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Foreword 
 
The Asia and the Pacific region has experienced tremendous economic growth and progress towards 
poverty reduction; however, this remains associated with serious and increasingly complex social and 
environmental challenges including global challenges. Protecting the environment and people from 
widening inequalities, including increased vulnerabilities due to climate change events and acute impacts 
from climate induced disasters, is more important than ever.  
 
The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the United Nations Climate Change Conference in Paris 
(COP21) and Sendai Framework objectives highlight the global importance and integrated nature of these 
challenges. Building on these, ADB’s Strategy 2030, sets out an ambitious agenda, which represents a 
shift to more focus on more holistic development outcomes and sustainability.  
 
While the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) anticipated that the context and lending instruments 
used by ADB would evolve, the changes over the last decade have had significant implications for ADB’s 
safeguards policy and its application. For instance, there is growing awareness of the limited reach of 
traditional investment-based sovereign finance to achieve the higher-level development objectives 
pursued by Strategy 2030. Other instruments and modalities, which blend finance or are programmatic, 
are now being used more for this purpose, as they have greater reach. Likewise, the private sector is 
playing a growing role in supporting SDGs and climate goals and is incorporating environment, social, 
and governance issues into its objectives.  In fact, since 2009, one of the most significant changes in ADB 
lending has been both the greater emphasis on private sector finance instruments and the introduction 
of new modalities to address DMC evolving needs. 
  
This evaluation has sought to assess the SPS effectiveness, as well as its adequacy to the current 
circumstances. In addition to the safeguard objectives of the 2009 policy, the reform objectives of the 
Policy Update (SPU) were considered. These were identified as important conditions for the successful 
application of the SPS. The evaluation concludes that environmental, as well as involuntary resettlement 
(IR) safeguards results have been generally satisfactory while indigenous peoples safeguards results have 
been less than satisfactory. The evaluation also finds that while the safeguard objective of strengthening 
borrower systems remains valid, the approach taken to approve the use of country safeguards systems   
in ADB supported projects has not been effective. Finally, it notes that ADB’s adaptation of the SPS to 
ensure continued protection of people and the environment, in the face of changing circumstances, has 
been slow to respond. More specifically while the policy’s intent continues to be relevant, significant 
gaps have emerged, particularly related to responses to emerging issues and recognized global good 
practices on safeguards.  
 
The evaluation offers a set of findings and insights from ADB’s experience in applying the SPS which may 
serve as a guide for the revision and strengthening of the safeguard policy and implementation. Key 
areas for improvement refer to policy coverage, support to development complexity, broader 
sustainability objectives, new instruments including for nonsovereign lending, and strengthening of 
country safeguard systems. We trust that this work contributes both to the improvement of ADB’s 
safeguard framework as well as to its delivery, for the benefit of the DMCs and the continuous 
advancement of the Bank’s performance standards.      
 

 
 
 
 

Marvin Taylor-Dormond 
Director General 

Independent Evaluation  
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Safeguard policy revisions 

1. Modernize the SPS, increasing its 
relevance and customizing it for both 
sovereign and private sector financing, 
by building on evidence from the SPS 
implementation experience and recent 
safeguard policy updates at other MFIs.

2. Adopt a new approach in the policy to 
strengthening borrower systems, with a 
view to a more systematic 
improvement and pragmatic use of 
country systems.  

Business processes and 
implementation

3. Introduce a new safeguard 
implementation framework, including 
an updated oversight structure and 
reporting lines that are strengthened 
and contribute to more consistent 
safeguard outcomes across ADB.

4. Underpin the safeguards policy and 
implementation framework with 
sufficiently detailed policy guidance 
(e.g., Operations Manual and staff 
instructions) and a range of operational 
guidance documents and good 
practice notes with established 
mechanisms for regular reviews and 
updates.

5. Assess the necessary staffing 
complement to deliver the safeguards 
implementation framework and 
strengthen skills, empowering staff to 
deliver better safeguard outcomes. 

THE EVALUATION IN BRIEF

Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement

Evaluation
Independent

KEY FEATURES OF THE PORTFOLIO
The evaluation covered the ADB portfolio of financing operations 
from 2010 to 2018. It focused on completed and mature projects that 
had triggered safeguards, were generally approved from 2010 to 2013, 
and had reached midterm. ADB’s lending volume doubled over 2010–
2018, and the instruments and modalities used evolved. The portfolio 
grew in both number of approvals and lending volume. Private sector 
financing increased significantly. The share of lending that triggered 
safeguards in sovereign stand-alone investment projects and 
infrastructure multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) has declined 
since the SPS was approved (it is currently about 60%). This decline 
was offset by increases in nonsovereign operations, financial 
intermediary projects, and results-based lending (RBL).

The share of category A projects in the portfolio has dropped, which 
raises concerns about the use of the SPS to support the full risk profile 
of developing member country (DMC) development opportunities. 

KEY FINDINGS

Effectiveness of implementation

The environmental results of ADB’s safeguards work were generally 
satisfactory. They were most effective on direct, often construction-
related, environmental impacts. Involuntary resettlement (IR) results 
were generally satisfactory as well, although they remained focused on 
improving compensation arrangements for affected people. The 
results of indigenous peoples safeguards have been less than 
satisfactory and were often limited to addressing IR impacts.

There is limited appetite for category A projects. Despite the large 
share of infrastructure lending in the ADB portfolio, the environment 
and IR safeguard risks are relatively modest. Risk minimization is often 
based on a narrow application of the safeguard policy, i.e. leaving out 
components that should be part of the project, but that are higher risk. 
This is partially due to the streamlined business processes which 
shortened the time available to undertake the required assessments 
for more complex projects.

Most projects, as well as provision of technical assistance, supported 
measures to strengthen client safeguard capacity. However, SPS’s 
ADB-centric approach to the use of country safeguard systems in 
ADB-supported projects has not been successful.  

While the SPS was structured mainly to support traditional sovereign 
stand-alone investments, it has been applied to all modalities with



varying safeguard performance outcomes: projects implemented 
through FI have remained the weakest performers on safeguards; 
MFFs have performed on par with stand-alone investment 
projects; RBL (a new modality introduced after the SPS) has 
potential to strengthen country capacity due to its use of agency 
safeguard systems. Nonsovereign operations (other than FI 
projects) are as good as or better than sovereign operations in 
safeguards performance.

Efficiency and effectiveness of delivery 

Safeguard staff positions increased from 65 in 2009 to 124 in 
2018, with growth mainly in operations departments, steadily 
matching increases in project approvals. 

The roles and responsibilities of ADB and its clients have 
become blurred, with ADB filling gaps in clients’ commitments 
by undertaking their tasks.

ADB’s oversight structure and safeguard management system is 
not well suited for effective and efficient delivery of the SPS. The 
six operations departments have organized their safeguard teams 
differently (primarily in the front office or sector divisions), with 
varying reporting requirements, degrees of autonomy, and 
oversight. This has led to inconsistent due diligence across ADB. 
ADB lacks a corporate system to monitor safeguard risks and 
performance. Client monitoring and ADB implementation 
supervision have been less satisfactory than preparation, 
demonstrating an imbalance of effort between front-loaded 
procedural requirements and results-focused implementation.

ADB’s continuing emphasis on safeguard preparation led to 
projects that were generally well prepared. Nevertheless, there 
remain a number of weaknesses at the preparation stage. 
Environmental and social risk assessment and management are 
not integrated, contributing to organizational inefficiencies, and 
limiting safeguard outcomes. 

 SPS relevance and adequacy

The objectives of the SPS to avoid, minimize and compensate for 
adverse project impacts, and to strengthen capacity remain 
relevant. The SPS introduced a number of useful elements into 
ADB’s safeguard policy. Although the objectives and intended 
reforms remain relevant, significant aspects of the SPS are no 
longer “fit-for-purpose.” 

The SPS lacks clarity to guide ADB operations and has not been 
well adapted to support new lending modalities. Nor has it been 
customized to address private sector financing instruments. The 
approach to managing safeguards in FI projects, both sovereign 
and nonsovereign, is incomplete at both policy and delivery 
levels. While the SPS was considered forward-looking at 
approval, it now lags behind the policies of other MFIs.

ISSUES
The SPS lacks clarity in a number of areas of increasing 
importance, is not fully consistent with MFI good practice, 
and  not well aligned with Strategy 2030 and its emphasis on 
high-level outcomes. The SPS mixes policy and procedures 
and does not provide adequate guidance. It has a procedural 
compliance focus and has gaps in areas of increasing 
importance (e.g., climate change and labor) and emerging 
issues (e.g., supply chain management).  International good 
practice has moved beyond the SPS to a more balanced 
approach to environmental and social assessment and 
adaptive risk management during implementation, including 
integrated risk-based categorization. Furthermore, the 120-
day environment disclosure requirement for private sector 
financing is inconsistent with the practice of other MFIs 
supporting the development of the private sector. 

The approach for approving the use of country safeguard 
systems in ADB projects by focusing on the equivalence of 
government policies, practices, and systems with the SPS 
has proven to be ineffective. The objective of strengthening 
borrower capacity to improve national safeguard systems 
remains valid.  However, it has been largely transactional 
project support rather than a country systems approach.

