
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE THEMATIC EVALUATION STUDY REAL-TIME 
EVALUATION OF ADB’S SAFEGUARD IMPLEMENTATION EXPERIENCE BASED ON 

SELECTED CASE STUDIES 
 
 

On 6 December 2016, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 
received the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of Management: 

 
I. General Comments 
 
1. We appreciate the Thematic Evaluation Study (TES) on the application of 
ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) for 12 projects in three countries.1 
Overall, we welcome the recommendations of the TES and reaffirm our 
commitment to sound safeguards preparation and implementation. The TES is 
an interim study undertaken between the IED Safeguards Operational Review 
(December 2014) and the proposed full evaluation of the SPS, which is planned 
in 2018–2019. The TES was prepared with limited time and resources, and is 
based on a small number of purposively selected case studies. Half of the case 
studies were approved before the SPS became effective in January 2010, and 
three projects had not commenced civil works at the time of the study. Therefore, 
the findings and recommendations of the study include those that (i) can be 
addressed immediately, (ii) require further study, and (ii) can be reviewed further 
once the full evaluation of SPS is completed. We have previously provided 
extensive and detailed comments to IED on the findings of the report, which will 
not be repeated in this document.  
   
II. Comments on Recommendations 
 
2. Recommendation (1): Integrate safeguard work early in the project 
preparation and provide adequate time and resources to this task. This 
recommendation includes several elements: (i) ensuring safeguard readiness 
and early establishment of grievance redress mechanisms (GRMs)2; (ii) 
integration of poverty, gender, and social analysis in safeguards planning; (iii) 
linking environmental management and resettlement plans to civil works through 
loan covenants; and (iv) use of safeguards as an entry point to enhance the 
transformational impact of projects.   
 
3. Management agrees on the need for safeguards to be adequately 
resourced and initiated early in the project cycle. In fact, this approach is 
embodied in the SPS and ADB’s operational manual, which requires that 
screening, meaningful consultation, and assessments are initiated as early as 
possible. There are opportunities to further ensure that this takes place such as: 
(i) reviewing current quality at entry processes with respect to safeguards, 
including peer review of category B projects; (ii) preparing updates to the 
safeguards sourcebooks to reflect good practices, covering environmental 
management planning, resettlement planning, GRMs, and the better integration 

                                                
1
 The three countries are Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Sri Lanka. The TES considers environmental and 

involuntary resettlement safeguards. Indigenous people’s safeguards were not considered.  
2
 Recommendations on GRMs are further detailed under recommendation 4. Please see this recommendation for 

Management’s consolidated response.  



of poverty, gender, and social analyses with safeguards; and (iii) supporting 
additional training and knowledge sharing on good practices. The more 
aspirational objectives related to transformational impact will be pursued where 
opportunities present themselves in specific projects. 
 
4. With respect to linking environment and resettlement plans to the timing 
of civil works, we would like to highlight that ADB’s standard model loan 
covenants already explicitly require civil works contracts to be awarded only after 
the completion and integration of relevant safeguards. Additional covenants are 
also used,when necessary, for projects with specific risks. Changes to the model 
covenants are, therefore, not considered necessary at this time.  
 

5. Recommendation (2): Step up safeguard implementation support 
internally and in country agencies to fully achieve the safeguard policy objectives. 
This recommendation includes several elements: (i) facilitating supervision and 
monitoring through deploying necessary staff in headquarters (HQ) and resident 
missions (RMs); (ii) ensuring support for affected poor and vulnerable people and 
implementation of livelihood programs; (iii) improving ADB and government 
monitoring systems; (iv) nurturing partnerships with appropriate implementers; 
and (v) strengthening training and creating a pool of safeguard consultants 
involved in safeguard monitoring.  
 
