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A. Introduction and Context 

 
1. This paper sets out the approach and methodology for an evaluation of the 
effectiveness of Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) in 
achieving ADB’s safeguard objectives.1 In 2009, the ADB adopted the SPS to manage the 
environmental and social risks arising from the projects it supports. The SPS updated and 
consolidated three previous safeguard policies on the environment, involuntary resettlement, and 
indigenous peoples. It became effective in January 2010. 
 
2. The 2009 SPS asked for a policy review by the Independent Evaluation Department 
(IED) after 5 years.  The paper stated in para 82: 

 
“A review will be conducted 5 years after the effective date of the Safeguard Policy Statement to 
assess its effectiveness in achieving ADB's safeguard objectives. In addition, an operational review 
will be undertaken 3 years after the policy becomes effective, with particular emphasis on assessing 
(i) progress on the use of CSS [country safeguard systems] and effectiveness of CSS; and (ii) 
implementation of safeguard requirements for FI projects, and the effectiveness of such 
requirements. Both the 3-year and 5-year reviews will be conducted by the Independent Evaluation 
Department, and the resulting reports will be submitted to the Board of Directors and ADB 
Management. Taking into account the recommendations of the 3-year review and the views of 
Board's Development Effectiveness Committee, Management will submit a paper to the Board on 
the application of CSS and the implementation of safeguard requirements for FI projects for Board 
approval. Management would also submit a paper to the Board taking in to account the 5-year 
review.”  

 
3. The 3-year review was completed in 2014,2 but the 5-year review was postponed 
until a larger sample of projects approved under the SPS would be mature. During the 
meeting of the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) to discuss the 3-year review, the 
DEC Chair advised IED to undertake the 5-year review when “operations approved after the SPS’ 
adoption are sufficiently mature and allow observations of project outcomes on the ground.”3 
Consequently, the SPS review was postponed from 2015/2016 to 2018/2019. In the interim, IED 
undertook a case assessment-based evaluation on ADB’s safeguard implementation experience 
in Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Sri Lanka. 4 In these countries, the evaluation assessed the 
                                                
1  ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila.   
2  IED. 2014. Safeguards Operational Review: ADB Processes, Portfolio, Country Systems, and Financial 

Intermediaries. Manila: ADB. 
3  ADB. 2014. Chair’s Summary of the Development Effectiveness Committee Meeting, 7 November 2014. Manila. 
  https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/evaluation-document/89401/files/dec-chairs-summary-7-nov-2014.pdf 
4  IED. 2016. Real-Time Evaluation of ADB's Safeguard Implementation Experience Based on Selected Case Studies. 
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implementation of projects approved both before and after the SPS to better understand issues 
around safeguards implementation. That evaluation paid particular attention to country systems 
and their interaction with safeguards implementation, especially in Indonesia, where ADB was 
considering the use of country systems in four sectors, but eventually decided to focus on one 
agency system in the energy sector. The evaluation also undertook an illustrative benefit cost 
analysis of applying safeguard measures to a road project in Sri Lanka. The evaluation was also 
designed to contribute to the review of the effectiveness of the SPS.  
 
B.   Purpose and Audience  
 
4. Since the SPS was approved, there has been considerable evolution in member 
country contexts—in terms of development needs, systems, and capacities of ADB’s 
Developing Member Countries (DMCs)—and in ADB’s own lending modalities. In parallel, 
other multilateral and bilateral development partners have also updated their environmental and 
social safeguard frameworks. This provides an opportunity for the evaluation to assess both the 
effectiveness of SPS implementation itself, and how best to ensure the continued relevance of 
ADB’s safeguard policy framework to achieve ADB’s broader safeguard objectives. 
 
5. The evaluation is targeted at both internal and external audiences. Internally, the 
evaluation will provide feedback to DEC and to ADB Management on the effectiveness of its 
implementation and continuing relevance of the policy to ADB’s different lending modalities and 
country contexts. In doing so, it will also provide evaluation evidence on specific applications of 
the SPS during design and implementation that will be of value to operational staff. Externally, 
the evaluation will generate evidence about the effectiveness and relevance of the policy which 
would be of interest to DMC borrowers and implementing agencies as well as civil society partners 
interested in the welfare of people and the environment. Given the increasing demand for 
collaboration with other development partners, the evaluation will aim to generate insights from 
current ADB approaches on cofinanced projects in light of the potential to harmonize safeguard 
policies or at least adopt a common approach for implementation and capacity building efforts in 
co-financed projects.  
 
C. ADB’s Policy Framework and Theory of Change 
 
6. SPS introduced a number of new safeguard features which were generally 
perceived as advanced at the time. Three features stood out: (i) consolidation of three previous 
safeguard policies (environment, involuntary resettlement, indigenous peoples) within one policy 
framework; (ii) the inclusion of a section describing the conditions, procedures and processes for 
the use of country systems in ADB supported projects; and (iii) specification of requirements for 
different sovereign and nonsovereign lending windows. The SPS confined safeguard 
categorization to environmental impacts, although earlier practice had been to use categories for 
involuntary resettlement and indigenous peoples. Operational Procedures issued by ADB in 
2013 5  reintroduced separate categorization for Involuntary Resettlement and Indigenous 
Peoples. The SPS also aspired to become less front-loaded and procedural but general 
perceptions are that it is still front-loaded, a characteristic which advocacy NGOs like. In any 
event, the extent to which the SPS managed to achieve that aspiration will be reviewed by this 
evaluation. 
 

                                                
5  ADB. 2013. Safeguard Policy Statement. Operations Manual. OM F1/OP. Manila. 
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7. The theory of change derived by the evaluation team from the SPS Policy Paper 
provides a useful starting point for the evaluation.6. Figure 1 presents the theory of change 
based on the goal and outcomes of the SPS, which will guide the evaluation (see section G).  The 
evaluation will focus on the areas of the theory of change directly related to the SPS.  The goal of 
the SPS, which is to “Promote the sustainability of project outcomes by protecting the environment 
and people from projects’ potential adverse impacts”, is beyond the scope of the evaluation and 
will not be assessed as it is difficult to assess the sustainability of outcomes comprehensively.  
8. The primary focus of the evaluation will be on the theory of change outcomes and 
the supporting inputs and cross cutting issues.  A shared set of inputs guide the screening, 
due diligence, implementation supervision and monitoring, and capacity building efforts to help 
the borrower manage environmental and social risks. These inputs help generate separate 
outputs and intermediate outcomes for each of the three constituent policies, in order to achieve 
two of the three overarching SPS outcomes. These are to (i) avoid adverse impacts of projects 
on the environment and affected people, where possible; (ii) minimize, mitigate and/or 
compensate for adverse project impacts on the environment and affected people when avoidance 
is not possible. These outcomes are consistent with the mitigation hierarchy common to most 
safeguards policies at multilateral financial institutions (MFIs). The SPS also includes a third 
overarching outcome to (iii) strengthen borrowers and/or clients’ safeguard systems and develop 
their capacity to manage environmental and social risks. Strengthening of safeguards systems 
and developing capacity will be assessed by this evaluation as a cross cutting issue as it is 
addressed directly through TA and indirectly through the application of the SPS.  The other cross 
cutting issues of evolving lending instruments and donor coordination and partnership will also be 
assessed.  The Compliance review mechanism is another related function that supports the 
overall goal but is separate from the SPS and will not be considered in the evaluation.  However, 
outputs and lessons from this function will inform the evaluation design. 
 
  

                                                
6  Theory of change is an evaluation concept that describes how an intervention’s inputs and outputs are expected to 

achieve desired results. L. Morra-Imas and R. Rist. 2009. The Road to Results: Designing and Conducting Effective 
Development Evaluations. World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/2699 License: CC BY 
3.0 IGO. 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/2699%20License:%20CC%20BY%203.0%20IGO
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/2699%20License:%20CC%20BY%203.0%20IGO
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Figure 1: SPS Theory of Change 
 

 
  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CSS = country safeguard systems, FI = financial intermediary, EIA = environmental 
impact assessment, EMP = environmental management plan, ENV = environment, IEE = initial environmental 
examination, IP = indigenous peoples, IPP = indigenous peoples plan, IR = involuntary resettlement, MFF = 
multitranche financing facility, RBL = results-based lending, RP = resettlement plan, RRP = report and recommendation 
of the President, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Note: Items above the dotted line are excluded from the evaluation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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9. Some related processes lie beyond the boundaries of the immediate theory of 
change. Like most other MFIs, the ADB has an independent accountability mechanism whereby 
people adversely affected by ADB-financed projects can express their grievances, seek solutions, 
and report alleged violations of ADB’s policies and procedures. The accountability mechanism 
comprises two distinct entities responsible for two separate but related phases: (i) a consultation 
phase, led by ADB’s special project facilitator to assist project-affected people in finding solutions 
to their problems; and (ii) a compliance review phase, led by a three-member panel that 
investigates alleged violations of ADB’s operational policies and procedures including safeguard 
policies (footnote 1). Assessing the effectiveness of the accountability mechanism is beyond the 
scope of this evaluation, but the evaluation will draw on its reports and findings as appropriate to 
assess the effectiveness of the SPS. 

 
10. The preamble to the SPS in the Board Paper of June 2009 discussed Key Policy 
Issues and Considerations arising from the earlier three policies. Notably it distinguished 
safeguards “do no harm” elements from aspirational development objectives (e.g., for improving 
the environment); it added the strengthening of borrower and/or client safeguard systems and 
capacity as a new objective of the policy to the safeguard objectives of avoiding and mitigating 
negative impacts of projects; it differentiated between procedures and principles of the policy, and 
between requirements for borrowers and for ADB; it clarified the role of consultation, in particular 
with respect to risks concerning indigenous peoples, requiring broad community support for 
projects. The SPS also provided an option to use country systems in ADB supported projects, 
elaborating the conditions and processes needed for ADB to approve and monitor this. The latter 
aspect was done in recognition of the aspiration of countries to use their own evolving country 
systems and Paris Declaration commitments made by many organizations and countries to use 
such systems.  