While the SPS goes furthest among MFIs in the scope of its 
accountability to the poor and vulnerable, it has been 
difficult to operationalize as there is insufficient resources, 
procedures and guidance. The SPS lacks sufficient 
operational guidance for ADB to execute, monitor, and 
measure whether mitigation responses among significantly 
affected poor and other vulnerable affected persons have 
prevented further impoverishment and improved standards 
of living to at least the national minimum standard. 

ADB’s emphasis on shorter project preparation timelines, 
including streamlined business processes and project 
readiness targets, has proved a disincentive for a more 
consistent and integrated approach to safeguard design. The 
SPS is not sufficiently aligned with private sector financing, 
where transactions have limited timeframes and greater 
cofinancing.

There has been no consistent approach to oversight across 
departments, resulting in variable institutional outcomes. 
There are insufficient checks and balances to manage 
potential conflicts of interest.

Implementation resources and training are inadequate, 
particularly to support the increased attention that is 
needed for implementation and safeguard-related 
outcomes, as well as the weak capacity in executing and 
implementing agencies. 

Contact Us 
evaluation@adb.org  | www.adb.org/evaluation

Evaluation in Brief is a handy, two-page quick reference designed to feed findings 
and recommendations from independent evaluations to a broader range of clients. 



 

 

Executive Summary 
 
The evaluation comes at an important time for the Asian Development Bank (ADB) given the dynamism in ADB 
member countries; ADB’s new corporate strategy, Strategy 2030, which is more explicitly focused on outcomes rather 
than sectors; and an evolving ADB portfolio with increasing private sector financing and new modalities such as 
results-based lending (RBL).   
 
The evaluation assesses the effectiveness of ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS), 2009. It considers the extent to 
which the intended reforms in the SPS have been successful in achieving ADB’s safeguard objectives and whether 
the SPS is still fit-for-purpose to continue to guide operations.   
 
Environmental outcomes have been satisfactory, especially with regard to direct environmental impacts and reducing 
risks of pollution and impacts on biodiversity, but they have been weaker on occupational and community health 
and safety. The contribution of the SPS to outcomes has generally been positive for involuntary resettlement. 
Implementation of the involuntary resettlement safeguard requirements, in particular with regard to compensation, 
was recognized by clients as having been effective. Indigenous peoples outcomes have been less than satisfactory as 
there has been an emphasis on avoiding areas where  indigenous peoples live and mainstreaming indigenous peoples 
communities. In some cases, indigenous peoples issues have been narrowed to resettlement aspects, which can be 
more easily managed (e.g., by providing compensation).    
 
Safeguard processes have generally been satisfactory in supporting the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of 
adverse project impacts related to the environment and involuntary resettlement. This is partly because of risk 
minimization in project selection which led to ADB selecting projects which were less risky and may not have 
responded to the full spectrum of a country’s development needs.  Risk minimization also affected project design, 
with more contentious components with significant impacts being excluded. More generally, ADB’s support and 
process requirements remained front-loaded, which has helped most projects to be well prepared. Implementation 
support was less satisfactory, with weak monitoring by clients and inadequate supervision by ADB. There has also 
been little emphasis on identifying and documenting safeguard outcomes. This is of particular concern for the poor 
and other vulnerable persons who may be significantly impacted by projects and who are at risk of further 
impoverishment.  
 
The objective of using country safeguard systems was commendable, but it has not been achieved. The approach 
introduced by the SPS to using such systems in ADB-supported projects has proven difficult to implement, even at 
the agency level. 
 
Although highly relevant when it was approved, significant aspects of the SPS are no longer fit-for-purpose and 
ADB’s ambitions for the safeguard reforms have not been fully met in the implementation of the SPS. Since approval 
of the SPS, new areas of focus and good practices in safeguards have emerged and these have implications both for 
the SPS itself and for the institutional structure and processes supporting it. The evaluation identified a number of 
issues, including:  gaps in the SPS; new lending instruments, such as results-based lending; greater private sector 
financing; institutional concerns (e.g., the organizational structure and streamlined business processes); and changes 
in multilateral financial institutions’ good practice. All these are having an effect on the policy and application of 
safeguards. 
 
ADB’s Operations Manual, environment and social safeguards guidance notes, organizational structure, and internal 
processes have not evolved sufficiently to allow for effective and efficient SPS implementation. This is particularly 
true for private sector financing and other modalities for which the SPS was not primarily intended. 
 
The evaluation recommends that ADB should modernize the SPS and develop a new approach to strengthening and 
using borrower systems. ADB should strengthen its oversight structure and make reporting lines across ADB more 
consistent. After modernizing the SPS, ADB should develop a range of guidance documents and good practice notes, 
develop the skills of staff responsible for safeguard risk management, and assess and increase staffing as needed.  
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Introduction 
 
This evaluation assesses the effectiveness of the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB) Safeguard Policy 
Statement (SPS), 2009.  The SPS stipulated that 
there should be a review by the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED), 5 years after the 
SPS became effective to assess its effectiveness in 
achieving ADB’s safeguard objectives. In 
addition, an operational review by IED was to be 
undertaken 3 years after the policy became 
effective, with a particular focus on progress in 
the use of country safeguard systems (CSS) and 
requirements for financial intermediary (FI) 
projects. IED completed the 3-year operational 
review in 2014, and the Board postponed IED's 5-
year policy evaluation to give time for a larger 
sample of projects approved under the SPS to 
mature. In the meantime, IED produced an 
interim evaluation of safeguard implementation 
in three countries. Since there is now a sufficient 
sample of projects available, this evaluation 
fulfills the requirements of the 5-year policy 
evaluation. An additional requirement of the SPS 
is for ADB Management to prepare papers for the 
Board, in response to the IED evaluations. After 
the three-year review, ADB Management 
proposed to defer both papers until after this  
evaluation. 
 
This assessment of the effectiveness of the SPS 
considers the three safeguard objectives of the 
2009 policy, as well as the intended reforms of 
the safeguard policy update (SPU), which were 
included in the preamble to the SPS. The 
objectives of the SPS were 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; and (iii) help 
borrowers and clients to strengthen their 
safeguard systems and develop the capacity to 
manage environmental and social risks. In terms 
of the process reform, the SPU’s intent to 
improve both safeguard business processes and 
policy articulation, specifically sought to: “(i) 
better articulate the safeguards policies to 
improve their clarity, coherence, and consistency; 
(ii) balance a front-loaded procedural approach 
with one also focused on results during 
implementation; (iii) adapt policy 

implementation to an evolving range of lending 
products and innovative financing modalities; (iv) 
work toward greater harmonization with 
safeguard practices across multilateral financial 
institutions  (MFIs) and tailor safeguard 
approaches to different clients with varying 
capacities; and (v) improve internal process and 
resource allocation.” 
 
Ensuring that ADB-supported operations are 
safeguarded against potential environmental and 
social risks is critical in an increasingly crowded 
and environmentally threatened Asia and the 
Pacific. Asia’s rapid economic growth has had a 
positive impact on poverty reduction, but this 
growth has often been at the expense of the 
environment and has led to social, cultural, and 
public health issues. Problems of pollution and 
encroachment on natural resources are serious in 
many countries. Infrastructure development has 
displaced people, which can lead to 
impoverishment and social upheaval. The 
economic growth of the region and increasing 
environmental and population pressures require 
more integrated and sophisticated responses. It 
is important that institutions such as ADB take 
these risks very seriously and work to avoid and 
mitigate them, while also working to develop the 
management capacity of ADB clients in these 
areas. 
 
The evaluation recognizes ADB’s evolving internal 
and external context. This includes ADB’s Strategy 
2030 which has ambitious and integrated social 
and environmental corporate objectives. Strategy 
2030 is aligned with the global Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) and aims to support 
the growth of newer forms of ADB financing such 
as multitranche financing facilities (MFFs), and 
results-based lending (RBL). Perhaps the most 
significant development since the approval of the 
SPS has been the increase in private sector 
investment in development and the growth of 
ADB’s work with the private sector through its 
nonsovereign operations (NSO). The private 
sector is expected to play a central role in the 
achievement of the SDGs and therefore will 
become a key player in sectors that were once 
considered largely the responsibility of the public 
sector, from infrastructure to human 
development. This has significant strategic 
implications for MFIs, as roles and responsibilities 
for economic growth, poverty alleviation, and 
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more equitable distribution of development 
benefits are increasingly shared among public 
and private institutions. This affects the 
operational planning required to deliver 
development results and the need to harmonize 
policies as cofinancing operations expand. 
 
Key Features of the Portfolio 
 
ADB’s lending volume doubled over 2010–2018 
and included a large increase in private sector 
financing. The portfolio grew in both the number 
of approvals and their volume. While the share of 
traditional project lending triggering safeguards 
in sovereign stand-alone investment projects and 
infrastructure MFFs is still significant (about 60% 
of the total portfolio), it has declined since the 
SPS was approved. By contrast, there have been 
increases in ADB’s NSO, sovereign FI projects, and 
RBL programs. Although some of these changes 
have been small to date (RBL programs were 
being implemented on a pilot basis until 2019), 
the sovereign stand-alone investment project 
share is expected to reduce further as the shares 
of NSO and RBL continue to increase. The 
Strategy 2030 target is for private sector 
financing to reach one-third of ADB operations by 
number by 2024. After an initial pilot, the RBL 
Policy was approved in 2019 and it is anticipated 
that the share of RBL programs will increase to at 
least 10% of the portfolio.   
 
