days. Comparisons are 
also made with reduction of pollution from chemical and iron foundry firms.  High, medium scenarios were 
explored; implementation costs were excluded.  The annualized net benefits from natural gas and improved 
kilns were found to be considerably higher than the estimates from the other emission reduction options. 
There is no indication in the article of the need to apply other shadow prices (of labor, foreign exchange, 
capital) to transform the results to the national perspective.   
   
ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTM = benefit transfers method, CGE = computable general equilibrium, 
CO2 = Carbon Dioxide, EC = European Commission, NOx = nitrogen oxide, PM10 = particulate matter up 
to 10 micrometers in size, SO2 = sodium dioxide, USEPA = United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, VSL = value of statistical life, WHO = World Health Organization.  
Source: Compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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LIST OF 34 PROJECTS FOR DESK REVIEW 

Year Country 
Approval 
Number Project Name Modality Sector 

Amount 
($m) 

% Disbursed 
as of Nov 2015 

EN
V IR IP 

2007 PNG 2398/2399/
0102/8237 

Lae Port Development Project Project TRA 100 96 A A B 

2008 BHU 2463/2464 Green Power Development Loan ENE 80 100 B B C 

2008 COO 2472/2473 Avatiu Port Development Loan TRA 20 100 B B C 

2010 SRI 2618 North East Community Restoration and 
Development Project II - Supplementary 

Project MUL 13 100 B C C 

2010 IND 2651 MFF - Rural Roads Sector II Investment 
Program - Tranche 5 

MFF-
Subproject 

TRA 222 100 B C C 

2010 CAM 2672/2673 Water Resources Management Sector 
Development Program (Program) 

SDP ANR 30 55 B B C 

2010 INO 2654 Metropolitan Sanitation Management and 
Health Project 

Project WSS 35 59 B B C 

2010 KGZ 2667 CAREC Regional Road Corridor 
Improvement Project (Supplementary) 

Project TRA 23 100 B C C 

2010 BAN 2649 Second Crop Diversification Project Project ANR 40 76 B C B 

2010 PRC 2700 Risk Mitigation and Strengthening of 
Endangered Reservoir in Shandong 
Province 

Project ANR 30 86 B B C 

2010 UZB 2635 MFF - Central Asia Regional Economic 
Cooperation Corridor 2 Road Investment 
Program - Project 1 

MFF-
Subproject 

TRA 115 100 B C C 

2010 CAM 2670 Rural Roads Improvement Project Project TRA 35 84 B B B 

2010 BAN 2661 Bangladesh-India Electrical Grid 
Interconnection Project 

Project ENE 100 100 B A C 

2010 MON 2621/0199 Road Development III Loan/Grant TRA 24 100 B C C 

2010 NEP 0118/0206 Governance Support Program Cluster Grant PSM 106 100 B B B 

2010 REG 9151 Social Protection of the Vulnerable in the 
Pacific 

Grant HLT 3 91 B C C 

2010 BHU 9146 Rural Roads to Support Farmers' Livelihoods Grant ANR 3 97 B C C 

2010 BHU 9149 Community Recovery in Earthquake Affected 
Areas Project 

Grant EDU 3 100 C B C 

2010 SRI 9150 Post-Conflict Emergency Assistance for 
Livelihood Restoration of Resettled Internally 
Displaced People in the North 

Grant MUL 3 100 B C C 

2011 VIE 2747 Phuoc Hoa Water Resources 
(Supplementary) 

Project ANR 60 99 A A B 

2011 LAO 2809 Smallholder Development Project - 
Additional Financing (SF) 

Project ANR 5 100 B C C 

2011 SRI 2757/ 2758 Secondary Towns and Rural Community-
Based Water Supply and Sanitation 
(Supplementary) 

Project WSS 18 66 B B C 

2011 LAO 2780 Additional Financing Nam Ngum River Basin 
Development Sector Project 

Sector ANR 5 100 B B B 

2011 PNG 2803/ 2804 Lae Port Development Project - Additional 
Financing 

Project TRA 89 100 B C C 

2011 COO 2739 Avatiu Port Development (Supplementary) Project TRA 5 100 B B C 

2011 IND 2800 Assam Power Sector Enhancement 
Investment Program-Tranche 3 

MFF-
Subproject 

ENE 50 81 B B C 

2011 INO 2768 Urban Sanitation and Rural Infrastructure 
Support to the PNPM Mandiri 

Project MUL 100 97 B C C 

2011 NEP 0272/7935/ Education Sector Development Grant EDU 66 100 B C B 



 
 