 
11. However, the SPS did not incorporate additional social dimensions such as core 
labor standards or gender as explicit safeguard policies, as some other MFIs have done. 
Instead, the ADB Prohibited Investment Activities List in the SPS excludes from ADB financing 
“production or activities involving harmful or exploitative formed of forced labor or child labor” 
while the preamble states that core labor standards and broader social protection issues are 
included in ADB’s 2001 Social Protection Strategy. 7  The SPS recognized that gender 
considerations need to be reflected systematically in safeguard measures while other gender 
issues are left to ADB’s 1998 Policy on Gender and Development.8  
 
12. In parallel to the SPS, the portfolio mix at ADB has been evolving from the focus on 
standalone investment projects toward other forms of financing. Sector lending programs, 
largely in the form of multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) have grown since 2009 and become 
a core instrument working in sectors with requiring safeguards such as transportation and water 
supply. The demand for nonsovereign lending, particularly for private equity, to the private sector 
has also been growing. Policy-based lending (PBL) is committing 15%–20% of all financing even 
in non-crisis years (up to 30% of disbursement), with some now getting a safeguard category B. 
The results-based lending (RBL) modality, which was not covered in the SPS, is being scaled up 
with an increase in the 5% cap imposed during the initial pilot years due to greater interest among 
many DMCs in using the new modality. A recent working paper submitted to the Board proposes 
more modalities that may be introduced in the coming years.9 Cofinancing of sovereign and 
nonsovereign projects is also projected to increase, pointing to the urgency of addressing 

                                                
7 ADB. 2001. Social Protection: Our Framework Policies and Strategies. Manila.  
8 ADB. 1998. Gender and Development. Manila. 
9 ADB. 2018. Proposal for ADB’s New Products and Modalities. Manila. 
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differences in safeguard policies among different partners. The evaluation can serve as a useful 
vehicle to assess relevance of the SPS to the new financing modalities and identify areas where 
further customization of the policies may be desirable. 
 
D.  Safeguards Policies at Comparator Organizations 
 
13. Over the past 5 years or so, several MFIs have updated their safeguards 
frameworks. In 2012, International Finance Corporation (IFC) updated its Sustainability 
Framework 10  [discussed under World Bank (WB) Group policies below]. The African 
Development Bank Group (AfDB) approved an Integrated Safeguards System11 in 2013 with a 
consolidated Policy statement and five operational safeguards. The European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) approved an integrated Environmental and Social 
Policy12 with 10 Performance Requirements in 2014, which bears some resemblance to IFC’s 
policy architecture. The new Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) approved its 
Environmental and Social Framework13 in 2016 with a consolidated policy, i.e., Environmental 
and Social Policy and three Environmental and Social Standards. The Inter-American 
Development Bank (IDB) is the only major MFI that has not yet consolidated its six safeguards 
policies although, unlike other MFIs, it has adopted a Gender Equality Policy as one of its 
safeguards policies.  
 
14. The safeguards policy framework of the WB Group has gone through more frequent 
updates and customization to lending instruments. In 2003, the WB integrated customized 
policy provisions for addressing environmental and social risks of policy-based loans within its 
new policy for Development Policy Lending.14 When the WB approved its policy for Program-for-
Results Financing15 in 2012, it developed separate, customized policy provisions to manage 
environmental and social risks that were integrated within that policy. A customized sustainability 
framework for the private sector was approved by IFC (the WB Group’s primary lending agency 
for the private sector) in 2006 with a consolidated policy and eight performance standards on 
environmental and social sustainability. This was updated in 2012 to the current Sustainability 
Framework, which has since been adopted by other agencies of the WB Group16 to cover all 
lending to the private sector. In August 2016, the WB approved a new Environmental and Social 
Framework (ESF)17 with a consolidated environmental and social policy for investment project 
financing and 10 environmental and social standards (ESS). The ESF is expected to become 
effective in October 2018. 
 

                                                
10 IFC. 2012. Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability. Washington, DC. 
11  African Development Bank. 2013. Safeguards and Sustainability Series: African Development Bank Group’s 

Integrated Safeguards System — Policy Statement and Operational Safeguards. Tunis.   
12 European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 2014. Environmental and Social Policy. London. 
13 Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. 2016. Environmental and Social Framework. Beijing. 
14  World Bank. 2006. Development Policy Lending Retrospective, Operations Policy and Country Services. 

Washington, DC (http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/596631468314057624/pdf/367720rev0pdf.pdf) 
15  World Bank. 2012. Operational Manual: OP 9.00 – Program-for-Results Financing. Washington, DC 

(https://policies.worldbank.org/sites/ppf3/PPFDocuments/1747090224b08234136d.pdf) 
16 World Bank. 2013. Operational Manual: OP 4.03 Performance Standards for Private Sector Activities. Washington, 

DC; and the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency also adopted IFC’s updated Sustainability Framework, 
ensuring consistency across the World Bank Group for private sector lending.  
(https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc _external_corporate_site/sustainability-at-ifc/policies-
standards/sustainability+framework) 

17 World Bank. 2016. Environmental and Social Framework. Washington, DC. 
 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/596631468314057624/pdf/367720rev0pdf.pdf
https://policies.worldbank.org/sites/ppf3/PPFDocuments/1747090224b08234136d.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc%20_external_corporate_site/sustainability-at-ifc/policies-standards/sustainability+framework
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc%20_external_corporate_site/sustainability-at-ifc/policies-standards/sustainability+framework
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15. ADB’s bilateral financing partners have also expressed increasing interest in 
establishing safeguards policies for their operations in recent years. The Japan International 
Cooperation Agency (JICA) issued its Guidelines for Environmental and Social Consideration in 
2010.18 In 2018, the Australian Government’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) 
approved its Environmental and Social Safeguard Policy for the Aid Program.19 While the core of 
these policies is similar, there are some differences in scope and emphasis.  Keeping in mind the 
need for harmonization especially with agencies that are frequent cofinanciers of ADB projects 
[such as JICA, DFAT, Agence Française de Développement (AfD), Kreditanstalt für 
Wiederaufbau (KfW), EBRD, IFC] and with the Equator Principles for the private sector, these 
safeguards policies and frameworks will serve as useful comparators for this evaluation.  
 
E. Evaluation Evidence 
 
16. Several sets of evidence provide a starting point for the evaluation. Evaluation 
evidence comes first from the findings of the two IED evaluations of the SPS conducted in 2014 
(footnote 2) and 2016 (footnote 4). The second set consists of findings on safeguards from IED’s 
2017 evaluation of Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early- 
Assessment, 20 which provided insights into safeguards due diligence and early implementation 
in RBLs. The third set consists of findings from the safeguards assessments of completed projects 
under the SPS being undertaken by IED as a supplement to project completion report validation 
reports (PVRs). In addition, IED has drawn on insights from the self-reporting by ADB 
management on implementation of the SPS, and internal studies on safeguards implementation 
and outcomes, conducted by operational teams, by the safeguards division of the Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) and by ADB’s Chief Compliance Officer. 
The evaluation has also reviewed the documentation on safeguard related cases produced by 
the Compliance Review Panel and the Office of Special Project Facility. These findings and 
insights have informed the choice of evaluation questions and the evaluation design. 
 
F. Consultations within ADB and Nongovernment Organizations (NGOs) 
 
17. The Evaluation Approach Paper (EAP) has benefited from extensive consultations 
within ADB as part of EAP formulation. IED undertook extensive consultations within ADB to 
solicit inputs, concerns, and interests in the forthcoming evaluation. The key messages were that 
the evaluation should take into account the rapidly changing external context in other MFIs to take 
account of their experience and safeguards policy evolution, the evolving context within DMCs, 
and the evolving nature of ADB’s lending portfolio. ADB Management recommended going 
beyond assessing the effectiveness of safeguard implementation narrowly to include an 
assessment of the relevance of the SPS to the evolving context and ADB’s operational needs. 
ADB Management also sought feedback on whether policy frameworks in some other MFIs are 
more suited to particular lending windows, such as for nonsovereign lending. Hence this 
evaluation will look at both the effectiveness and the continuing relevance of the policy, its 
corresponding processes and procedures, and implementation. 
 
18. NGOs visiting ADB’s 2018 Annual Meeting including the NGO Forum on ADB 
consider the 2009 SPS Policy Paper to be of high standard in terms of its prescriptive nature 
and heavy emphasis on up-front compliance and do not want to see this compromised. The NGO 

                                                
18 Japan International Cooperation Agency. 2010. Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations. Tokyo. 
19 Government of the Commonwealth of Australia. Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 2018. Environmental and 

Social Safeguard Framework for the Aid Program. Canberra. 
20 IED. 2017. Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early Assessment. Manila: ADB. 
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Forum would favor any future revisions to SPS to include provisions on core labor standards and 
gender but would not favor its prescriptive, compliance orientation to be watered down as a result 
of competition among MFIs. They would also like the evaluation to address issues related to 
cofinancing arrangements, and how the SPS safeguard requirements, including meaningful 
consultation, critical habitats, and grievance redress mechanisms (GRMs), are influencing the 
actual preparation and implementation of projects in ADB. 
 
G. Evaluation Questions and Scope 
  
19. The evaluation questions have been formulated to build on existing evaluation 
evidence and respond to the feedback received from consultations. The expectations from 
the current evaluation (which replaces the 5-year review in the SPS) are substantially different 
from, and more comprehensive than, the 3-year review and IED’s 2016 real-time evaluation 
(footnotes 2 and 4). The evaluation is expected to assess SPS’s effectiveness in achieving ADB’s 
safeguard objectives. To this end, the evaluation will involve assessing safeguard outcomes of 
projects approved under SPS that are sufficiently mature to be able to observe outcomes on the 
ground, and assessing outcomes of projects and other work of ADB in strengthening safeguard 
systems and developing capacity. At the same time, it will review, first of all, the relevance of the 
design of the SPS and its Operational Manual sections and other ADB guidance to achieve its 
objectives, and secondly the relevance of ADB’s safeguard policy and its architecture to the 
evolving needs of its clients and the changes in the external content of development financing 
and the internal context of ADB’s diversifying portfolio. 
 