Over time, there has been a drop in the category 
A projects in the portfolio, which raises concerns 
about the use of the SPS to support the full risk 
profile of developing member country (DMC) 
development opportunities. For environment, 
category A projects have declined from 13% (pre-
SPS) to 9% (2015–2018); for involuntary 
resettlement (IR) they declined from 17% to 11%, 
and for indigenous peoples (IP) from 8% to less 
than 1%. The emphasis on risk mitigation and 
project scope has contributed to a shift away 
from projects with significant risks and 
components. This is a reflection of ADB’s 
streamlined business processes since 2010, which 
have focused incentives on shortening project 
preparation and front-loaded compliance 
processes. More compressed schedules make it 
difficult to prepare complex but potentially 
impactful projects. It is not evident that there 
have been major changes in the nature of 

portfolio that would have reduced the number of 
category A projects and lowered its risk profile. 
ADB’s program since 2010 has been concentrated  
in the largest sectors (transport, water and urban 
services and energy) as was confirmed by the 
midterm review of Strategy 2020. More 
importantly, ADB investments have continued to 
be clustered in the same subsectors: non-urban 
roads for transport and transmission and 
distribution for energy. Since these subsectors 
would be expected to have had similar risk 
profiles and safeguard categorizations to those in 
the past, it is unlikely that sector and subsector 
program shifts have by themselves lowered the 
risk profiles. Factors that are specific to some 
DMCs may be influencing project selectivity. 
Many DMCs have access to a greater variety of 
financing sources than in the past and can afford 
to be more selective in how and where to use ADB 
financing. For instance, despite a general 
recognition of the added value of ADB safeguard 
measures, there is a perception by DMC partner 
agencies that the measures are cumbersome and 
projects or subprojects triggering safeguards 
should be excluded from ADB financing, if 
possible. Countries have shown reluctance to 
undertake high-risk projects using ADB safeguard 
systems unless there is a clear benefit that 
outweighs the potential complications. The 
safeguards staff survey confirmed the risk 
aversion. 
 
In some sectors, almost all projects are category 
B for environment, making it difficult to 
differentiate risk in the portfolio. The share of 
category B environment projects grew 
significantly and, in some sectors, such as water 
and other urban infrastructure and services, 90% 
of categorized projects are category B, raising 
concerns about the utility of the category in 
terms of signifying risk. The preponderance of 
projects categorized as B, which covers a broad 
range of potential impacts and risks, raises 
concerns about classification integrity.  
 
The SPS stated that risk categorization should 
apply only to environmental risks. However, in 
practice, ADB has continued to categorize all 
three safeguard requirements. Subsequent to the 
SPS, ADB provided guidance in a revision to the 
Operations Manual on 1 October 2013 that 
formalized separate categorizations for IR and IP. 
As a result, the three parallel environment and 



xvi Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

social risk assessments and categorizations that 
were practiced before the SPS continued. 
 
Evaluation Questions and Methods 
 
The overarching question of the evaluation was: 
“Is the SPS fit-for-purpose to ensure effective 
safeguard implementation in ADB operations, 
given the experience to date and the changes in 
the external and internal context? The evaluation 
also had three subsidiary questions. (i) How 
effective has the SPS been in achieving the 
intended results of its environmental and social 
safeguard objectives? (ii) How efficient are ADB’s 
processes and systems in supporting the SPS to 
achieve its safeguard objectives, and in 
responding to the evolving needs of the ADB 
portfolio? (iii) How relevant and adequate is the 
SPS to the evolving needs of ADB clients and the 
ADB portfolio, given the changes in the external 
context of environment and social safeguards? 
 
Explicit in the subsidiary questions is the need to 
assess the policy, its implementation, and the 
extent of SPU intended reforms. The SPU 
intended reforms are part of the preamble to the 
SPS. Collectively the SPU reforms and the SPS 
capture the intended policy, process and 
institutional changes for better safeguard 
outcomes. Thus, to assess the SPS 
implementation, the evaluation considered the 
Policy, SPU intended reforms, and related 
sections of the Operations Manual. 
 
Recognizing the importance and application of 
ADB’s safeguard policy to its evolving portfolio, 
the evaluation was not limited to stand-alone 
investment projects. It covered the portfolio of 
financing operations from 2010 to 2018. As the 
evaluation was interested in safeguard 
implementation, it focused on completed 
projects, generally those that were approved 
from 2010 to 2013, and on projects that, while 
not completed, had at least reached midterm 
maturity when the evaluation was undertaken. In 
addressing the evaluation questions, the 
evaluation considered the adequacy of the SPS to 
sovereign investment loans as well as to:  
(i) nonsovereign lending; (ii) new lending 
modalities (e.g., RBL); and (iii) diverse country 
contexts (by region, capacity, and specific issues). 
The evolving nature of safeguards at other MFIs 
and in cofinanced projects was also examined.   

The evaluation built on a series of nested 
evaluation activities and outputs and used a 
mixed methods approach. It reviewed 
background papers on global and comparative 
issues, and conducted a portfolio review of ADB 
projects with safeguard category A, B, or FI, 
followed by missions in countries that included 
project-level assessments of selected lending 
operations and feedback from in-country 
stakeholders. The key data sources were the 
structured portfolio review (which covered a 
representative sample of 172 of the 441 
completed and mature projects since SPS 
approval), missions to seven countries from each 
of ADB’s five regions, representing different 
country contexts (People’s Republic of China, 
India, Indonesia, Nepal, Papua New Guinea, 
Uzbekistan, Viet Nam), case assessments of 31 
projects from the seven countries visited, a survey 
of safeguard staff (74% of the 121 staff 
responded), and 228 structured interviews. 
 
Key Evaluation Findings 

 
A.  Effectiveness of Safeguard Implementation 
 

1.  Effectiveness of Environment, 
Involuntary Resettlement, and 
Indigenous Peoples Safeguards 

 
Safeguards are intended to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate negative impacts. The underreporting of 
safeguard results (due to absent or inadequate 
outcome measurement) means there is only 
limited evidence of the satisfactory mitigation of 
environmental and social impacts. ADB’s 
safeguard monitoring is focused on procedural 
compliance, not on outcome measurement. As a 
result, the portfolio review found ADB’s systems 
for documenting progress in safeguard 
implementation, identifying compliance issues 
and corrective actions, and reporting on the 
actual environmental and social performance of 
projects to be inadequate.  To overcome this 
inadequate documentation, the evaluation used 
evidence from the country missions to 
supplement the portfolio review in considering 
results. 
 
The limited appetite for category A projects and 
risk minimization is often based on a narrow 
application of the safeguard policy. While the 
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evaluation confirms the principles of the SPS 
mitigation hierarchy, to avoid, minimize, 
mitigate, and compensate for adverse impacts, 
the SPS was not intended to promote risk 
aversion that may limit development reach. The 
intent was to optimize benefits for the 
environment and affected people, rather than to 
avoid adverse impacts at all costs. The staff survey 
responses generally concurred that safeguards 
lead to risk aversion in project selection: 46% of 
respondents agreed with this statement, 24% 
disagreed, and 30% were not sure. Those that 
were unsure generally cited a range of factors 
that contribute to risk aversion. Despite the large 
share of infrastructure lending in the ADB 
portfolio, the environment and IR safeguard risks 
are relatively modest. Risk avoidance is most 
pronounced in connection with IPs. The generally 
positive results discussed below need to be 
viewed in the context of the low-risk profile of the 
portfolio. 
 
ADB performance and environmental results are 
assessed to have been generally satisfactory. 
Environmental safeguards were most effective 
with regard to direct environmental impacts and 
reducing risks of pollution, and limiting impacts 
on biodiversity. Plans that were largely focused 
on immediate impacts and risks arising during 
the construction phase tended to receive more 
attention than the longer-term or cumulative 
effects of use of the infrastructure on affected 
households or the environment. Environmental 
safeguards were less effective when it came to 
community and occupational health and safety, 
which are persistent issues. 
 
ADB performance and IR results are assessed to 
have been generally satisfactory, although they 
remain focused on compensation arrangements 
for affected people. Involuntary resettlement 
arising out of land acquisition has been the most 
contentious area and yet the one where ADB’s 
value addition has been most evident. Safeguards 
application, particularly where implementing 
agencies have worked with ADB for multiple 
projects, results in greater understanding of key 
IR concepts. Higher standards are applied, which 
benefit affected households. Some challenges 
remain, such as the need to improve stakeholder 
consultation and to carry out livelihood and 
income restoration for severely affected poor and 
vulnerable households. The evaluation also found 

examples of projects shying away from difficult 
situations, such as in dealing with customary land 
issues in Papua New Guinea. 
 
ADB performance and IPs results are assessed to 
have been less than satisfactory and limited. 
ADB’s approach has been characterized by the 
avoidance of projects in areas where IPs live, 
including in DMCs with specific policies for IP 
policies and distinct populations of IP. The 
approach has tended to avoid such areas, to 
mainstream benefits for IPs or to reduce impacts 
on IPs to IR.   
 