 
 

  
 

 

A
p

p
e

n
d
ix

 4
       2

9
 

Year Country 
Approval 
Number Project Name Modality Sector 

Amount 
($m) 

% Disbursed 
as of Nov 2015 

EN
V IR IP 

0289 

2012 CAM 2852 Flood Damage Emergency Reconstruction Special 
Assistance 

Loan 

TRA 55 98 B B C 

2012 SOL 0292/0293 Domestic Maritime Support (Sector) Project 
(Supplementary) 

Grant TRA 7 83 B B C 

2012 SOL 0175/0177/
0207/0176/

0210 

Second Road Improvement (Sector) Project Grant TRA 30 100 B B B 

2013 BHU 3034 Green Power Development-Additional 
Financing 

Project ENE 39 100 B B C 

2013 SRI 3008/3009 Education Sector Development Program RBL EDU 100 80 B C C 

2013 BAN 3031 SASEC Bangladesh-India Electrical Grid 
Interconnection-Additional financing 

Project ENE 12 100 B A C 

ANR = agriculture, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, CAM = Cambodia, CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation, COO = Cook 
Islands, PRC = People’s Republic of China, EDU = education, ENE = energy, ENV = environment, FIN = finance, HLT = health, IND = India, INO = 
Indonesia, KGZ = Kyrgyz, LAO = Lao People’s Republic, LFIS = loan financial information system, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MON = 
Mongolia, MUL = multisector, NEP = Nepal, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PSM = public sector management, RBL = results based lending, REG = 
regional, SASEC = South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation, SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TRA = transport, UZB = Uzbekistan, 
WSS = water supply and sanitation, 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 
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LIST OF 128 SOVEREIGN PROJECTS APPROVED FROM 2005–2014 IN INDONESIA, KYRGYZ REPUBLIC, AND SRI LANKA 

Year 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number Project Name Sector Amount ENV IR IP 

Final 
Rating Source 

INDONESIA          

2005 38919 7224/2214 Tangguh Liquified Natural Gas Project ENE       350.00  A A A S XARR 

2005 34159 2184 Road Rehabilitation-2 Project TRA       151.00  Bs C C S PVR 

2005 39597 2221 Rural Infrastructure Support Project ANR         50.00  C C C S PVR 

2005 39605 2228 Development Policy Support Program PSM       200.00  C C C S PVR 

2005 34152 0003/2163/2164 Community Water Services and Health Project WSS         81.19  B B A LS PCR 

2005 
36541 2192/2193 Local Government Finance and Governance Reform Sector 

Development Project / Program 
PSM       330.00  C C C S PVR 

2005 39127 0002 Earthquake and Tsunami Emergency Support Project MUL       294.50  B   S PCR 

2005 38613 9065 Enriching Lives of the Urban Poor through Food Fortification HLT           1.75  C     

2005 39625 0014 Contribution to the Multidonor Trust Fund MUL         10.00  nc nc nc   

2005 
39116 9072 Sustainable Livelihood Development for Coastal Communities 

in the Special Province of Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam 
ANR           2.50  B C B   

2005 
39115 9073 Rehabilitation of Coral Reef and Mangrove Resources in the 

Special Province of Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam 
ANR           1.50  B     

2005 
39180 9074 Seismically Upgraded Housing in Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam 

and North Sumatera 
           2.00  nc nc nc   

2005 39195 9079 Restoration of Microenterprise and Microfinance in Aceh FIN           2.00  FI     

2005 
39371 9082 Support for the Local Government Performance Measurement 

System 
PSM           0.73  nc nc nc   

2006 40009 0064/2263/2264 Infrastructure Project Development Facility/ Infrastructure 
Reform Sector Development Program (Subprogram 1) 

MUL       426.50  C C C   

2006 40058 2305 Development Policy Support Program II PSM       200.00  C C C S PVR 

2006 35183 2285 Sustainable Aquaculture Development for Food Security and 
Poverty Reduction 

ANR         33.30  B B A HS PCR 

2006 37475 2294 Madrasah Education Development EDU         52.28  C C C S PCR 

2006 31137 0047 Decentralized Basic Education EDU         28.00  nc nc nc   

2007 38117 2348/4963 Nutrition Improvement through Community Empowerment  HLT         50.50  C C C LS PCR 

2007 40003 2361/4984 Poverty Reduction and Millennium Development Goals 
Acceleration Program (Subprogram 1) 