20. The overarching question of the evaluation is framed as: “Is the SPS fit-for-purpose 
to ensure effective safeguards implementation in ADB operations, given the experience to 
date and the changes in the external and internal context?” To evaluate this question, the 
evaluation will need to assess subquestions related to (i) the effectiveness of safeguard delivery 
and implementation, (ii) efficiency of the internal processes and delivery mechanisms, and (iii) the 
relevance of the SPS. These questions are summarized in Figure 2 below and elaborated in para. 
21. 
 
 

Figure 2: Summary of Evaluation Questions 

                     

How fit-for-purpose is 
SPS to ensure effective 

safeguards 
implementation?

How effective is SPS 
delivery and its 

implementation?

How effective and efficient
are ADB's internal processes 
and organizational systems 

for the SPS?

How relevant is the 
SPS to the evolving 
needs of its clients 

and operational 
portfolio?
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ADB = Asian Development Bank, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

21. The main evaluation questions are: 
 

(i) How effective is SPS in achieving the intended results of its environmental and 
social (E&S) safeguards objectives? 
(a) How effective has the delivery of the SPS, including categorization, been 

in avoiding adverse impacts of projects on the environment and affected 
people, where possible?  

(b) How effective has the implementation of SPS been in minimizing, 
mitigating, and/or compensating for adverse project impacts on the 
environment and affected people when avoidance is not possible? 

(c) How effective has ADB been in helping borrowers and/or clients strengthen 
their safeguard systems and develop their capacity to manage 
environmental and social risks? 
 

(ii)  How efficient are ADB’s processes and systems for the SPS to achieve its 
safeguards objectives, and support the evolving needs of ADB’s portfolio?  
(a) To what extent have ADB procedures, processes, budgets, and staffing 

been adequate to meet the needs of its safeguards objectives?  
(b) Have ADB’s guidance materials, staff capacities and supervision resources 

been commensurate with the need for effective safeguard implementation 
under ADB’s different financing modalities?   

(c) Have corporate and regional department oversight and monitoring systems 
been optimal in terms of objectives and coverage and adequate to support 
ADB’s safeguards?  

 
(iii) How relevant is SPS to the evolving needs of its clients and operational portfolio, 

given the changes in the external context of E&S safeguards? 
(a) To what extent is the SPS responsive to the evolving operational and 

development financing needs of ADB’s clients? 
(b) Is the policy architecture and approach of the SPS sufficiently flexible to 

allow ADB to adapt it to its different lending windows and modalities, 
including nonsovereign lending? 

(c) To what extent is ADB’s policy and approach aligned with the policies, 
approaches and best practices of other MFIs? 

 
22. The scope of the evaluation is driven by the nature of the evaluation questions and 
the feasibility of assessing safeguards outcomes and implementation results. The framing 
of the evaluation questions signals the evaluation’s focus on effectiveness in achieving intended 
results, and the relevance of ADB’s safeguards policy and appropriateness of its architecture. The 
costs and efficiency of internal systems and organization for delivery will need to be assessed to 
help explain the findings.  
 
23. While the majority of projects to assess will be sovereign investment loans, in 
addressing the evaluation questions this evaluation also intends to assess the adequacy 
of policy provisions to the needs of: (i) nonsovereign lending, (ii) different lending 
modalities apart from investment loan (e.g., RBL and PBL), (iii) diverse country contexts 
(by region, capacity, and specific issues), and (iv) the evolving nature of safeguards at 
other MFIs in cofinanced projects. Table 1 highlights in which of the case assessment countries 
these four focal areas can be found. This presupposes that safeguards implementation under the 
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SPS is sufficiently advanced to permit evaluation of a representative sample of projects to assess 
results achieved. In this context it needs to be observed that the number of completed projects 
approved under the SPS which were classified as category A, B, or financial intermediary (FI) 
remains small at 60 as of May 2018 and these projects are not equally distributed across sectors 
or lending modalities. For this reason, the evaluation sample should include also mature projects 
with safeguards in advanced stages of implementation, and cover projects implemented with 
different financing modalities, to generate answers to the effectiveness questions. The total of this 
set of projects expands to 454. The details of this are in Appendices 1 and 2.  
 

Table 1: Focus and Methodology for the Assessments 
How Safeguard is being Implemented in 

Country 

Different modality 
(apart from 
investment) 

Different 
lending 
window 

Country 
capacity and 

context 

Cofinanced 
projects 
and MFI 

comparison 

 
 

Methodology 
IND 
 
 
 

Significant number of 
PBLs, with RBL on 
social sector, some FI 
loans 

Significant 
amount of 
nonsovereign 
investment 
projects 

Ongoing CSS 
discussion 

Significant 
number of 
cofinanced 
projects  

Visit 2 projects in 
each country, 
considering the 
composition of 
modality, lending 
window, co-financed 
projects 

Interview/FGDs with 
ADB staff, 
government officials, 
staff of co-financiers, 
contractors 

Review of monitoring 
and GRM reports 

Stakeholders 
consultations 

PRC 
 
 

Significant number of 
PBLs, with RBL on 
social sector 

  

VIE 
 
 
 

   Significant 
number of 
cofinanced 
projects  

UZB 
 
 

Investment projects 
and RBL on housing, 
some FI loans 

Some 
nonsovereign 
investments 

  

PNG 
 
 

  Weak 
institutions 

Significant 
number of 
cofinanced 
projects  

NEP 
 

Some PBLs and an 
RBL on social sector 

 ADF country, 
post-conflict 

Interview/FGDs with 
ADB staff, 
government officials, 
staff of co-financiers, 
and stakeholders 

INO 
 
 

Significant number of 
PBLs, with RBLs on 
energy and irrigation 

Some 
nonsovereign 
investments 

Ongoing CSS 
discussion 

Other 
countries 
 
 

For randomly selected projects, conduct a general analysis as well as 
specific assessment in the four evaluation focal areas 

Portfolio review 

Staff survey/FGD 

Client survey 

Manager interviews 

Select evaluation 
(MFF Evaluation, 
CPSFRVs, PPER, 
TPER) 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, PRC = People’s Republic of China CSS = country safeguard systems, CPSFRV = country 
partnership strategy final review validation, FI = financial intermediaries, FGD = focus group discussion, GRM = grievance 
redress mechanism, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, MFF = multittranche financing facility, NEP = Nepal, PBL = policy-based 
lending, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PPER = project performance evaluation report, RBL = results-based lending, TPER = 
technical assistance performance evaluation report, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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H. Evaluation Methods  
 
24. The evaluation will consist of a series of nested activities starting from the commissioning 
of background papers on global, comparative issues, and a portfolio review of ADB’s projects with 
safeguards category A, B, or FI, to country case assessments in purposely selected countries 
that will include project-level assessments of selected lending operations and feedback from in-
country stakeholders, to answer the evaluation questions. Reviews of secondary evaluative 
reports and operational documents will be supplemented by systematic feedback through staff 
surveys, semi-structured client interviews, and systematic focus group discussions (Figure 3).  
 
25. The Evaluation Design Matrix is summarized in Table 2. The evaluation will use a mixed 
methods approach largely based on a review of existing documents and literature, country level 
field work including primary data collection, and engagement with key stakeholders. The specific 
data collection methods listed in the design matrix are described further below and include: 
 

Table 2: Summary of Evaluation Design Matrix 
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Is the SPS fit-for-purpose to 
ensure effective safeguards 
implementation in ADB 
operations, given the experience 
to date and the changes in the 
external and internal context? 

√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

1. How effective is the delivery and 
implementation of the SPS in 
achieving the intended results of 
its E&S safeguards objectives? 

   √ √ √ √ √ √ √  

2. How appropriate are ADB’s 
internal systems and 
organizational systems for the 
SPS? 

 √  √  √  √ √ √ √ 

3. How relevant is the SPS to the 
evolving needs and capacities of 
its clients, given the changes in 
the external context of E&S 
safeguards? 

√ √ √  √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, E&S = environment and social, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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(i) Portfolio analysis and external reviews: 
 

(a) Comparative analysis of MFI safeguard frameworks. A special 
comparative analysis will be undertaken of the most recent policies and 
systems at MFIs to assess safeguards policy coverage, policy design, 
structure and delivery systems including MFI and/or client roles and 
responsibilities. 

(b) Literature review of safeguards experience.  A literature review will be 
undertaken of relevant documents on safeguards including evaluative 
studies, relevant progress reports, and databases on safeguard 
implementation and performance, as well as external literature on ADB’s 
safeguards performance. The literature review will also summarize key 
lessons from safeguards implementation and cooperation in the Asia-
Pacific region by other development partners, as well as relevant insights 
from the safeguards experience of other MFIs. 

(c) Analysis of Lending Portfolio. The portfolio of new financing operations 
by number of approvals and commitment amount from 2010 onwards will 
be analyzed and updated during the course of the evaluation to assess the 
evolution of the portfolio by lending instrument, sector, region, and 
safeguards category. This will also include lending for nonsovereign 
operations. Over this period the evaluation will also review technical 
assistance (TA) provided by ADB to strengthen systems and capacity for 
carrying out safeguards design and implementation. As part of this, the 
evaluation will assess ADB’s contribution towards strengthening country 
safeguard systems (CSS).   

(d) Structured Review of Safeguards.  The evaluation will utilize a structured 
template for a review of safeguards design and supervision for all 60 
projects completed by March 2018 that were classified as category A, B or 
FI for any of the safeguards [environment (ENV), involuntary resettlement 
(IR) or indigenous peoples (IP)] and a 25% sample of the 394 mature 
operations that were similarly classified as category A, B, or FI. The review 
will include relevant documents covering loan processing, supervision, and 
project completion. Project team leaders will be requested to provide 
supplementary documents they consider relevant to the safeguard 
evaluation. To ensure adequate coverage, the sample size will be 
increased for lending modalities with fewer approvals. 