The results for environment, IR and IP were 
influenced by the varying quality of SPS 
compliance procedures and processes as well as 
by risk avoidance. These were assessed with 
varying levels of satisfaction, with more positive 
contributions in the preparation phase which 
receives the most attention and resources. 
Preparation was satisfactory for 85% of sampled 
projects while implementation was satisfactory 
for only 65%.  

 
2.  Effectiveness of Support for 

Strengthening Country Systems 
 
Most projects took measures to strengthen client 
safeguard capacity in support of the third 
objective of the SPS (help borrowers and clients 
to strengthen their safeguard systems and 
develop the capacity to manage environmental 
and social risks). This was done mostly through 
project preparatory technical assistance and 
capacity support during implementation 
provided by consultants.  While this support can 
contribute to capacity development, much of it is 
used to augment and fill gaps in implementing 
agency capacity. ADB also provides basic training, 
which is appreciated by governments, but such 
training has achieved only limited results. 
Nevertheless, overall, continued exposure to 
safeguard systems of ADB and other MFIs, along 
with dedicated technical assistance in this area, 
has developed awareness of the importance of 
safeguards. Since 2013, ADB’s efforts, together 
with those of other partners, to establish regional 
safeguard learning centers have been a positive 
initiative. Further, the evaluation found examples 
of technical assistance helping to strengthen 
national safeguard guidelines, regulations, and 
legislation. 
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However, after 10 years, the bank-centered 
approach introduced in the SPS to use country 
safeguards systems in ADB-supported projects 
has not been successful. ADB’s approach, as 
stated in the SPS, has consisted of ensuring the 
equivalence and acceptability of countrywide 
systems with the SPS as the prerequisite for using 
country systems. This approach has proven to be 
difficult and time- consuming to implement, with 
little interest from DMCs. ADB and Indonesia 
have made significant efforts to apply the SPS 
CSS approach. This was the first serious attempt 
to establish a countrywide approach and 
deserves recognition. However, the reliance on 
extensive equivalence and acceptability 
assessments and country consultations proved 
unworkable. Even a more limited use of national 
systems, where only one agency’s safeguard 
system was assessed, has resulted in only one 
approval, in India.  While successful, this is very 
much a unique agency, well developed and 
experienced in dealing with MFI safeguard 
requirements, and is therefore an unlikely 
example for replication. Although progress has 
been made, a proposal for an agency approach in 
Indonesia has yet to be offered to ADB’s Board 
for consideration and approval. Strengthening 
agency capacity and working through modalities 
like the RBL offer greater potential for 
strengthening national safeguard systems.   

 
3.  Performance of Different Modalities and 

Financing Instruments 

 
Projects implemented through financial 
intermediaries have remained the weakest 
performers on safeguards. Applying the SPS to FI 
projects can be challenging as the policy design 
is more suitable for stand-alone investment 
projects where the risk assessments and 
mitigation plans of investments to be funded are 
known at approval. In the case of FI projects, the 
responsibility for identifying safeguard risks and 
making assessments is with the FI. This requires 
greater supervision during implementation than 
the SPS and the revisions to the Operations 
Manual fully anticipated. 
 
The performance of MFFs has been on par with 
that of stand-alone investment projects. The 
longer time commitments of MFFs have  
 

sometimes provided an incentive to strengthen 
safeguard capacity. But the use and risk profiles 
of MFFs have declined over time. The SPS and 
guidelines assume that MFFs are a series of stand-
alone investment projects, so the prescribed 
processes and procedures are similar to those of 
stand-alone investment projects. However, the 
SPS is not clear on the safeguard process 
implications of the relationship between 
individual tranches and the overall sector 
program. Consequently, an opportunity has been 
missed to apply strategic environmental and 
social assessments and to carry out systematic 
capacity development of sector agencies through 
MFFs, given their longer time commitment.  
 
RBL is a new modality, introduced after SPS, that 
has the potential to strengthen country capacity 
because of its use of agency safeguard systems.  
To date, most of the emphasis has been on 
supporting RBL preparation and on monitoring 
the disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs). 
However, the implementation support for RBL 
programs needs to be different from the 
compliance-based approach used in stand-alone 
projects. RBL supervision focuses primarily on 
achievement of DLIs and actions in the program 
action plan (PAP). The client is expected to mainly 
apply its own safeguard system while filling gaps. 
It is also expected to ensure field-level monitoring 
and appoint an independent verification agency 
(IVA) to verify progress on the DLIs and PAP 
activities. The evaluation found that, although it 
was not required for the IVA to have safeguard 
expertise, this was very useful for all RBL 
programs triggering safeguards. ADB’s 
implementation supervision and capacity 
development support should therefore focus on 
strengthening these factors and processes. As 
was noted in the recent RBL evaluation, the 
modality is not suitable for programs with high 
environmental or social risks. In the pilot 
program, environmental safeguard category A 
activities were excluded but not activities 
classified as IR category A, which is determined 
based on relatively prescriptive and low 
thresholds. The evaluation found this to be a 
potential risk, given that IR activities following 
CSS may have long-term detrimental implications  
on lives and can be subject to compliance and 
reputational issues as much as environmental 
activities.  
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Nonsovereign operations are as good as or better 
than sovereign operations in terms of their 
safeguard performance. The portfolio reviewed is 
characterized by relatively low risk, clients with 
reasonable capacity and awareness of 
environmental and social risks, and concentrated 
in a few sectors (energy and finance) and 
countries. Despite these advantages, which have 
contributed to good performance, the SPS’s 
sovereign focus and ADB safeguard procedures 
were not aligned with the nature of the NSO 
transactions and modalities, and the required 
additional guidance and procedures were not 
subsequently developed. With an expanding 
portfolio, including a recent increase in the 
number and share of category A projects, this 
represents a potential important risk for ADB. 
Further, FI projects and finance sector projects 
have performed less well, despite the low-risk 
portfolio. Similar risks also apply to increasingly 
important private sector operations in private 
equity funds and general corporate finance. 
 
B.  Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Internal 

Processes and Delivery Mechanisms  
 

1.  Safeguard Staff and Organization for 
Delivery 

 
The number of safeguard staff positions 
increased from 65 in 2009 to 124 in 2018, 
steadily matching increases in project approvals. 
This was an important way for ADB to signal its 
commitment to safeguards. However, staffing 
increases have not adequately reflected the 
demands on staff required by the complexity of 
new lending modalities, expansion of the 
portfolio, increase in use of financial 
intermediaries, differentiation of DMC capacities, 
and the impact of streamlined business 
processes. 
 
ADB’s organizational structure is not well suited 
for the effective and efficient delivery of SPS. A 
fragmented approach, arising from diverse 
delivery structures in the six operations 
departments, has resulted in variable quality 
control and approval clearance mechanisms to 
manage potential conflicts of interest. The 
evaluation found that inclusion of a safeguard 
quality control layer in the operations 
department’s front office helped reduce conflicts 
of interest. It also provided a platform for  
 

discussion of persistent issues, facilitated a more 
standardized approach to problem solving, and 
helped coordinate policy and strategy work. 
 
ADB has lacked a corporate system to monitor 
safeguard risks and performance. Operations 
departments have developed indicators to 
monitor SPS procedural compliance but a 
dynamic system that allows risks to be identified 
early, monitored, and mitigated, and grievance 
resolution outcomes to be accounted for, is 
absent. The importance of monitoring safeguard 
risk management has been recognized by the 
operations departments who have developed 
portfolio-level monitoring systems although 
these systems have been limited to compliance 
monitoring rather than paying attention to 
safeguard outcomes. 
 
Monitoring by clients and supervision by ADB 
during implementation have improved but they 
remain less satisfactory than efforts made during 
the preparation stage. There has been a lack of 
progress in balancing the front-loaded 
procedural approach with a focus on results 
during implementation. ADB has made 
significant efforts to support the monitoring 
reports of borrowers, but in general these remain 
insufficient in scope and quality. Documenting 
and reporting on stakeholder consultation and 
engagement is not easy. There has been some 
progress in establishing grievance redress 
mechanisms but many of these do not work 
effectively as they are not aligned with existing 
government channels for grievances and there is 
little incentive to document and report 
complaints and corrective actions. More needs to 
be done since effective stakeholder consultation 
and monitoring the progress of grievance redress 
responses through closure are essential tools for 
effective safeguard risk management. 
 

2.  Safeguards and ADB Business Processes 
 
The roles and responsibilities of ADB and its 
clients have become blurred, with ADB filling 
gaps when clients lack commitment by 
undertaking their tasks. This is particularly true in 
preparation. In implementation, where ADB is 
less directly engaged, downstream effects on a 
client’s commitment to implementing safeguard 
action plans and effective monitoring of risks can 
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be an important factor in slowing down project 
implementation.  
 