MUL       401.50  C C C   

2007 32507 TA7000/2379 Capital Market Development Program Cluster (Subprogram 1) FIN       300.70  C C C S PCR 

2007 40272 2394 Third Development Policy Support Program PSM       200.00  C C C   

2008 33409 2416 Vocational Education Strengthening Project EDU         80.50  C C C   

2008 40247 2449 Rural Infrastructure Support to PNPM Mandiri MUL         50.00  B B C S PCR 

2008 40009 2475 Infrastructure Reform Sector Development Program 
(Subprogram 2) 

MUL       280.00  C C C   

2008 38264 2478 Second Local Government Finance and Governance Reform 
Program (Subprogram 1) 

PSM       350.00  C C C   

2008 40273 2488 Fourth Development Policy Support Program PSM       200.00  C C C S PCR 

2008 37049 2500/2501/216 Integrated Citarum Water Resources Management Investment 
Program (Subproject 1) 

MUL         53.75  B A C   

2009 42109 2516/7298 Indonesian Infrastructure Financing Facility Company Project FIN       100.00  FI A A   

2009 43009 2521 Public Expenditure Support Facility Program PSM    1,000.00  C C C   

2009 43317 2563 Countercyclical Support Loan PSM       500.00  C C C S PCR 

2009 38385 2575 Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri Project II MUL         84.24  B B B S PCR 

2009 32507 2577 Capital Market Development Program Cluster - Subprogram 2   FIN       300.00  C C C   

2009 43092 2595 Fifth Development Policy Support Program PSM       200.00  C C C   

2009 41059 9132 Rice Fortification for the Poor HLT           2.00  C C C   

2009 43457 0168 West Sumatera Earthquake Disaster PSM           3.00  nc nc nc   

2010 39071 2654 Metropolitan Sanitation Management and Health Project WSS         35.00  B B C   

2010 40009 2708 Infrastructure Reform Sector Development Program 
(Subprogram 3) 

PSM       200.00  C C C   
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2010 40061 2619/0198 Java-Bali Electricity Distribution Performance Improvement 
Project 

ENE         51.00  C C C   

2010 43211 2723 Sixth Development Policy Support Program PSM       200.00  C C C   

2010 44506 0237 Mount Merapi Disaster Response Project MUL           3.00  C C C   

2011 38479 2817 Regional Roads Development Project TRA       180.00  B A B   

2011 42208 2786 Second Local Government Finance and Governance Reform 
Program - Subprogram 2 

PSM       200.00  C C C   

2011 43255 2768 Urban Sanitation and Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM 
Mandiri 

MUL       100.00  B C C   

2011 45064 2805 Low-Carbon and Resilient Development Program MUL       100.00  C C C   

2012 38354 2927 State Accountability Revitalization Project PSM         57.75  C C C   

2012 42099 0343/2928 Polytechnic Education Development Project EDU         79.95  C C C   

2012 44252 2895 Financial Market Development and Integration Program FIN       300.00  C C C   

2012 46093 2942 Inclusive Growth through Improved Connectivity Program - 
Subprogram 1 

TRA       300.00  C C C   

2012 46239 2871 Precautionary Financing Facility PSM       500.00  C C C   

2013 41074 3015/0354 West Kalimantan Power Grid Strengthening ENE         51.50  B B B   

2013 42362 3083 Java-Bali 500-Kilovolt  Power Transmission Crossing ENE       224.00  A A C   

2013 46093 3068 Inclusive Growth through Improved Connectivity, Subprogram 2 TRA       400.00  C C C   

2013 46421 3094/0379 Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program−Coral 
Triangle Initiative Project 

ANR         53.52  B B B   

2014 43251 3123/8280 Metropolitan Sanitation Management and Health Project WSS         80.00  B B C   

2014 46094 3122 Neighborhood Upgrading and Shelter Project (Phase 2) WSS         74.40  B B C   

KYRGYZ REPUBLIC         

2005 34172 2224 Banking Sector and Capital Market Development Program FIN        15.50  C C C LS PCR 

2005 39304 0020 Second Education Project (KYRM-CWPF) EDU        15.50  C   S PCR 

2007 31196 0073/ 
2314/0112 

Southern Agriculture Area Devt  ANR        20.00  B C C S PCR 

2007 38298 0074 Vocational Education Skills Development Project EDU        10.00  C C C S PCR 