6. Management agrees on the need to ensure effective monitoring and 
supervision. Safeguards supervision and monitoring are undertaken by the 
executing agency, supervision consultants, ADB staff, and third parties. To 
strengthen these arrangements, we plan to: (i) undertake a study to review the 
optimal deployment of safeguard specialists at HQ and RMs; and (ii) review 
current arrangements and identify opportunities for improved monitoring of 
projects with safeguard risks. In addition, options to strengthen monitoring of 
livelihood programs and support for the poor and vulnerable will be further 
reviewed, looking at case studies and good practices to be included in 
sourcebooks. On training, ADB will continue its support for safeguard learning 
centers and enhance capacity development efforts for staff, consultants, 
executing agency staff, and civil society organizations in coordination with a 
range of partners.  
 
7. Recommendation (3): Continue to exercise strong caution in proceeding 
with use of country safeguard systems (CSS), ensuring that high ADB standards 
and its reputation are properly safeguarded; and systematically strengthen the 
CSS through dedicated technical assistance (TA), especially the local 
implementation capacities, to pave the way toward its use in ADB supported 
projects. This recommendation includes several elements: (i) a strategic 
approach on CSS, (ii) regular assessments, (iii) appropriate staff knowledge, (iv) 
capacity development, and (v) a focus on countries and agencies with basic 
equivalence and institutional capacities.  
 
8. Management agrees. The SPS requires a cautious approach by allowing 
the use of country systems only under two very strict conditions: (i) the CSS is 
equivalent to ADB’s SPS; and (ii) the borrower has acceptable capacity and 
commitment to implement its CSS. It also requires ADB to undertake its own due 
diligence and review of safeguards even where the CSS is used in lieu of the 



SPS. ADB will complete preliminary mapping of CSS equivalence assessments 
for all developing member countries (DMCs), and use the diagnostics to inform 
dialogue with DMCs on strengthening and use of CSS in the context of country 
partnership strategy preparation and related country dialogue. This will provide a 
basis for targeting capacity support and undertaking more rigorous assessments 
of equivalence and acceptability for countries, sectors, or agencies with 
convergent systems. The ongoing capacity development efforts on CSS will also 
continue, building on the $38 million in TA support approved so far. With respect 
to Indonesia’s CSS, the TES findings have been noted, and IED’s preliminary 
observations will be further reviewed and verified through the ongoing detailed 
assessments and consultations.   
 
9. Recommendation (4): Determine whether (a) the disclosure 
arrangements for involuntary resettlement plans, and (b) the definition and 
functioning of grievance redress mechanisms, deserve more attention and take 
appropriate actions. This recommendation includes the need for a review of GRM 
implementation experiences and models,  and reviewing effective means of 
disclosure of resettlement plans to affected people.  
 
10. We agree to undertake a study on GRM implementation experience and 
good practices, update the safeguard sourcebooks, and provide additional staff 
training and knowledge sharing. With respect to disclosure, we welcome IED’s 
proposal to further review disclosure arrangements and practices for involuntary 
resettlement during the full SPS evaluation in 2018–2019. Management also 
notes that ADB’s Public Communication Policy is under review, and this includes 
issues surrounding disclosure of information. 
 
III. Issues to be addressed in the next evaluation 
 
11. The forthcoming full evaluation of the effectiveness of the SPS will be an 
important study. We urge IED to ensure that the study benefits from adequate 
resources, an appropriate time frame, and suitable staff capacity to deliver a 
robust report. Appropriate country, sector and lending modality coverage, and 
sufficient sample size should be ensured. We also caution IED not to rely too 
heavily on consultants to drive the findings and recommendations. In addition to 
the initial ideas on the scope of the evaluation outlined in the TES, it would be 
useful for IED to consider: (i) effective models for safeguard delivery, including 
comparison of procedural approaches to safeguards with performance-based 
models; and (ii) good practice approaches for enhancing client capacity, 
accountability, and ownership through use of borrower safeguards systems. A 
review of overall issues related to safeguard staffing and roles, as well as 
alternative mechanisms for augmenting safeguards capacity, should be 
subjected to more in-depth analysis.  
 
 