The SPS intended to balance front-loaded 
procedural requirements with implementation 
supervision, but this has not been done. 
Increasingly the balance has shifted to full project 
design before Board consideration, 
compounding existing limitations associated with 
reduced processing timelines as a result of 
streamlined business processes, also instituted in 
2010. The efforts placed on front-loaded 
procedural compliance before Board 
consideration has been at the expense of placing 
equal efforts on supervision and tracking of 
results. The incentive culture within ADB 
continues to reward compliance with safeguard 
due diligence procedures, which is easier to track 
than safeguard results. Carrying out safeguard 
assessments and procedures before project 
approval in a shortened time frame reduces the 
chance that more complex project proposals, 
with potentially greater benefit reach, are taken 
into consideration. This approach may also affect 
the scope and quality of safeguard plans, 
particularly in NSO where ADB’s front-loaded 
approach is inconsistent with workflows, 
potentially limiting the nature and scope of 
business opportunities. 
 
ADB’s continuing emphasis on safeguard 
preparation meant that projects were generally 
well prepared. The emphasis on fulfilling 
safeguard requirements and achieving milestones 
during project processing, coupled with ADB 
project preparatory technical assistance, has 
ensured a general level of satisfaction with 
safeguards at Board consideration. Due diligence 
through environmental and social studies was 
largely in line with the requirements in the SPS 
(87% of projects), although challenges were 
found in 18% of projects in the assessment of 
social impacts—limiting robust identification of 
impacts and articulation of desired outcomes. 
 
There were still a number of weaknesses in the 
preparation stage. Documenting quality 
stakeholder engagement and the disclosure of 
relevant information to affected households are 
areas of concern. There were challenges with 
safeguard categorization, particularly for IP and 
the areas they live in and these were excluded 
from the project in several instances. There is an 

apparent preference for avoidance and a narrow 
focus on immediate safeguard impacts, that can 
miss out on potential associated facilities and 
cumulative impacts and contribute to better 
outcomes.  
 
Environmental and social risk management are 
not integrated, leading to organizational 
inefficiencies. The Operations Manual section 
covering the SPS and the corresponding 
processes and procedures reinforce separate 
handling of the requirements for the 
environment, IR, and IP. This approach does not 
take into account potential synergies between 
environmental and social safeguards. 
Furthermore, it does not consider the full range 
of stakeholders involved in safeguard risk 
assessment (e.g., regulatory agencies, CSOs, and 
institutions responsible for climate change and 
gender responses) and delivery of outcomes, 
which are necessary for contributing to the 
Strategy 2030 operational priorities.  
 
Overall, ADB’s internal processes and 
organization for delivery are less than efficient, 
limiting the effective implementation of 
safeguards. The organizational structure lacks 
consistency and has varying levels of 
independence in terms of reporting lines, 
decision making, and budgeting. Monitoring of 
safeguards at the corporate level is inadequate 
for managing risk and tracking outcomes. Roles 
and responsibilities of ADB staff and clients lack 
clarity and ADB staff or consultants often 
substitute for client deficiencies. The streamlined 
business processes, introduced to speed up 
project preparation, limit the amount of time for 
environment and social safeguards and 
institutional assessments, which makes preparing 
quality safeguard measures, particularly for 
challenging and complex projects, difficult. 
 
C.  Relevance and Adequacy of the SPS in the 

Current and Future Context  
 
The three main safeguard objectives of the SPS 
remain relevant and the SPS introduced a number 
of useful elements into ADB’s safeguard policy. 
The SPS combined three policies that had 
previously been separate: environment, IR, and 
IP. It made a distinction between procedural 
compliance and substantive compliance. 
However, some areas need more clarity on both 
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the policy and its application in each of the 
safeguard domains. These include “no net loss” 
to biodiversity and cumulative impacts in 
environmental safeguards, livelihood restoration 
in IR safeguards, and customary land and 
negotiated settlement in IP safeguards. The scope 
of the SPS extended to all ADB-financed projects 
and lending modalities, with some adaptation in 
procedural requirements. It emphasized the need 
to strengthen borrowers’ frameworks and 
capacity. This capacity was to be addressed at the 
project as well as at the country level, through 
support for use of CSS and developing safeguard 
capacity in DMCs. 
 
Primarily designed for sovereign stand-alone 
investments, the SPS has not evolved sufficiently 
to enable ADB to adapt it to new lending 
modalities nor was it customized to private sector 
financing instruments. The Operations Manual 
has not addressed the specific challenges of these 
financial instruments.  This is particularly true for 
modalities which may require significant 
implementation support at programmatic 
national, subnational levels or sector systems 
(e.g., MFFs and RBL) and for those that require 
client screening and monitoring of on-lending 
transactions (FI projects). 
 
The mainstreaming of the RBL policy paper offers 
a positive example of how the SPS can be 
adapted. A challenge in applying IR safeguards to 
RBLs has been resolved and offers lessons for ADB 
to apply to other modalities. The social 
categorization is now based on a broader 
assessment of risks and impacts. This considers 
existing procedural thresholds, e.g., number of 
people affected, as well as programmatic, 
institutional, and contextual risks and the 
capacity and commitment of the borrower. 
However, while positive, this is not a fully 
integrated assessment, which would also include 
the environment. 
 
However, the SPS is not able to adequately guide 
NSOs and newer modalities in today’s context. Its 
guidance for private sector financing and specific 
instruments such as general corporate finance 
and corporate finance is insufficient. It does not 
recognize differences in private sector culture and 
practice and this limits its suitability, particularly 
in two important areas: (i) private sector decision 
making is faster than in the public sector, and  
 

(ii) due diligence requirements for private sector 
operations often have to take place with limited 
information, extending due diligence processes 
into the implementation phase. Recognizing 
these challenges, the SPS’s 120-day environment 
disclosure requirement can limit opportunities for 
ADB private sector financing.  MFI good practice 
has evolved allowing a shorter disclosure period 
to accommodate private sector practices. Further, 
to ensure competitiveness and greater 
harmonization more policy consistency with the 
practice of other MFIs supporting private sector 
development is needed. Guidance on how to 
approach recently approved modalities requires 
special guidance in the SPS and Operations 
Manual.  
 
The approach to managing safeguards in FI 
projects, both sovereign and nonsovereign, is 
incomplete at both policy and delivery levels. 
Challenges were found in the quality of ADB 
monitoring and oversight of FI projects. There is 
an absence of clear and comprehensive guidance 
to ADB staff working on FI projects and on client 
requirements for developing an environmental 
and social management system.   
 
While the SPS was considered forward-looking at 
the time of its approval, it now lags behind 
similar policies at some comparator MFIs. An 
intended reform  was for ADB policy to be 
harmonized with those of other MFIs, but 10 
years have passed and ADB is now behind on: 
policy architecture coherence and scope (e.g., 
separation of policy and procedural 
requirements, gaps in scope such as stakeholder 
engagement, labor, climate change, gender); 
increased synergies between environmental and 
social aspects of safeguards (integrated 
safeguards risk and impact assessment); more 
dynamic and adaptive risk management 
approaches which distinguish between impacts 
and risks (e.g., integrated safeguards 
categorization considering multidimensional risks 
over time); and adaptation to private sector 
financing. Most MFIs have moved to a 
categorization system that integrates 
environmental and social risk and impact 
assessments. In addition, there has been a move 
from three- to a four-point scale for 
categorization which better captures the 
multidimensional nature of risks and impacts. 
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Overall Assessment 
 

The contribution of the SPS to ADB’s safeguard 
outcomes has been satisfactory for environment 
and IR, and less than satisfactory for indigenous 
peoples. ADB support for IR has been satisfactory 
and has emphasized compensation. ADB has 
added value to its clients’ processes. However, 
support for livelihood restoration has been 
inconsistent. Environmental outcomes have been 
satisfactory, especially for direct environmental 
impacts and reducing risks of pollution and 
impacts on biodiversity but weaker on 
occupational and community health and safety. 
Indigenous peoples outcomes have been less 
than satisfactory as there has been an emphasis 
on mainstreaming communities of IPs and on 
narrowing IP issues to resettlement aspects, 
which can be more easily managed (e.g., by 
providing compensation), usually ignoring other 
impacts, or by excluding benefit reach to IPs.  
 
Progress in meeting the SPS objectives and 
intended SPU reforms has been variable and 
limited, in part due to ADB’s insufficient 
institutional response. There were positive 
aspects, including an increase in the number of 
safeguard staff and the continued technical 
assistance ADB provides to support project 
preparation and capacity development. However, 
ADB did not provide an adequate, coherent, or 
consistent institutional response to implementing 
the SPS. Insufficient resources were devoted to 
the task, and the approach was not coherent. The 
different parts of the SPS were not blended 
together seamlessly to achieve a common 
purpose. Instead, different departments adopted 
individual approaches.  There has been a lack of 
clarity on some requirements (e.g., labor and 
working conditions) and on aspirational 
objectives (e.g., restoration of livelihoods). 
Consistent systems and practices have not been 
employed.  
 
Although the broad SPS objectives and SPU 
intended reforms are as relevant today as when 
they were approved by the Board in 2009, 
significant aspects of the SPS are no longer “fit-
for-purpose.” The elements that remain relevant 
include consolidation of the three safeguard 
requirements: environment (SR1), involuntary 
resettlement (SR2), and indigenous peoples (SR3)  
under one policy; strengthening of client 

safeguard systems; client responsibility for 
safeguard report monitoring; attention to poor 
and vulnerable affected people; maintenance of 
livelihoods; and application of the SPS to all 
lending modalities. However, there are numerous  
gaps in the policy, weaknesses and deficiencies in 
the guidance material and organizational 
arrangements, and ADB has taken an unrealistic 
and cumbersome approach to CSS. In addition, 
new areas of focus and evolving good practices 
have emerged since the SPS was approved. An 
updated approach is needed. 
 