 
 (ii) In-country (country and project case assessments): 
 

(a) Country case assessments. Country case assessments will be 
undertaken in seven countries, identified from each of ADB’s five regions 
representing different country contexts.  Table 3 shows the distribution of 
completed projects, while Table 4 shows the distribution of mature projects 
in these seven countries. The dataset of completed and mature projects 
with safeguards for all DMCs is in Appendices 1 and 2. The country 
assessments will review ADB’s country strategies and project documents 
to examine how safeguards are being applied to different financing 
modalities, and a sample of projects will be selected for field assessment. 
The projects to be subjected to in-depth field assessment will be identified 
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during the structured review of safeguard portfolio, encompassing primarily 
investment lending projects, including MFF. Where they exist, 
nonsovereign operations and cofinanced projects will be included. 
Selectively, projects with other financing modalities will also be included. 
Given the focus of this evaluation, the assessment will give priority to 
safeguard outcomes of mature projects and, for completed projects, their 
outcomes and impacts rather than on compliance with ADB’s procedure. 
The criteria for country selection include the size of the portfolio of 
completed and mature projects that triggered safeguards, the use of 
different lending modalities, and the existence of a diversity of sectors.  
(i) The list includes five countries, one from each region with the 

largest and most diverse portfolios in terms of safeguards: India 
(South Asia), Papua New Guinea (PNG, Pacific), People’s Republic 
of China (PRC, East Asia), Viet Nam (Southeast Asia), and 
Uzbekistan (Central and West Asia).  

(ii) Two additional country assessments will be conducted in Indonesia 
and Nepal to cover specific issues. Indonesia has had a large 
number of PBLs and has three ongoing RBL projects, which will be 
the focus of the review. Nepal has been purposely selected as an 
ADF country that has recently transitioned out of conflict but faces 
significant fragility risks arising out of political transition towards 
federalism, increasing institutional and implementation capacity 
challenges in the short run as it utilized different lending modalities 
in its aspiration to achieve middle-income status.  

(iii) The assessments in India and Indonesia will also review the 
progress on the CSS discussion and move to an agency approach.  

(iv) The project assessments in India and PRC will include NSO 
projects. FI will be considered in the assessments in India and 
Uzbekistan. 

 
Table 3: Distribution of Completed Projects in Case Countries by Safeguard Category 

Country 

Completed Projects (n=60) 
Number of 
Projects 

Environment Involuntary Resettlement Indigenous Peoples 
A B FI Total  A B FI Total  A B FI Total  

Uzbekistan 9   4 5 9   3 5 8     5 5 
India 7   3 4 7   1 3 4     3 3 
People’s 
Republic of 
China 

5 3 1 1 5 2 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 

Viet Nam 3   3   3 3     3   2   2 
Nepal 2   1   1           2   2 
Indonesia 1   1   1                 
Papua New 
Guinea 

 
  

   
  

   
  

  
  

Total Projects 
for Selected 
Countries 

27 3 13 10 26 5 5 9 19 1 5 9 15 

Total Projects 
for Member 
Countries 

60 7 35 17 59 11 18 16 45 1 6 16 23 

Percentage 45% 43% 37% 59% 44% 45% 28% 56% 42% 100% 83% 56% 65% 
Source: Asian Development Bank database and compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table 4: Distribution of Mature Projects by Safeguards Category, and Other Selection Criteria, in Case Countries 

Country 

Mature Projects  Other Selection Criteria 
Total 

Number of 
Projects 

Environment Involuntary Resettlement Indigenous Peoples      

A B FI Total  A B FI Total  A B FI Total  ADF 
Recent 
CAPE RBL PBL MFF 

Uzbekistan 13 3 9 1 13 1 5 1 7     1 1   ✔  ✔ 
India 60 8 46 5 59 12 27 5 44   8 5 13  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
People’s Republic 
of China 

54 23 26 5 54 25 16 5 46 4 9 5 18   ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Viet Nam 26 6 15 
 

21 12 7 
 

19 2 13 
 

15    ✔ ✔ 
Nepal 17 3 13 

 
16 2 9 1 12 3 6 1 10 ✔  ✔ ✔  

Indonesia 9 2 5 2 9 3 3 2 8 1 3 2 6  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Papua New 
Guinea 

12 
 

10 2 12 
 

5 1 6 
 

3 1 4     ✔ 

Total for Selected 
Countries 

191 45 124 15 184 55 72 15 142 10 42 15 67      

Total 394 63 265 45 373 84 150 43 277 14 69 42 125      
Percentage 48% 71% 47% 33% 49% 65% 48% 35% 51% 71% 61% 36% 54%      

ADF = Asian Development Fund, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, FI = financial intermediary, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PBL = policy-based lending, RBL = 
results-based lending. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database and compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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(b) Project case assessments. In the five countries selected for the country 
case assessments (India, PNG, PRC, Viet Nam and Uzbekistan), a sample 
of four projects will be selected for further assessment, including at least 
two investment projects, nonsovereign and FI projects where available and 
a limited number of PBL and RBL projects. The evaluation will focus on 
insights from PBL and RBL implementation as well as examine the issues 
around CSS adoption in Indonesia. In Nepal, the assessment will primarily 
focus on ADB’s efforts to strengthen safeguards capacity in an ADF country 
and consider other issues as appropriate. The final selection of projects will 
take place after a more rigorous review of the portfolio. The project-level 
work for each country case assessment will include:  
(i) Review of monitoring reports and GRM implementation reports; 
(ii) Randomized on-site field visits;  
(iii) Focus group discussions with affected persons and other 

stakeholders; and 
(iv) Consultations with implementing agency staff, local resources 

persons, civil society organizations, project beneficiaries and 
adversely affected persons, and relevant development partners. 

(c) Stakeholder consultations. In all case study countries, feedback will be 
solicited on safeguard outcomes of ADB projects from government 
counterparts, nonsovereign clients, development partners, and ADB staff. 

 
(iii)   Staff and client surveys and interviews 

 
(a) Staff Survey. The survey will cover two different cohorts of ADB staff—

safeguards specialists, and operational staff from ADB headquarters and 
Resident Missions who manage sector projects—to obtain feedback on 
adequacy of safeguard implementation, risk aversion, and relevance of the 
safeguard policy. 

(b) Client interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs). An interview 
checklist will be devised for implementing agency staff, who will be 
identified from the portfolio review and country and project case 
assessments. 

(c) Interviews and FGDs with ADB staff. After completion of the portfolio 
review and field studies, interviews and/or focus group discussions will be 
organized with ADB safeguards staff and sector staff from the ADB 
headquarters and Resident Missions to discuss the findings.  

(d) Semi-structured interviews with ADB managers. After completion of the 
desk and field studies, a customized semi-structured interview protocol will 
be prepared and utilized to interview ADB managers to validate the findings 
and obtain their views on the way forward with the safeguard framework 
and architecture. 

 
26. In addition to the data collection and analyses undertaken specifically for this evaluation, 
IED will also draw on findings and data from related evaluations and Management reports, as 
appropriate.  
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(i) Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Report (TPER) on 
Strengthening Safeguard Capacity in the Pacific.21 The proposed TPER will 
examine ADB’s support for strengthening CSS in the Pacific region. The TPER will 
evaluate five individual TA projects which were managed by ADB Pacific Regional 
Department (PARD), and four subprojects of a regional TA on Strengthening and 
Use of Country Safeguard Systems (TA 7566-REG), which was managed by 
SDCC. The TPER, which is scheduled for publication in December 2018, will 
provide inputs to this evaluation. 

(ii) Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validations (CPSFRV). IED will 
conduct a number of CPSFRVs in 2018 and 2019. 22  Additional information 
regarding safeguard implementation will be collected during CPSFRV missions, 
whenever available.  

(iii) Other ongoing evaluations such as the MFF evaluation. As MFFs have 
increased in number becoming a significant instrument for investment lending, it is 
important to assess how safeguards are applied.  However, given the breadth of 
the Safeguards evaluation, much of the assessment of safeguards in MFFs will be 
carried out in the MFF evaluation, which will be informed by the methodology and 
questions of the Safeguards evaluation. 

(iv) Secondary Review of Management Self-Assessments and Safeguard 
Reports.  The ADB Environment and Safeguard Division (SDES), partially in 
response to the 2016 Real-Time Evaluation of ADB's Safeguard Implementation 
Experience (footnote 4), is undertaking a number of reviews, such as on GRMs (in 
different contexts and sectors), and the different oversight and management 
systems used within each ADB regional department. This will also include 
technical assistance provided by ADB to strengthen capacity and assess CSS.23 
The evaluation will undertake a secondary review of the outputs from these actions 
and other safeguard reviews, progress reports, and self-assessments by ADB 
management and operational staff. 

 
I.  Limitations 
 
27. Several limitations potentially affect the evaluation process and its results:  
 

(i) The primary limitation is the small number of completed lending operations that 
were approved under the SPS.24 The evaluation’s inclusion of mature projects in 
the universe to be evaluated is intended to overcome this limitation to provide a 
sufficiently robust assessment of SPS effectiveness.   

                                                
21 IED. 2018. Evaluation Approach Paper: Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Report on Strengthening 

Safeguard Capacity in the Pacific. Manila: ADB.  
22 Armenia, Bhutan, Cambodia, Fiji, Georgia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Nepal. 
23 Since 2009, ADB has provided 27 TAs to help strengthen safeguard capacity and to help them prepare for the use 

of country safeguard systems in ADB-supported projects. The list of the TAs is accessible at 
https://www.adb.org/site/safeguards/country-safeguard-systems. 

24 Only 10% (117/1129) of the operations approved after the SPS became effective have been completed; and the 
relative share of projects with safeguards category A, B, or FI among the cohort of 117 completed projects is 51% 
compared to the 78% average of all 1,129 projects approved during the SPS period. Completed projects have a 
much larger share of PBL loans than in the total universe of approved projects; PBL loans are mostly assumed to 
have no safeguard issues as defined in the SPS and are classified as category C. As a consequence, only 5% of the 
total projects approved, and 7% of the projects with significant safeguard issues reached completion, which limits 
the extent to which the evaluation can rely on completed projects alone to evaluate results.  

 
 

https://www.adb.org/site/safeguards/country-safeguard-systems
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(ii) The evaluation of safeguards results may be affected by the availability and/or 
quality of documentation. The safeguard assessments conducted to date by IED 
and the WB Independent Evaluation Group suggest that most projects lack fully 
adequate data on safeguards implementation. Project data will therefore need to 
be supplemented by in-country fieldwork and project visits, and focus group 
discussions and interviews with affected persons and beneficiaries. In the case 
countries, IED will consider the evaluability of projects when selecting projects for 
review.  