2007 39015 0077 Tax Administration Reform and Modernization PSM        10.00  C C C S PCR 

2007 40539 9104 Improving Livelihoods of Rural Women through Development of 
Handicrafts Industry 

IND           2.00  nc nc nc   

2007 40359 9108 Improving Access to Quality Basic Education for Children with 
Special Needs 

EDU           1.00  C C C   

2007 39676 0084 CAREC Regional Road Corridor Improvement (Kyrgyz Republic 
and Tajikistan) 

TRA        25.60  B B C   

2008 41544 0120/0319/0393 Investment Climate Improvement Project System Support 
Project (Subprograms 1 to 3) 

MUL        54.50  C C C S PCR 

2008 41544 0121 Investment Climate Improvement Project System Support 
Project 

MUL           2.90  nc nc nc LS PCR 

2008 31197 0122 Community-based Infrastructure Services Sector Project WSS        30.00  B B C US PCR 

2008 39674 0123 CAREC Transport Corridor I (Bishkek–Torugart Road) Project TRA        20.00  B B C S PCR 

2009 42399 2533/0153 CAREC Transport Corridor I (Bishkek-Torugart Road) Project 2 TRA        50.00  B C C   

2009 41548 2556/0163 Issyk-Kul Sustainable Development Project WSS        30.00  A C C   

2010 39676 2667 CAREC Regional Road Corridor Improvement Project 
(Supplementary) 

TRA        23.00  B C C   

2010 43456 2671/218 Power Sector Improvement Project (formerly Transmission and 
Distribution Metering Project) (formerly Transmission and 
Distribution Metering Project) 

ENE        44.80  B B C   

2010 44236 2668/217 Emergency Assistance for Recovery and Reconstruction MUL      100.00  B C C   

2011 42399 2755 CAREC Corridor 1 (Biskek-Torugart Road) - Project 3 TRA        55.00  A C C   

2012 38298 2902/307 Second Vocational Education and Skills Development EDU        20.00  C C C   

2012 44198 0294/2869 Power Sector Rehabilitation ENE        55.00  B C C   
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2013 46124 2995/340/341 Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Regional 
Improvement of Border Services 

IND        17.60  C B C   

2013 45169 3056/0366 Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 3 
(Bishkek-Osh Road) Improvement Project, Phase 4 

TRA      100.00  B B C   

2013 46010 9170 Women's Entrepreneurship Development Project FIN           1.50  FI FI-C C   

2014 41544 0393 Investment Climate Improvement Program - Subprogram 3 PSM        22.00  C C C   

2014 42399 0418/3204 CAREC Corridor 1 TRA        15.10  C C C   

2014 46348 3212/0419 Toktogul Rehabilitation Project Phase 2 ENE      110.00  B C C   

2014 46537 0408/0407 Strengthening Education System Sector Development Program EDU        22.00  C C C   

SRI LANKA          

2005 39144 2167 /0006/ 
0011/0045 

Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project MUL      157.00  B A/B A S PCR 

2005 36601 2168/ 0007/ 
0193/0013 

North East Community Restoration and Development Project II MUL        40.00  B A/B A S PCR 

2005 35197 2197 Technical Education Development Project EDU        20.00  C C B LS PCR 

2005 35201 2201 Local Government Infrastructure Improvement Project TRA        50.00  FI-C B B   

2005 38357 2217/2767 National Highways Sector Project TRA      235.00  A A B   

2005 39183 9076 Public Works Restoration and Rehabilitation of Line Drainage 
Systems of Tsunami-Affected Local Government Roads 

TRA           2.00  C     

2005 39182 9077 Post-Tsunami Utility Connections for the Poor ENE           2.00  C     

2006 37245 0062/2043/ 
2044 

Conflict-Affected Areas Rehabilitation ENE        80.00  B     

2006 31501 2275/2276 Secondary Towns and Rural Community-Based Water Supply 
and Sanitation Project (Supplementary Loans) 

WSS        60.00  B B C   

2007 34442 0075 North East Community Restoration and Community 
Development II (Supplementary) 

HLT           1.50  nc nc nc   

2007 39431 2319 Colombo Port Expansion  TRA      300.00  A C C   

2007 36117 2381 Small and Medium Enterprise Regional Development Project IND        50.00  FI C C S PCR 

2007 39293 2371/0091 Education for Knowledge Society Project EDU        80.00  C C B   

2008 26522 2413 Southern Transport Development Project (Supplementary 
Loan) 