Lessons 
 
ADB safeguards can provide significant added 
value in terms of IR compensation, an area where 
ADB has demonstrated consistent commitment. 
In core areas of work such as IR compensation, 
ADB has demonstrated consistent commitment. 
Other aspects that have not received adequate 
attention, but which are also important, include 
impacts on IP and ethnic minorities that are not 
connected to IR impacts, cumulative impacts, and 
associated facilities.    
 
In addition to considering project impacts, ADB 
needs to recognize the dynamism of impacts and 
associated risks are also important factors to 
consider in avoiding, minimizing and mitigating 
negative effects.  ADB’s current system of 
categorization mixes risk and impact. A risk is the 
combination of the likelihood or potential for an 
adverse impact occurring, and the severity or 
magnitude of the adverse impact if it does occur. 
Even when a project’s expected impact has been 
identified, the risk of adverse impacts may, or 
may not, materialize depending on the 
effectiveness of the risk mitigation measures. This 
implies that the same adverse impact might pose 
different levels of risk in different countries with 
different safeguard capacities and effort during 
implementation.  
 
Assessing and responding to safeguard risks 
requires internal systems for risk-based safeguard 
management. Safeguard monitoring systems 
that can track progress in both compliance and 
outcomes are essential for effective safeguards 
management. This can assist operations 
departments in moving toward adaptive risk 
management by allocating resources to 
operations where they are most needed. In 
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future, there is a need to enhance outreach and 
improve monitoring of safeguard outcomes, 
alongside project outcomes, including possibly 
by harnessing digital technologies. 
 
Support to executing agencies and/or 
implementing agencies as well as to central 
agencies is critical for strengthening borrower 
systems. Most of ADB’s support to borrowers has 
been transactional and has focused on executing 
and implementing agencies. Little effort has been 
made in recent years to strengthen central 
regulatory agencies and systems for in-country 
management of environmental and social 
safeguards (ADB’s work with the Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Environment in Viet Nam 
being an example).  
 

Key Issues 
 
The evaluation identified 10 key issues that have 
limited ADB from fully achieving the reforms 
needed to implement the SPS.  
 
The SPS has retained a procedural compliance 
focus and lacks clarity in a number of areas of 
increasing importance (e.g., climate change and 
labor), which is not well aligned with Strategy 
2030 and its emphasis on high-level outcomes. 
Expanding the coverage, integrating risk and 
focusing on outcomes is needed for safeguards 
to better support Strategy 2030 in responding to 
the SDGs and the dynamism of the region and 
ADB member countries. The SPS contains only a 
few references to a number of increasingly 
important areas of risk, including compliance of 
projects with labor and working conditions, 
application of community health and safety 
standards, and gender inequality. To deal with 
these risks, a greater level of integration of risk 
identification and management in the policy and 
a greater outcome orientation is needed. Given 
current focus on compliance tracking, attention 
needs to be paid both to portfolio and corporate 
level safeguard indicators for tracking 
environmental and social outcomes. ADB needs 
to achieve a level of consistency with other 
lenders in terms of its thematic coverage and 
focus on safeguard outcomes, particularly given 
increasing levels of project cofinancing.  
 
The SPS’s objective of strengthening borrower 
systems remains valid but the approach taken to 

establish CSS in ADB-supported projects by 
focusing on country systems’ equivalence with 
the SPS and acceptability has been unsuccessful. 
ADB has focused on the equivalence of CSS with 
the SPS and the acceptability of government 
policies, practices, and systems. In hindsight, it 
was too complex, inefficient, and burdensome, 
with limited advantages to DMCs. This approach 
has prevented the achievement of the larger 
objective of strengthening borrower systems for 
environmental and social risk management.  
Country systems vary and national legislation and 
capacity is evolving, making alignment and 
comparison with the SPS difficult.   
 
Good practice has moved beyond the approach 
taken in the SPS toward a more balanced 
approach to environmental and social 
assessment and management and an adaptive 
management approach. Although the SPS 
consolidated three existing safeguard policies 
into one policy statement, the integration did not 
result in a balanced approach among them, and 
the policy integration was not followed through 
in practice.  Instead, ADB continued to treat the 
safeguard requirements as if they were stand-
alone policies with parallel systems of 
categorization and separate risk assessments and 
management systems. ADB should draw lessons 
from other MFIs, including the International 
Finance Corporation (IFC), the European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), and the 
World Bank. These have adopted integrated 
instruments, including the environmental and 
social impact assessment (ESIA), environmental 
and social review summary (ESRS), and 
environmental and social management systems 
(ESMS). An increasing number of MFIs have 
introduced risk ratings that recognize and assess 
risk determinants such as client capacity and 
commitment. ADB lacks this ability for risk-based 
management because the SPS did not distinguish 
risks from impacts.  
 
Despite ADB’s poverty reduction mandate, the 
SPS lacks sufficient operational guidance to 
execute, monitor, and measure mitigation 
responses among poor and other vulnerable 
affected people. ADB must ensure that its 
projects not only prevent further impoverishment, 
they should improve standards of living to at least 
the national minimum standard (SR2 principle 5). 
Where impact avoidance or minimization are not 
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possible, SR2 (and SR1 for impacts other than 
land acquisition) requires restoration of 
significantly affected poor and vulnerable 
displaced persons to pre-project levels or to a 
level above minimum national income standards 
if they were below these. While ADB goes 
furthest among MFIs in the scope of its 
accountability to the poor and vulnerable, the 
livelihood restoration aspiration is consistent 
with the SPS’s “do no harm” approach. If ADB is 
to operationalize this aspect of the SPS, it needs 
to ensure it provides adequate resources, 
procedures, and guidance and that these are 
monitored, and adequately documented in 
project completion reports (e.g., livelihood 
baselines of project-affected poor and vulnerable, 
market studies to support proposed employment 
enhancement activities, capacity assessment of 
proposed delivery partners, metrics to establish 
livelihood restoration). 
 
The SPS and related portions of the Operations 
Manual have not evolved sufficiently to provide 
the necessary operational guidance. The SPS and 
Operations Manual duplicate each other, rather 
than providing complementary guidance and 
instructions to staff. The SPS mixes policy with 
procedures. For example, it includes a 
requirement to disclose category A draft 
environmental impact assessments (EIAs) 120 
days before Board consideration. ADB has not 
provided sufficient operational guidance through 
the Operations Manual, good practice notes, and 
updates. Nor has it provided results-oriented (as 
opposed to compliance-driven) training to staff 
and clients. In particular, ADB needs to provide 
specific support on emerging issues (e.g., sexual 
abuse and harassment at the work site and 
project impacts on communities that were not 
displaced) and persistent concerns (e.g., 
stakeholder engagement). It needs to cover new 
modalities, challenging areas of work (FI projects 
and IP), technical issues (e.g., noise and vibration), 
provide more detailed guidance (e.g., physical 
cultural resources), risk assessment and 
management, and crosscutting issues (climate 
change, disaster risk management, and gender).  
 
To date, the SPS and operational guidance 
and organizational structure for supporting 
private sector financing has been inadequate as 
formalized guidance, systems, and procedures of 
the SPS have focused on sovereign lending. 

Private sector financing has shorter timeframes 
and uses more cofinancing. ADB’s private sector 
operations have largely embraced a more 
harmonized approach, that converges with those 
of other MFIs and private sector entities (e.g., IFC 
performance standards, EBRD safeguards, and 
the Equator Principles, which have been adopted 
by numerous financial institutions). ADB needs to 
provide manuals and technical guidance on the 
application of safeguards to private sector 
operations. The sovereign focus and processes of 
the oversight of safeguards by the Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department 
(SDCC) are inadequate for the private sector.  
 
The SPS categorization of projects is not 
integrated and lacks a risk-based approach. The 
threshold for an IR categorization is determined 
by a numerical criterion (200 affected people) 
rather than by the severity of risk. The risk of 200 
people being affected by land acquisition at one 
location is far greater than if they are spread out 
over several hundred kilometers along the 
alignment of a road, transmission line, or 
irrigation canal. Similarly, the impact would vary 
depending on whether affected people would 
suffer from physical or economic displacement, 
and whether they would lose the bulk of their 
livelihood and be impoverished, or would lose 
only a small part of their assets.  
 
ADB’s emphasis on shorter project preparation 
timelines, including streamlined business 
processes and project readiness targets, has been 
a disincentive to a more comprehensive and 
integrated approach to safeguard design. Shorter 
processing times do not favor the preparation of 
higher risk category A projects, which need 
sufficient time to undertake proper assessments 
(e.g., of seasonal species migration) and to 
develop appropriate actions. The focus on shorter 
preparation times can result in projects with 
higher risk elements being dropped from the 
project scope or from the scope of ADB-financed 
components of the government’s program. 
 