(iii) The effectiveness will be largely assessed based on the experience with 
investment projects and MFFs since the bulk of lending operations are of that type. 
Other lending instruments will be reviewed selectively with primacy given to those 
modalities (e.g., RBL and nonsovereign operation) whose use is likely to 
increase. 25 Since the number of these are small it is not feasible to cover a 
statistically representative sample of each of these lending modalities in each of 
ADB’s regions. Instead, the evaluation purposely selected countries that provide 
coverage of each of these modalities to supplement the assessment of SPS 
effectiveness in investment projects. Appendix 2 provides the distribution of 
sovereign and nonsovereign mature projects26 by region and sector. 
 

J.  Dissemination Plan  
 
28. The evaluation findings will be disseminated within ADB and externally within the region. 
The final report will be posted on the IED website. After the Development Effectiveness 
Committee discussion of the final report, knowledge sharing, and learning activities, including 
publication of learning lessons materials, dissemination seminars, and presentations in 
conferences inside (e.g., in consultation with SDCC/SDES), and outside ADB will follow.  
 
K. Team Members and Consultant Requirements  
 
29. The evaluation will be led by Andrew Brubaker, Principal Evaluation Specialist and Linda 
Adams, Senior Evaluation Specialist. Lauren Hauck, Senior Evaluation Specialist and Ari 
Perdana, Evaluation Specialist are team members, to be expanded by another team member 
from among the evaluation specialists in IED, yet to be determined. Other team members include 
Sergio Villena, Evaluation Officer, and Myrna Fortu, Associate Evaluation Analyst.  
 
30. The evaluation team will be supported by a consultant Lead Evaluation Advisor who will 
assist the team leaders in evaluation methodology, country case assessments and analysis, and 
development of evaluation instruments for the staff and client surveys, semi-structured interviews, 
and focus group discussions. Other specialists will be recruited to prepare the background papers 
on the Comparative Analysis of Safeguards Frameworks in MFIs, and on the Literature Review 
of Safeguards Implementation and Performance. Experts in environmental and social safeguards 
in the Asia-Pacific Region will be recruited to augment IED capacity to supervise technical aspects 
of the portfolio review of safeguards and help undertake country case assessments and fieldwork 
for the evaluation (Supplementary Appendix A).   

                                                
25 To date, 15 RBLs have been approved, of which two-thirds triggered safeguards. A total of 61 MFFs have been 

approved since the SPS became effective, 58 of which triggered safeguards. In addition, 74 PBLs were approved 
during this period with 5 triggering safeguards. There are also 83 NSO approvals with 81 triggering safeguards. 

26 Among mature projects, 18% are nonsovereign operations. Nonsovereign lending leans heavily toward the energy 
sector (49%), followed by 27% for the financial sector. Among sovereign operations, the largest share of mature 
projects is from transport (27%), followed by energy (19%), agriculture (17%), and water (16%), showing a wider 
distribution. 
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31. For the final report, external peer reviewers will represent both evaluation and technical 
perspectives. For this review, IED will consider staff from some of the other MFIs who have been 
responsible for safeguards implementation or undertaken recent safeguard evaluations. In 
addition, an independent panel of three experts will be engaged to provide a technical assessment 
of the evaluation report.  

 
L.  Cost Estimates and Schedule 
  
32. The evaluation will require an estimated budget of $850,000. Detailed cost estimates are 
indicated in Supplementary Appendix B. The tentative schedule of major activities and milestones 
is as follows and is contingent on the completion of the country missions as these are an essential 
source of data and required for report writing.  
 

Activity            Schedule 
EAP preparation July 2018 
EAP interdepartmental circulation July 2018  
EAP approval and finalization August 2018 
Launching workshop (Manila)  November-December 2018 
Pilot country mission December 2018 
Independent Evaluation Country Missions Jan–May 2019 
Report writing June–August 2019 
Interdepartmental circulation of draft report 1st week September 2019  
Editing  Sep 2019  
HOD meeting Oct 2019 
Technical meeting on recommendations Oct 2019 
IED Director General approval Oct 2019 
Board Circulation  Oct 2019 
DEC meeting Nov 2019  

 
  
Appendices: 1. Portfolio Review and Evaluability Assessment 
  2. Country Case Selectivity Matrices 
 
Supplementary Appendices (available upon request): 
  A.   Terms of Reference of Consultants  
  B.   Cost Estimates 
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PORTFOLIO REVIEW AND EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT 
 
1.  Although it has been 8 years since the Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) became 
effective, the number of completed projects is too few to draw conclusions about 
outcomes solely from this cohort. By March 2018, ADB had approved 1,129 new operations 
since the SPS became effective, of which 881 (78%) triggered the safeguard policies (Table 
A1.1). 1 However, only 117 operations had been completed and among those, only 60 projects 
(51% in number, and 48% in lending volume) triggered the safeguard policies (Table A1.2). Most 
of the remaining were Policy-based lending loans. However, these 60 completed projects with 
safeguards are concentrated in transport (28%), finance (18%), energy (17%), and multi-sector 
projects (15%), which is quite different from the sectoral distribution among mature projects where 
energy (25%) has the largest share, and water and agriculture constitute 15% of the portfolio (see 
Table A1.3). An evaluation of completed projects is necessary and important to assess how 
safeguards issues are addressed and brought to closure by project completion.  However, the 
limited cohort is not sufficient to derive robust conclusions about the SPS portfolio.  
 

Table A1.1: Number of Projects with Safeguards Component by Cohort, Situation at May 2018 

Cohort 
Total with 

Safeguards 
Share in Cohort 

Total (%) Cohort Total  
 

Share (%) 
Completed; with project completion report 60 51.3 117  6.8 
Mature (more than 3 years) 394 84.4 467  44.7 
Early Implementation (less than 3 years) 199 84.0 237  22.6 
Recent Approvals 228 74.0 308  25.9 
Total 881 78.0 1,129  100.0 
Note: Projects triggered by several safeguards are counted as one project. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 
Table A1.2: Completed and Mature Projects by Sector Approved Since Safeguard Policy 

Statement with Safeguards 

Sector 
Completed 

Projects 
Share of Completed 

Projects (%) 
Completed 

Projects       Share (%) 
Agriculture and natural resources 6 10.0 60 15.2 
Education 1 1.7 19 4.8 
Energy 10 16.7 98 24.9 
Finance 11 18.3 27 6.9 
Health 1 1.7 15 3.8 
Industry and trade 1 1.7 4 1.0 
Information and communication technology   2 0.5 
Multisector 9 15.0 18 4.6 
Public sector management 

 
0.0 1 0.3 

Transport 17 28.3 91 23.1 
Water and other urban infrastructure and 
services 

4 6.7 59 15.0 

Total 60 100.0 394 100.0 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                
1  For this evaluation, lending operations classified as Category A, B, or FI for any of the three safeguard policies are 

counted as operations that triggered safeguards. Among the 881 operations that triggered safeguards, 785 were for 
environment (96.4%), 568 with for involuntary resettlement (69.8%), and 249 for indigenous peoples (30.6%).  
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Table A1.3: Number of Completed Projects by Safeguards Category (n=60) 
Category A B FI 
Total in Environment 7 35 17 
Share in Environment (%) 11.7 58.3 28.3 
Total in Involuntary Resettlement 11 18 16 
Share in Involuntary Resettlement (%) 18.3 30.0 26.7 
Total in Indigenous Peoples 1 6 16 
Share in Indigenous Peoples (%) 1.7 10.0 26.7 
Total Completed Projects 14 29 17 
Share (%)  23.3 48.3 28.3 

FI = financial intermediary. 
Note: Total completed projects by category is mutually exclusive, and is not the sum of 
environment, involuntary resettlement, and indigenous peoples totals. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 
2. Inclusion of mature projects can expand the universe of evaluable projects. The pool 
of post-SPS operations includes another 467 projects, approved in 2010–2013, of which 394 
(84%) triggered safeguard policies.  These projects have been ongoing for more than three years 
and in terms of safeguard implementation can be considered “mature projects” where all or most 
of the safeguards activities should have been undertaken. Mature projects thus lend themselves 
to this evaluation. Similar to the variance in sector composition between the completed and 
mature projects, the safeguards categories of completed and mature projects also vary (see 
Tables A1.3 and A1.4). More than a fourth of completed projects with safeguards were financial 
intermediary (FI) projects, compared to just over 10% of the mature projects. Mature projects 
have a higher share of category A projects for all safeguards, and a higher share of category B 
for involuntary resettlement and indigenous peoples, and are more representative of post-SPS 
projects.   
 

Table A1.4: Number of Mature Projects by Safeguards Category 

Category A B FI 
Total Mature 

Projects 
Mature Projects 
with Cat A, B, FI 

Total Environment 63 265 45 394 373 
Share in Environment (%) 16.0 67.3 11.4 100.0 94.7 
Total Involuntary Resettlement 84 150 43 394 277 
Share in Involuntary Resettlement (%) 21.3 38.1 10.9 100.0 70.3 
Total Indigenous Peoples 14 69 42 394 125 
Share in Indigenous Peoples (%) 3.6 17.5 10.7 100.0 31.7 
Mature Projects by Safeguards Category 110 240 44 394   
Share of Mature Projects (%)  27.9 60.9 11.2 100.0   
FI = financial intermediary. 
Note: Total completed projects may not add up since projects may trigger more than one safeguard. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 
3. Combining the two cohorts of completed and mature projects yields a more 
representative universe to assess safeguard outcomes. Completed and mature projects total 
584 projects, of which 454 (78%) triggered safeguard policies. This broadens the assessment 
universe to a more representative sample for the safeguards evaluation. The larger universe is 
also more amenable to yielding insights across the different safeguards as well as across sectors, 
regions and developing member country groups. 