TRA        90.00  A A C   

2008 37381 2477/0129/130 Dry Zone Urban Water and Sanitation WSS      108.22  B A C   

2008 41680 9116 Improvement of Rural Access Roads and Livelihood 
Development for the Poor 

HLT           2.00  nc nc nc   

2009 39619 9143 Improving Connectivity to Support Livelihoods and Gender 
Equality 

MUL           3.00  nc nc nc   

2009 36173 2557/2558 Greater Colombo Wastewater Management Project WSS      100.00  B B C   

2009 39419 7267/2519/ 
0149/7266/  

2518/7265/0149 

Clean Energy and Access Improvement Project ENE      172.20  B A B   

2009 39619 TA7347/2546 Eastern and North Central Provincial Road Project (formerly 
Road Network Project [Provincial Roads]) 

TRA        70.80  B C C   

2010 36601 2618 North East Community Restoration and Development Project II 
- Supplementary 

MUL        12.77  B C C   

2010 38356 2624 Fiscal Management Efficiency Project (formerly Fiscal 
Management Reform Program II) 

PSM        50.00  C C C   

2010 44065 2626/0246 Conflict-Affected Region Emergency Project MUL      151.50  B B C   

2010 44201 9150 Post-Conflict Emergency Assistance for Livelihood Restoration 
of Resettled Internally Displaced People in the North 

MUL           2.50  B C C   

2010 42254 2639/2640 Northern Road Connectivity Project TRA      154.40  B B C   

2010 37378 2710/2711 Jaffna and Kilinochchi Water Supply and Sanitation Project WSS        90.00  B B C   

2011 45043 0247 Sri Lanka Flood Disaster HLT           3.00  nc nc nc   

2011 42459 2790 Local Government Enhancement Sector Project (SF) WSS        59.00  B B B   
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2011 44082 9154 Improving Community-Based Rural Water Supply and 
Sanitation in Post-Conflict Areas of Jaffna and Kilinochchi 

WSS           2.00  B C C   

2011 39415 2733/2734 Sustainable Power Sector Support ENE      120.00  B B C   

2011 31501 2757/ 2758 Secondary Towns and Rural Community-Based Water Supply 
and Sanitation (Supplementary) 

WSS        17.60  B B C   

2012 37381 2977 Dry Zone Urban Water and Sanitation Project - Additional 
Financing (SF) 

WSS        40.00  A A C   

2012 42254 2890/2891 Northern Road Connectivity - Additional Financing TRA        98.00  B B C   

2012 43576 2892/2893/0303 Clean Energy and Network Efficiency Improvement ENE      131.50  B B C   

2012 45148 2947/2948 Greater Colombo Water and Wastewater Management 
Improvement Investment Program - Tranche 1 

WSS        84.00  B B C   

2013 39293 3008/3009 Education Sector Development Program EDU      100.00  B C C   

2013 47182 3027/3028 Southern Road Connectivity  TRA        70.00  B A C   

2013 45148 3029/3030 Greater Colombo Water and Wastewater Management 
Improvement Investment Program - Tranche 2 

WSS        70.00  B B C   

2014 47037 0084 Green Power Development and Energy Efficiency Improvement 
Project 

ENE      300.00  A A C   

2014 47273 0086 MFF-Integrated Road Investment Program TRA      800.00  B B B   

2014 47273 3171 MFF-Integrated Road Investment Program TRA      100.00  B B C   

2014 42251 3119/3120 Skills Sector Enhancement Program EDU      100.00  B C C   

2014 47037 3146/3147 Green Power Development and Energy Efficiency Improvement 
Project 

ENE      150.00  A A C   

2014 47273 3221/3222 MFF-Integrated Road Investment Program TRA      107.00  B B C   

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation, CAT = category, CWPF = CWPF = Public Management, 
Financial Sector, and Trade Division, CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EDU = education, ENE = energy, ENV = environment, FIN = finance, HLT = 
health, HS = highly successful, IND = industry, IP = indigenous peoples, IR = involuntary resettlement, KYRM = Kyrgyz Resident Mission,  LS = less than 
successful, MFF = multritranche financing facility, MUL = multisector, nc = not classified, OD = operations department, PCR = project completion report, PNPM 
= Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat, PS = partly , PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, PSM = public sector management, PVR = 
project completion report validation report, RD = regional department, S = successful, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, 
TRA = transport, US = unsuccessful, WSS = water supply and sanitation, XARR = extended annual review report, XARR = extended annual review report. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 