ADB has provided inadequate implementation 
resources and training. More resources and 
training will be needed, particularly if a 
modernized SPS requires a greater focus on 
implementation support and safeguard-related 
outcomes. More staff time is needed to support 
executing and implementing agencies with weak 
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capacity to implement new modalities, such as 
RBL. ADB has not established a system to allocate 
resources based on project risks, or to reallocate 
resources if significant risks materialize. The lack 
of a differentiated approach to resourcing 
implementation support affects ADB’s ability to 
optimize allocation of staff resources. Safeguard 
training has been insufficient in differentiation 
and depth. Safeguard staff expressed a demand 
for more technical training on specialized issues 
(e.g., biodiversity offsets), persistent operational 
challenges (e.g., FI projects) and emerging 
challenges (e.g., impact on housing from 
vibration caused by road construction).  There is 
also a need for training on the implications of and 
approaches to new modalities. ADB does not 
have a system of safeguard accreditation, unlike 
some other MFIs. 

There is no consistent approach to safeguard 
management across departments to provide 
oversight. The diverse organizational structures 
and placement of safeguard staff across 
operations departments provide insufficient 
checks and balances for ADB to manage potential 
conflicts of interest between the pressure to 
expedite project processing and to ensure 
adequate due diligence before approval. These 
competing objectives contribute to inefficiencies 
in safeguard delivery within operations 
departments and inconsistent application of SPS 
requirements.  

Recommendations to ADB 

The evaluation offers ADB Management and 
Board two sets of recommendations (i) on 
revisions to the SPS, and (ii) on business processes 
and implementation. ADB should:  

1. Recommendations for Revisions to the SPS

Recommendation 1: Modernize the SPS, 
increasing its relevance and customizing it for 
both sovereign and private sector financing, by 
building on evidence from the SPS 
implementation experience and recent safeguard 
policy updates at other MFIs. The modernization 
should clarify and integrate the safeguard aspects 
of crosscutting social dimensions (e.g., labor and 
working conditions, community health and 
safety, gender, stakeholder engagement), some 
of which are currently addressed by other ADB 

strategies and policies, to achieve greater 
coherence and efficiency in engaging with DMC 
partners and developing interventions with them. 
The modernized SPS should also clarify the 
safeguard components of other key ADB 
objectives, which have increased in importance 
since the SPS, such as climate risk mitigation and 
adaptation, disaster risk management, the needs 
of disabled people, human rights, and supply 
chains. The modernization should address key 
areas of weakness of the SPS, including the 
application of SR3. For example, the modernized 
SPS could strengthen the use of vulnerability as 
an SR3 trigger, which may be more relevant and 
acceptable to DMCs than the current provisions. 
ADB should consider a range of changes to 
strengthen risk management, including moving 
to a more integrated categorization system 
(changing from a three- to a four-point scale; 
integrating the environment, IR, IP ratings; and 
moving from a static to a dynamic rating system 
that better reflects risks and impacts). This should 
be accompanied by the introduction of an 
adaptive risk management approach that pays 
much more attention to implementation. The 
modernized SPS should be ADB-wide, and 
principles-based rather than mixing principles 
with prescription and it should be customized for 
sovereign and NSO. For example, while for 
sovereign operations the disclosure requirement 
for the environment is harmonized with those of 
other MFIs, ADB should also customize and 
harmonize its approach for NSO in accordance 
with the practice of other MFIs supporting the 
development of the private sector. ADB should 
provide greater clarity on the roles and 
responsibilities of clients and ADB through a 
more explicit and broader set of standards, 
particularly on areas where there is a consensus 
on good practice. The evaluation offers a number 
of options for modernizing the policy. As many of 
these clarifications and improvements are 
consistent with the good practice in other 
MFIs, as a starting point, ADB could build on 
one of the existing MFI frameworks (e.g., 
those at IFC and EBRD) and tailor it to the 
needs of the Asia and the Pacific region, 
taking into account the SPS experience, and 
the anticipated lending product mix. 
Regardless of which safeguard framework 
ADB chooses to begin with, it can build on 
the good practice lessons and recent 
innovations of its comparators. 
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Recommendation 2: Adopt a new approach in 
the policy to strengthening borrower systems, 
with a view to a more systematic improvement 
and pragmatic use of country systems. Client 
strengthening needs to move away from strictly 
transactional compliance and gap-filling in 
implementing agencies to fulfill ADB 
requirements toward a broader focus on 
achieving environmental and social outcomes. 
ADB needs to move beyond narrow support for 
ring-fenced projects to a broader and more 
sustained approach for legislative, policy and 
capacity development at the sector and/or agency 
level, including at regulatory agencies and other 
stakeholders. Such a transition will need to be 
carefully managed and in the short term 
continued capacity gap filling and ring fencing 
may be needed. Capacity development will 
require long-term commitment and collaboration 
among various development partners and 
government entities. ADB will need new and 
strengthened partnerships and should pay more 
attention to providing a coherent set of training 
activities, including on-the-job training, and the 
use of cofinancing. ADB should provide more 
explicit safeguard capacity support for sector and 
other lending instruments that require longer-
term engagement such as sector loans, MFFs, RBL 
programs, and FI projects, which can support 
capacity beyond a single project.  ADB should 
also consider using a broader set of modalities 
including policy-based lending, to enhance the 
governance capacities, regulations, and 
implementation of government environment and 
social policies. In terms of the use of CSS, the 
approach followed under the SPS to adopt CSS in 
ADB-supported projects through equivalence and 
acceptability assessments needs to be replaced. 
The objective of promoting the use of country 
systems continues to have merit and ADB needs 
to find ways to move more quickly toward this 
objective, while mitigating risks. In parallel, ADB 
needs to pay much greater attention to both 
strengthening the capacity of a broader range of 
DMC stakeholders and learning from progressive 
experience in the application of safeguards in 
particular country contexts. An alternative way of 
moving toward using country systems could be 
to integrate support for strengthening capacity 
within different financing modalities, such as 
RBLs. This would provide ADB with some 
experience of assessing and then applying 

borrower systems before it considers an agency- 
or program-related CSS approach.  
 
2. Recommendations for Business Processes and 

Safeguard Implementation 
 

Recommendation 3: Introduce a new safeguard 
implementation framework, including an 
updated oversight structure and reporting lines 
that are strengthened and contribute to more 
consistent safeguard outcomes across ADB. The 
structure and reporting lines of operations 
departments’ safeguard activities need to be 
more consistent to ensure independent quality 
assurance and approval functions for better 
application of checks and balances, and 
outcomes.  At the same time, the central role 
played by SDCC in terms of oversight, policy 
interpretation, problem solving, and capacity 
development needs to be strengthened and 
better resourced. The roles and responsibilities of 
ADB headquarters and the resident missions 
should be clarified to enable resident mission 
staff to contribute to project preparation and to 
support safeguards during project 
implementation. The oversight structure and 
processes need to be strengthened and 
formalized to better support safeguards in 
private sector financing. A corporate monitoring 
system for safeguards should be established, 
recognizing good practice principles of 
monitoring and reporting of safeguard outcomes 
to ensure transparency and accountability. 
 
Recommendation 4: Underpin the safeguards 
policy and implementation framework with 
sufficiently detailed policy guidance (e.g., 
Operations Manual and staff instructions) and a 
range of operational guidance documents and 
good practice notes with established 
mechanisms for regular reviews and updates. The 
policy guidance will need to be updated and 
supporting guidelines developed for preparation 
and implementation, for key (associated facilities, 
IPs) and emerging (climate risks) issues as well as 
for nonsovereign lending, new modalities and 
important instruments (FI). ADB should produce 
good practice notes as it gains experience with 
challenging safeguard issues. Given that private 
sector operations are an increasing part of ADB 
operations, the safeguard policy, supporting 
guidance documents, processes, and structure  
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need to be customized for sovereign and 
nonsovereign lending. Revised guidance 
documents and procedures should integrate 
environment and social assessments, risk 
classification, action plan preparation, and  
monitoring and supervision by ADB teams. They 
will also need to be updated as needed and as 
ADB’s experience and knowledge continues to 
grow. 
 
Recommendation 5: Assess the necessary staffing 
complement to deliver the safeguards 
implementation framework and strengthen skills, 
empowering staff to deliver better safeguard 
outcomes. The existing staff coefficient, for 
determining the number and allocation of 
safeguard staff, is based on project volume when 
the SPS was approved. This does not reflect the 
range of factors including staff skills and 
experience needed. Once the scope and 
architecture of a modernized policy are 
determined, the staff requirements and 
institutional arrangements will need to be 
updated. An effective safeguard risk 
management approach will require exercise of 
judgement over a range of complex issues and 
adaptive policy applications. To better support a 
culture of accountability for safeguards across 
ADB, training will need to be more systematic, 
targeted, and differentiated across the range of 
staff responsible for oversight and delivery of 
project outcomes. It should cover project officers, 
safeguard staff, and sector portfolio and other 
management staff, leading to accreditation, for a 
more holistic risk management approach. An 
enhanced appreciation for the complexities of 
safeguards is needed beyond short-term 
compliance, to the delivery of medium-term 
project social and environmental benefits and 
long-term impacts. Staff need to be supported 
with guidelines, good practice notes, and 
reference materials. Production of these needs to 
be adequately resourced and rolled out in a 
timely, systematic, and structured manner.  