 
4. The SPS is assumed to be equally relevant and responsive to all lending modalities, 
however, ADB has not assessed if some lending modalities need a more customized 
approach. ADB’s menu of lending modalities, and the share of financing channeled through PBL 
has grown. Financing through PBL has grown faster than other modalities. Most PBL loans do 
not trigger safeguards because they were in the realm of public sector management and finance 
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sectors. Sector loans and the multitranche financing facility (MFF) were foreseen in the SPS and 
rely on safeguard frameworks. The effectiveness of these safeguard frameworks in achieving 
safeguard outcomes has yet to be assessed rigorously. The results-based lending (RBL) modality 
emerged after SPS approval. Some supplementary guidance has been included in the RBL Staff 
Guidance but its relevance, effectiveness, and consistency with the approaches taken by other 
development partners who support RBL has not been assessed. The Independent Evaluation 
Department’s (IED) 2017 evaluation of RBLs included an assessment of safeguards due diligence 
and early implementation experience. It highlighted some issues regarding policy interpretation 
and thresholds for categorization in RBLs which merit further examination. So far, only FI projects 
have been assessed by the Phase 1 operational review. Assessing the relevance of the SPS to 
these various lending modalities would require purposive sampling of the MFF, PBL, and RBL 
cohorts to ensure adequate coverage for this evaluation. 
 
5. Currently the SPS is applied equally to sovereign and nonsovereign lending, 
however, its suitability for nonsovereign loans has not been evaluated. ADB’s private sector 
clients also receive financing from other multilateral financial institutions (MFIs), many of who use 
International Finance Corporation’s (IFC) Sustainability Framework or European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development’s (EBRD) safeguards policy, or from private banks who rely on 
the Equator Principles. The consistency of SPS with the remaining policy frameworks available 
to ADB’s private sector clients merits closer examination. 
 
6. Comparative analysis of safeguards frameworks across MFIs. The SPS was a 
notable advance over the previous set of safeguard policies at ADB. Since approval of the SPS 
in 2009, several MFIs have updated their safeguard policies [IFC, African Development Bank 
(AfDB)] or completely revamped their safeguard framework [EBRD, World Bank (WB)].  Many 
private banks have voluntarily adopted the Equator Principles, which closely resembles IFC’s 
Performance Standards. In addition, new MFIs have emerged [Asian Infrastructure Investment 
Bank (AIIB)] that may be perceived by clients as competitors to ADB financing but also offer 
opportunities for collaboration and cofinancing. A rigorous comparison of safeguards policies and 
approaches across these institutions is necessary to assess the relevance of ADB’s safeguards 
approach.  
 
7. Feedback from practitioners in ADB, DMCs and in-country stakeholders is essential 
to understand responsiveness to member country clients’ needs. In addition to assessing 
the design and implementation of operations at the country level and the comparative analysis, 
obtaining structured feedback on the SPS from staff and in-country stakeholders will be a vital 
input to assessing its relevance and responsiveness to client needs. This will be undertaken both 
through a series of country case assessments and through a client survey.  
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Table A2.1: Country Case Selectivity Matrix – Data from Completed Projects 

Country 

Number of Completed Projects by Safeguard Category 
Total Number 
of Completed 

Projects 

Environment Involuntary Resettlement Indigenous Peoples 

A B FI Total A B FI Total  A B FI Total  
Uzbekistan 9 

 
4 5 9 

 
3 5 8 

  
5 5 

India 7 
 

3 4 7 
 

1 3 4 
  

3 3 
Sri Lanka 7 

 
3 4 7 1 2 4 7 

  
4 4 

Kazakhstan 6 1 2 3 6 
 

3 3 6 
  

3 3 
People’s Republic of China 5 3 1 1 5 2 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 
Pakistan 3 

 
3 

 
3 1 2 

 
3 

    

Tajikistan 3 1 2 
 

3 1 1 
 

2 
    

Viet Nam 3 
 

3 
 

3 3 
  

3 
 

2 
 

2 
Bangladesh 2 

 
2 

 
2 2 

  
2 

    

Georgia 2 1 1 
 

2 1 1 
 

2 
    

Kyrgyz Republic 2 1 1 
 

2 
        

Nepal 2 
 

1 
 

1 
     

2 
 

2 
Afghanistan 1 

 
1 

 
1 

        

Armenia 1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
    

Bhutan 1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
    

Cambodia 1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
Indonesia 1 

 
1 

 
1 

        

Philippines 1 
 

1 
 

1 
        

Samoa 1 
 

1 
 

1 
        

Solomon 1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
    

Turkmenistan 1 
 

1 
 

1 
        

Total 60 7 35 17 59 11 18 16 45 1 6 16 23 
FI = financial intermediary. 
Note: The following countries have no projects and were not included in the selection: Azerbaijan, Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Maldives, Mongolia, Myanmar, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Tonga, Vanuatu. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank database and compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table A2.2: Country Case Selectivity Matrix – Data from Mature Projects 

Country 

Mature n=394 Other Selection Criteria 
Total 

Number of 
Projects 

Environment Involuntary Resettlement Indigenous Peoples 

ADF 
Recent 
CAPE RBL PBL MFF A B FI Total  A B FI Total  A B FI Total  

Uzbekistan 13 3 9 1 13 1 5 1 7    1 1    ✔  ✔ 
India 60 8 46 5 59 12 27 5 44   8 5 13   ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Sri Lanka 14 1 13  14 2 8  10   1  1   ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Kazakhstan 5 2 3   5   3   3               ✔ ✔ 
People’s 
Republic of 
China 

54 23 26 5 54 25 16 5 46 4 9 5 18    ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Pakistan 11 4 6 1 11 1 5 1 7     1 1     ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Tajikistan 5   4 1 5   3 1 4    1 1 ✔   ✔   
Viet Nam 26 6 15   21 12 7   19 2 13   15       ✔ ✔ 
Bangladesh 25 2 18 4 24 10 6 3 19 1 6 3 10     ✔ ✔ 
Georgia 9   7 2 9 2 2 1 5     1 1       ✔ ✔ 
Kyrgyz Republic 6   3 2 5   3 2 5    1 1 ✔   ✔   
Nepal 17 3 13   16 2 9 1 12 3 6 1 10 ✔   ✔ ✔   
Afghanistan 10   10  10 3 6  9       ✔    ✔ 
Armenia 7 2 3 2 7 4   2 6     2 2     ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Bhutan 5   4  4   2  2       ✔   ✔   
Cambodia 16   12 1 13 2 11 1 14   5 1 6 ✔     ✔   
Indonesia 9 2 5 2 9 3 3 2 8 1 3 2 6   ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Philippines 5   3 1 4   2 1 3 2 1 1 4     ✔ ✔   
Samoa 1   1  1   1  1       ✔   ✔   
Solomon 4   4   4   4   4   1   1 ✔   ✔ ✔   
Turkmenistan                          
Azerbaijan 6 3 2 1 6 2 2 1 5     1 1   ✔   ✔ ✔ 
Cook Islands 1   1  1   1  1           ✔   
Federated 
States of 
Micronesia 

1   1   1   1   1         ✔         

Kiribati 3   3  3   3  3       ✔   ✔   
Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 

14 1 8   9 2 6   8 1 9   10 ✔     ✔   

Maldives 1    1 1    1 1    1 1 ✔      
Mongolia 11 1 9 1 11 1 2 1 4     1 1       ✔ ✔ 
Myanmar 3   2  2   1  1   2  2 ✔   ✔    
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Country 

Mature n=394 Other Selection Criteria 
Total 

Number of 
Projects 

Environment Involuntary Resettlement Indigenous Peoples 

ADF 
Recent 
CAPE RBL PBL MFF A B FI Total  A B FI Total  A B FI Total  

Palau 1   1   1                       ✔   
Papua New 
Guinea 12   10 2 12   5 1 6   3 1 4      ✔ 
Regional 20   6 13 19   1 13 14   2 13 15           
Thailand 7 2 5  7                ✔   
Timor-Leste 5   5   5   3   3                   
Tonga 4   4  4   1  1       ✔   ✔   
Vanuatu 3   3   3   1   1         ✔         
Total 394 63 265 45 373 84 150 43 277 14 69 42 125 15 4 10 27 15 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, CAPE = Country Assistance Program Evaluation, FI = financial intermediary, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PBL = policy-based lending, RBL 
= results-based lending. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database and compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
Table A2.3: Sovereign and Nonsovereign Mature Projects with Safeguards Component by Sector and Region  

Region ANR EDU ENE FIN HLT IAT ICT MUL PSM TRA WUS Total Share (%) 

Sovereign: 
Central and West Asia 3 

 
15 3 

 
1 

   
22 8 52 13.2 

East Asia 17 2 8 
 

3 
  

3 
 

13 6 52 13.2 
Pacific 1 3 6 2 2 

 
2 1 

 
15 5 37 9.4 

South Asia 15 6 26 1 1 1 
 

8 1 26 24 109 27.7 
Southeast Asia 19 8 7 1 9 

  
6 

 
12 9 71 18.0 

Total Sovereign 55 19 62 7 15 2 2 18 1 88 52 321 81.5 
Share of Sovereign (%) 

17.1 5.9 19.3 2.2 4.7 0.6 0.6 5.6 0.3 27.4 16.2 100.0   
Nonsovereign: 
Central and West Asia 1 

 
10 6 

 
1 

   
2 

 
20 5.1 

East Asia 2 
 

4 1 
 

1 
    

5 13 3.3 
Pacific 

         
1 

 
1 0.3 

South Asia 2 
 

10 
       

1 13 3.3 
Southeast Asia 

  
9 3 

      
1 13 3.3 

Regional 
  

3 10 
       

13 3.3 
Total Nonsovereign 5 0 36 20 0 2 0 0 0 3 7 73 18.5 
Share of Nonsovereign (%) 6.8 0.0 49.3 27.4 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 9.6 100.0   
Total 60 19 98 27 15 4 2 18 1 91 59 394 100.0 

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FIN = finance, HLT = health, IAT = industry and industry, ICT = information and communication 
technology, MUL = multisector, PSM = public sector management, TRA = transport, WUS = water and other urban infrastructure services. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database and compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

1. Independent Evaluation Department (IED) at the Asian Development Bank (ADB) is 
evaluating the effectiveness of ADB’s 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS). ADB adopted the 
SPS to manage the environmental and social risks arising from the projects it supports. The 
evaluation will provide feedback to the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) and to ADB 
Management on the effectiveness of SPS in achieving ADB’s safeguard objectives and the 
continuing relevance of the policy and all its clauses in a changing context. In doing so, it will also 
provide evaluation evidence on specific applications of the SPS during design and implementation 
that will be of value to operational staff. Costs and efficiency aspects will also be assessed. The 
evaluation will generate evidence about the effectiveness and relevance of the policy with respect 
to different lending modalities and country contexts, which would be of interest to developing 
member country (DMC) borrowers and implementing agencies as well as civil society partners 
interested in the welfare of people and the environment. Given the increasing demand for 
collaboration with other development partners, the evaluation will also aim to generate insights 
that could enhance the potential for common approaches to safeguard implementation and 
capacity building in ADB member countries. 

 
I. International Consultants 

 
A. Lead Policy and Development Expert 

 
1. Background and Purpose of the Assignment 
 

2. An international lead evaluation consultant will be needed to give overall methodological 
guidance, and provide high level inputs and analysis on various aspects of the evaluation. 
 

2. Scope of Work 
 

3. The evaluation requires the inputs of an international evaluation consultant to be recruited 
intermittently from July 2018 to November 2019 primarily to provide methodological inputs and 
analytical outputs, and help produce an initial draft of selected sections of the evaluation’s main 
report. The input will be intermittent but equivalent to 3 person-months. 

 
3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 

4. The lead evaluation consultant will use the various outputs of IED team members and 
specialized safeguard consultants to perform the following tasks: 

(i) review and distill the literature review and comparative analysis of multilateral 
financial institution (MFI) safeguards frameworks documents; 

(ii) join and participate country case field missions as necessary; 
(iii) help review and synthesize the individual country case assessment reports; 
(iv) review and distill the results from the portfolio analysis, structured review of 

safeguards projects, and ADB staff and client surveys and interviews; 
(v) prepare assigned sections of the main evaluation report; and 
(vi) perform any other tasks as requested by the evaluation team leader and Director 

Thematic and Country Division of IED. 
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B. Comparative Analysis of Safeguards Frameworks across MFIs (Senior Safeguards 
Policy Advisor) 

 
1. Objective and Purpose of the Assignment  

 
5. The SPS was a notable advance over the previous set of safeguard policies at ADB. Since 
SPS’s approval in 2009, several MFIs have updated their safeguard policies [International 
Finance Corporation (IFC), African Development Bank (AfDB)] or completely revamped their 
safeguard framework [European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), World 
Bank). Many private banks have voluntarily adopted the Equator Principles, which closely 
resembles IFC’s Performance Standards. In addition, new MFIs have emerged [Asian 
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB)] that may be perceived by clients as competitors to ADB 
financing but also offer opportunities for collaboration and co-financing. To review the 
commonalities and differences across MFIs, IED intends to commission a review comparing the 
safeguard frameworks in different MFIs. The Comparative Safeguards Framework Review shall 
inform the evaluation approach paper and shall provide background material for a chapter of the 
final evaluation report.  
 

2. Scope of Work  
 
6. The consultant will prepare a Draft Report and a Summary Matrix reviewing how the 
safeguards framework of different MFIs has evolved since the approval of the SPS in 2009 and 
comparing the different characteristics, policy coverage, procedures and instruments used by the 
MFIs. The input will be intermittent but equivalent to 1 person-month.  
 

3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 
7. The specific elements of the Draft Report will include but not necessarily be limited to a 
review of the following features in each MFI: 

(i) The evolution of the MFI’s safeguards framework since 2009, including:  
(a)    the scope and coverage of environmental and social risks in the current 

safeguard frameworks, and  
(b)       the extent to which they address adverse impacts and benefit sharing or 

enhancing positive impacts; 
(ii) Applicability of the safeguards framework to the financing instruments supported 

by the MFI (if partial coverage, specify alternatives for different financing 
instruments); 

(iii) The nature of safeguards policies or policy frameworks in terms of reliance on a 
principles-based approach or prescriptive approach; 

(iv) The extent to which the safeguards policies rely on country/borrower systems; 
(v) The extent to which the safeguards approach places emphasis on front-loaded 

requirements compared to requirements during implementation; 
(vi) Instruments used by the MFI for screening, due diligence, monitoring;  
(vii)  Instruments used by borrowers/clients for preparation, risk management, and 

progress reporting;  
(viii) Use of third party oversight or third-party monitoring; 
(ix) Nature, timing, and coverage of stakeholder engagement;  
(x) Use of grievance redress mechanisms (GRMs) or other mechanisms for resolution 

of complaints; and 
(xi) Nature of higher-level accountability mechanisms (such as Compliance Review 

Mechanism, etc.) and frequency of complaints as a share of financing operations. 
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C. Literature Review of Safeguards Implementation (Senior Safeguards Advisor) 
 

1. Objective and Purpose of the Assignment  
 
8. To review the commonalities and differences across MFIs, IED intends to commission a 
Background Paper reviewing the literature on safeguard implementation among the MFIs. The 
Background Paper shall inform the evaluation approach paper and shall provide background 
material for a chapter of the final evaluation report. 
 

2. Scope of Work  
 
9. The consultant will prepare a Background Paper consisting of a summary of main lessons 
and an annotated bibliography from a literature review of safeguards implementation experience 
of different MFIs since the approval of the SPS in 2009. The primary focus will be on the 
experience of ADB implementation, followed by lessons from safeguards implementation by other 
MFIs in the Asia-Pacific Region. The input will be intermittent but equivalent to 1 person-month. 
 

3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 
10. To the extent relevant the literature review will include key lessons from the global 
experience of relevant safeguards frameworks. The specific tasks undertaken for the literature 
review will consist of: 

(i) A review of ADB literature including:  
(a) Reviews, reports, impact evaluations, and lessons from ongoing or 

completed projects undertaken by ADB operational units;  
(b) Main findings and lessons from assessments undertaken by the 

Compliance Review Panel; 
(c) Main findings and lessons from IED evaluations including country 

assistance program evaluations (CAPEs), project performance evaluation 
reports (PPERs) and relevant validations; 

(ii) A review of external literature by academia, think tanks, nongovernmental 
organizations or other development agencies about ADB’s safeguards experience; 

(iii) A review of key relevant reports or studies produced by ADB’s DMCs about 
safeguards implementation; 

(iv) A review of literature on safeguards implementation in projects supported by other 
MFIs for the public or private sector in the Asia Pacific region; and 

(v) A review of literature on ADB’s collaboration with other development partners on 
safeguards implementation. 

 
D. One Social and one Environmental Safeguards Specialist for Structured Detailed 

Review of 130 Safeguards Projects 
 

1. Background and Purpose of the Assignment 
 

11. ADB adopted the SPS to manage the environmental and social risks arising from the 
projects it supports. The evaluation will provide feedback to DEC and to ADB Management on 
the effectiveness of SPS implementation and the continuing relevance of the policy and all its 
clauses. In doing so, it will also provide evaluation evidence on specific applications of the SPS 
during design and implementation that will be of value to operational staff. The evaluation will 
generate evidence about the effectiveness, efficiency, and relevance of the policy with respect to 
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different lending modalities and country contexts, which would be of interest to DMC borrowers 
and implementing agencies as well as civil society partners interested in the welfare of people 
and the environment. Given the increasing demand for collaboration with other development 
partners, the evaluation will also aim to generate insights that could enhance the potential for 
common approaches to safeguard implementation and capacity building in ADB member 
countries. 
 
12. Two international high-level experts, one on social safeguards and one on environmental 
safeguards, will be employed to provide technical supervision of national consultants on the 
structured review of 130 safeguard projects, and do analytical synthesis work.  
 

2. Scope of Work 
 

13. The senior consultants with a range of safeguards expertise across various countries and 
lending instruments will assist the IED team in developing a specific evaluative template tailored 
to generating findings from desk review of available documentation on selected projects with 
safeguards component(s). The input will be intermittent but equivalent to 1.5 person-months for 
each of the two consultants. 

 
3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 

14. These senior consultants will use secondary project data and possibly follow up interviews 
with relevant project officers in ADB to assess the level and quality of implementation of safeguard 
policies and operations in 130 projects with safeguards component(s). They will: 

(i) help review documentation of the projects to be evaluated; 
(ii) provide technical support to the national consultants doing the structured project 

reviews and settle difficult assessments; 
(iii) distill and synthesize results in a background document; and  
(iv) prepare assigned sections of the final report of the evaluation. 

 
 

E. Two International Environment Safeguards Specialists for Country and Project 
Case Assessments  

 
1. Background and Purpose of the Assignment 
 

15. ADB adopted the SPS to manage the environmental and social risks arising from the 
projects it supports. The evaluation will provide feedback to DEC and to ADB Management on 
the effectiveness of SPS implementation and the continuing relevance of the policy and all its 
clauses. In doing so, it will also provide evaluation evidence on specific applications of the SPS 
during design and implementation that will be of value to operational staff. The evaluation will 
generate evidence about the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the policy with respect to 
different lending modalities and country contexts, which would be of interest to DMC borrowers 
and implementing agencies as well as civil society partners interested in the welfare of people 
and the environment. Given the increasing demand for collaboration with other development 
partners, the evaluation will also aim to generate insights that could enhance the potential for 
common approaches to safeguard implementation and capacity building in ADB member 
countries. 
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16. Two international senior environmental consultants will be used to provide analytical work 
and advice on the evaluation’s country case assessments. Assessment results from these country 
cases shall then input into the preparation of the evaluation report. 

 
2. Scope of Work 
 

17. The senior consultants with a range of environmental safeguards expertise across various 
countries and lending instruments will assist the IED team in developing specific evaluative 
templates and frameworks tailored to address the key evaluation question in the context of the 
individual country case assessments. These consultants and this work will assist IED in guiding 
and conducting the individual country case assessment work including, among others, field 
observation, and interviews with project implementors and affected people, nongovernment or 
civil society organizations, and other relevant stakeholders. The input will be intermittent but 
equivalent to 3 to 4.75 person-months for each consultant. 

 
3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 

18. These senior consultants will use primary, secondary, and project data and in-depth 
interviews and focused-group discussions to assess the implementation of safeguard policies and 
operations. They will: 

(i) review documentation of the case projects to be evaluated; 
(ii) help in conducting a portfolio analysis for the country case assessments;  
(iii) join evaluation missions to evaluate or validate the outcome and impacts of 

environment safeguard implementation of case projects through site visits, field 
observations, and -interview and/or consult with relevant government ministries, 
local communities and relevant stakeholders;  

(iv) distill and synthesize results in a country assessment report; and 
(v) prepare assigned sections of the final report of the evaluation. 

 
F. One International Social Safeguards Specialist for Country and Project Case 

Assessments 
 

1. Background and Purpose of the Assignment 
 

19. ADB adopted the SPS to manage the environmental and social risks arising from the 
projects it supports. The evaluation will provide feedback to DEC and to ADB Management on 
the effectiveness of SPS implementation and the continuing relevance of the policy and all its 
clauses. In doing so, it will also provide evaluation evidence on specific applications of the SPS 
during design and implementation that will be of value to operational staff. The evaluation will 
generate evidence about the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the policy with respect to 
different lending modalities and country contexts, which would be of interest to DMC borrowers 
and implementing agencies as well as civil society partners interested in the welfare of people 
and the environment. Given the increasing demand for collaboration with other development 
partners, the evaluation will also aim to generate insights that could enhance the potential for 
common approaches to safeguard implementation and capacity building in ADB member 
countries. 
 
20. One international senior social safeguards consultant will be used to provide analytical 
work and advice on the evaluation’s country case assessments. Assessment results from these 
country cases shall then input into the preparation of the evaluation report. 
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2. Scope of Work 
 

21. The senior consultant with a range of social safeguards expertise across various countries 
and lending instruments will assist the IED team in developing specific evaluative templates and 
frameworks tailored to address the key evaluation question in the context of the individual country 
case assessments. This consultant and this work will assist IED in guiding and conducting the 
individual country case assessment work including, among others, interviews and/or 
consultations with affected people, beneficiaries, project implementors, nongovernment or civil 
society organizations, and other relevant stakeholders. The input will be intermittent but 
equivalent to 3 to 4.75 person-months. 

 
3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 

22. These senior consultants will use primary, secondary, and project data and in-depth 
interviews and focused-group discussions to assess the implementation of social safeguard 
policies and operations. They will: 

(i) review documentation of the case projects to be evaluated; 
(ii) help in conducting a portfolio analysis for the country case assessments;  
(iii) join evaluation missions to evaluate or validate the outcome and impacts of social 

safeguard implementation of case projects through site visits, field observations, 
and interview and/or consult with relevant government ministries, local 
communities, and relevant stakeholders; 

(iv) distill and synthesize results in a country assessment report; and 
(v) prepare assigned sections of the final report of the evaluation. 

 
 

II.  National Consultants 
 

A. National Consultant – Portfolio Analysis (Evaluation Research Associate and Data 
Analyst) 

 
1. Objective and Purpose of the Assignment  

 
23. The National Consultant will be recruited at ADB headquarters to assist the Evaluation 
Team in the preparation of the Corporate Evaluation of the Effectiveness of ADB’s 2009 
Safeguard Policy Statement. 
 

2. Scope of work 
 
24. The Consultant will be engaged to assist IED staff undertake data research, collection and 
analysis of the evaluation study’s SPS portfolio. The input will be intermittent but equivalent to 
2.25 person-months. 
 

3. Detailed tasks 
 
25. The detailed tasks and responsibilities are as follows:  

(i) Portfolio updating and review covering the years 2005–2017. The review shall use 
as baseline the preliminary data collected and analyzed in the evaluation approach 
paper. 

(ii) Extract and/or collect and analyze additional SPS-related data to be identified by 
the project team leader and lead evaluation consultant. 



Supplementary Appendix A    31 
 

 

(iii) Perform other tasks as required by the team leader and the assisting national 
officer in the context of the study.  

 
B. National Consultants for the Structured Review (Evaluation Research Associates) 

 
1. Objective and Purpose of the Assignment  
 

26. The National Consultants for the Structured Review will be recruited to assist the 
Evaluation Team in the Corporate Evaluation of ADB’s 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement. The 
evaluation will collect and analyze specific safeguards portfolio datasets and utilize a structured 
template for a desk review of safeguards design and supervision of projects approved after 2009 
that were classified as category A, B, or FI for any of the safeguards environment, involuntary 
resettlement, or indigenous peoples. 
 

2. Scope of work 
 
27. The Consultants will each be engaged at ADB headquarters to assist IED staff undertake 
(i) preliminary research, collection and analysis of specific safeguards portfolio datasets; and (ii) 
desk review of relevant documents covering loan processing, supervision, and project completion, 
among others. The input will be intermittent but equivalent to 4 person-months for each of the 
three national consultants. 
 

3. Detailed tasks 
 
28. The Consultant will perform these following tasks:  

(i) Extract and/or collect, review and analyze loan processing, supervision, project 
completion, and other safeguard-related project data from: 
(a) Completion reports; 
(b) Validation, performance, and impact evaluation reports; 
(c) Guidance and workflow materials on safeguards issued in ADB; 
(d) Safeguards monitoring reports; 
(e) Safeguards review and clearance procedures; 
(f) List of safeguards training after introduction of SPS; 
(g) Safeguards staff strength across regional and operations departments; 
(h) Compliance review panel reports; and 
(i) Supplementary documents requested from project team leaders. 

(ii) Review and assess related TA documents (TA reports, completion reports, and 
consultant reports) and synthesize key findings. 

(iii) Contribute to analysis and synthesis work as needed. 
 

C. Seven National In-Country Social and/or Environment Safeguards Specialists for 
Country and Project Case Assessments 

 
1. Background and Purpose of the Assignment 
 

29. ADB adopted the SPS to manage the environmental and social risks arising from the 
projects it supports. The evaluation will provide feedback to DEC and to ADB Management on 
the effectiveness of SPS implementation and the continuing relevance of the policy and all its 
clauses. In doing so, it will also provide evaluation evidence on specific applications of the SPS 
during design and implementation that will be of value to operational staff. The evaluation will 
generate evidence about the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the policy with respect to 
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different lending modalities and country contexts, which would be of interest to DMC borrowers 
and implementing agencies as well as civil society partners interested in the welfare of people 
and the environment. Given the increasing demand for collaboration with other development 
partners, the evaluation will also aim to generate insights that could enhance the potential for 
common approaches to safeguard implementation and capacity building in ADB member 
countries. 
 
30. Seven national environmental and/or social safeguard consultants will be used to provide 
both specialized expertise and hands-on mission assistance related to the seven country case 
assessments.  

 
2. Scope of Work 
 

31. The national consultants with a range of environmental and/or social safeguards expertise 
across various lending instruments will assist the IED team in addressing the key evaluation 
questions in the context of the individual country and project case assessments. The work 
includes help with mission and field work organization, technical inputs in country system 
assessment, case project evaluation, field observation, and organization and conduct of 
interviews with project implementors and affected people, nongovernment or civil society 
organizations, and other relevant stakeholders. The input of each national consultant will be 
intermittent but equivalent to 1.5 person-months for each country case. 

 
3. Detailed Tasks and/or Expected Output  
 

32. The national consultants will use primary, secondary, and project data and in-depth 
interviews and focused-group discussions to help IED team and international experts to assess 
the implementation of safeguard policies and operations in case projects. They will: 

(i) review documentation of the case projects to be evaluated; 
(ii) help in conducting a portfolio analysis for the country case assessments; 
(iii) conduct background country safeguard system assessments as needed;  
(iv) join evaluation missions to help evaluate or validate the outcome and impacts of 

environment safeguard implementation of case projects through site visits, field 
observations, and interview and/or consult with relevant government ministries, 
local communities and relevant stakeholders; 

(v) assist distill and synthesize results in a country assessment report; and 
(vi) prepare written inputs for the case country assessments as needed.
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COST ESTIMATES 

Budget Item 

  Total 
Cost 

 Cost ($)    
A. Consultants 

 
702,300 

1.    Remuneration 
  

a. Portfolio analysis national consultants (2.25 months)      9,000  
 

b. Structured Detailed Review of 130 Safeguards Projects 
  

i. National consultants (4 months x 3 pax)      48,000  
 

ii. International environment and social safeguards experts (1.5 months x 2 pax)      54,000  
 

c. Literature review international consultant (1 month)      20,000  
 

d. Comparator MFI/Bilateral review international consultant (1 month)      20,000  
 

e. Country Case Assessments and Synthesis (IND/VIE/PNG/INO/NEP/PRC/UZB) 
  

i. Lead evaluation and policy development experta (3 months)    66,000  
 

ii. International environment and social safeguards experts (4.75 months x 3 pax)    256,500  
 

iii. In-country national environment and social safeguards experts (1.5 months x 7 pax)    105,000  
 

f. Review Panel (Peer reviewers)        6,000  
 

2.    Travel Expenses 
  

a. Lead evaluation and policy development expert (1 headquarters mission)      7,000  
 

b. International environment and social safeguards experts (3 headquarters and 7 case 
countries’ mission) 

     56,000  
 

3.    Per Diem 
  

a. Lead evaluation and policy development expert        3,000  
 

b. International environment and social safeguards experts      38,500  
 

c. In-country national environment and social safeguards experts      13,300  
 

   

B. Land Transportation Costs (Vehicle hire) 
 

  9,000  
   

C. Miscellaneous Travel Expensesb 
 

    4,000     
D. Workshops/ Focused Group Discussionsc (In-country) 

 
  84,000     

E. Communicationd 
 

    3,000     
F. Insurance 

 
2,200    

G. Knowledge Dissemination and Outreach Event(s) 
 

20,000    
H. Contingencies (3%) 

 
25,500    

Total   850,000 
IND = India, INO = Indonesia, MFI = multilateral financial institution, NEP = Nepal, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People's Republic 
of China, VIE = Viet Nam, UZB = Uzbekistan. 
Note: 1 month = 20 work days. 
a  Will perform primarily as lead consultant but will also perform as country case assessments synthesis consultant and country case 
safeguards expert, as necessary.  
b  Mainly passport and visa fees. 
c  Mainly venue and logistics costs. This is for the 3 focus group discussions for the 7 countries. 
d  Mainly expenses related to communications, secretarial services and other report preparation expenses. 
Source: Staff cost estimates.   

 