 

 

Linkage Between Findings and Recommendations 
Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
Recommendations for Safeguard Policy Statement Revisions 

(i) Inefficiencies in the delivery of the SPS could be addressed by 
integrating environmental and social risk management measures 
more effectively. The lack of clarity over client and ADB roles and 
responsibilities, the incentives for front-loading compliance efforts 
onto project preparation rather than implementation, and limited 
project preparation timeframes arising from streamlined business 
processes have led to an environmental and social risk 
management approach that cannot satisfactorily address project 
complexities. Lack of integration exacerbates the difficulties and 
challenges of these emerging and persistent safeguard concerns. 
(para. 228)  

(ii) ADB has retained a front-loaded procedural approach. This has 
been effective for achieving a reasonably high level of safeguard 
compliance during project preparation but has implications for risk 
management and leads to staff inefficiencies. (para. 284) 

(iii) The SPS is incomplete, mixing principles and procedures with 
technical requirements. It does not reflect a contemporary 
architecture, international good practice and is not well suited to 
meeting the needs of the evolving ADB portfolio. It does not 
provide enough support for stronger partnerships with borrowers 
and development partners and greater harmony with their 
safeguard policies. The SPS has not shifted the emphasis on 
frontloading and balance with implementation. Integration of the 
three safeguards, their categorization, and due diligence 
assessments has been insufficient. Some sections of the SPS were 
overly prescriptive for a policy document, for example, the 120-day 
rule for projects classified as environment category A. (para. 286) 

(iv) ADB has not provided sufficient guidance on implementing the 
SPS. The SPS “green book” contains a preamble with aspirational 
principles, requirements, procedures, processes and prescriptions 
but it lacks supporting guidelines, good practice notes, and 
templates. ADB has not provided enough formal guidance on 
applying the SPS to its new and expanding modalities or to private 
sector financing. (para. 289) 

(v) The SPS has retained a procedural compliance focus and lacks 
clarity in a number of areas of increasing importance (e.g., climate 
change and labor), which is not well aligned with Strategy 2030 
and its emphasis on high-level outcomes. Strategy 2030 sets out a 
new direction for ADB in response to the global Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) and the dynamism of the region. The 
SPS is not aligned with ADB’s new Strategy 2030, which focuses on 
high-level outcomes. Expanding the coverage, integrating risk and 
focusing on outcomes is needed for safeguards to better support 
Strategy 2030 Strategy 2030 sets out a new direction for ADB in 
responding to the global SDGs and the dynamism of the region. 
(para. 297) 

(vi) Good practice has moved beyond the approach taken in the SPS 
toward a more balanced approach to environmental and social 
assessment and management and adaptive management. An 
increasing number of MFIs have introduced risk ratings that 
recognize and assess risk determinants such as client capacity and 
commitment. Having a risk rating that takes client capacity into 
account provides the means to revise the risk rating based on client 
capacity and performance during implementation, thereby 
enabling a tool for adaptive management by modulating the extent 

Recommendation 1: 
 
Modernize the SPS, increasing its 
relevance and customizing it for 
both sovereign and private sector 
financing, by building on evidence 
from the SPS implementation 
experience and recent safeguard 
policy updates at other MFIs. 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
of implementation support. ADB lacks this ability for risk-based 
management because the SPS did not distinguish risks from 
impacts. (para. 299) 

(vii) The SPS categorization of projects is not integrated and lacks a risk-
based approach.  Despite the intention to consolidate three policies 
into one, the SPS inherited and continued the legacy of separate 
categorizations for each of the three safeguard policies instead of 
employing a single category for each project based on the severity 
and nature of impact and risk, as is the universal practice among 
all other MFIs. (para. 303) 

(i) Despite interest in technical assistance from some DMCs, the 
approach ADB has taken and the requirements for the use of 
country systems means that the technical assistance was costly and 
resulted in few benefits. One of the limitations of ADB’s current 
approach is that most of the effort to develop capacity is targeted 
at individual projects where the primary interest is to ensure that 
project implementation proceeds smoothly. (para. 158) 

(ii) As it currently stands, the framework for the country-wide 
application of the use of CSS in ADB projects appears to be 
extremely difficult to implement. The approach is oriented toward 
ADB’s given the bank-centric requirements, and its broad-based 
utility is questionable. (para. 168) 

(iii) Support for the strengthening of country systems through 
technical assistance has had some successes but use of borrower 
systems has not. Strengthening borrower systems and 
environmental and social risk management capacities was 
envisioned as an SPS objective. In many ways strengthening 
borrower systems is a prerequisite for the use of country systems. 
The strengthening of capacity is a difficult and recurrent task.  ADB 
provided substantial technical assistance resources for capacity 
support but much of it was used to fill gaps, support safeguard 
implementation, or to support the procedural requirements for 
country safeguard systems (CSS).  Technical assistance has 
contributed to practice, policy and legislative changes that have 
improved country safeguard systems. The use of CSS in ADB 
projects was, however, undermined by the ADB-centric approach 
provided in the SPS, which relied on countries aligning their 
systems with the SPS objectives and principles if CSS are to be used 
in ADB-funded projects. The lengthy procedural requirements for 
approval, relying on elaborate equivalence and acceptability 
assessments at the country or agency level, proved a deterrent.  
Even if use of CSS was granted for ADB-financed projects, gap-
filling action plans and significant ADB supervision were required. 
As a result, there was little interest in using CSS from DMCs. (para. 
279) 

(iv) The SPS’s objective of strengthening borrower systems remains 
valid but the approach taken to establish CSS in ADB-supported 
projects by focusing on country systems’ equivalence with the SPS 
and acceptability has been unsuccessful. In hindsight, the efforts to 
strengthen borrower systems lacked a clear pathway to achieve 
widespread adoption. The approach chosen to expand use of CSS 
in ADB projects proved to be too complex and inefficient. It became 
a distraction, preventing the achievement of the larger objective of 
strengthening borrower systems for environmental and social risk 
management.  Country systems vary in scope and depth and 
national legislation and capacity is evolving, making alignment 
with the SPS difficult. (para. 298)  
 

Recommendation 2: 
 
Adopt a new approach in the policy 
to strengthening borrower systems, 
with a view to a more systematic 
improvement and pragmatic use of 
country systems. 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
Recommendations for Business Processes and Safeguard Implementation 
(i) Certain aspects of how ADB departments have set up their delivery 

of safeguards are not effective or efficient. ADB’s delegation of 
safeguard delivery to the six operations departments has resulted 
in different structures, processes, and procedures and a 
fragmented approach. (para. 187) 

(ii) Reporting lines and institutional budgeting arrangements create a 
potential conflict of interest between quality assurance and 
approval clearance functions. Critical decisions are taken early 
during project processing when safeguard categorization is 
determined. The categorization is linked to the downstream 
allocation of resources, and the scope of mitigation plan responses. 
Reporting lines, by definition, have a say in defining safeguard 
issues and the approach to those issues. A potential for conflict of 
interest exists when safeguard categorization forms are signed only 
by the safeguard specialist, the project officer, and the sector 
director. (para. 191) 

(iii) SDCC does not have enough resources to fulfill its comprehensive 
mandate. It is responsible for SPS policy oversight and guidance as 
well as for knowledge management, corporate risk monitoring, 
and training and capacity development. The ADB portfolio has been 
increasing over time and the number of safeguard staff in 
operations departments have increased accordingly. By contrast, 
the role of SDCC has not changed although the volume of support 
needed has increased. (para. 193). 

(iv) At the corporate portfolio level, ADB’s monitoring of safeguard 
risks and performance during project implementation is 
inadequate. Monitoring requires critical information so that risks 
can be identified early, monitored, and mitigated for an effective 
risk-based monitoring approach. There is no self-generated ADB-
wide performance monitoring system of safeguard risks and 
outcomes. (para. 194) 

(v) ADB’s internal organizational arrangements for safeguard 
management have not proved well suited for efficient and 
consistent safeguard delivery in operations departments. 
Delegation of safeguard delivery to the six operations departments 
(five regional departments and the Private Sector Operations 
Department) has resulted in different structures, approaches to 
out-posting, and attitudes to the role of national safeguard staff. 
Processes and procedures have been inconsistent, resulting in a 
fragmented approach across ADB. (para. 281) 

(vi) As the central division responsible for safeguards, the Safeguard 
Division in SDCC has not been sufficiently resourced. Its 
responsibilities include providing policy oversight and guidance, 
knowledge management, corporate-level risk monitoring, training, 
and capacity development. (para. 282) 

(vii) ADB’s emphasis on shorter project preparation timelines, including 
streamlined business processes and project readiness targets, has 
been a disincentive to a more comprehensive and integrated 
approach to safeguard design. Streamlined business processes 
have encouraged front-loading of resources. Given the emphasis 
on shortening processing time, there can be implications on 
downstream safeguards application. (para. 304). 

(viii) There is no consistent approach to safeguard management across 
departments to provide oversight. The diverse organizational 
structures and placement of safeguard staff across the five regional 
departments and PSOD do not provide enough checks and 

Recommendation 3: 
 
Introduce a new safeguard 
implementation framework, 
including an updated oversight 
structure and reporting lines that 
are strengthened and contribute to 
more consistent safeguard 
outcomes across ADB. 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
balances for ADB to manage potential conflicts of interest. The 
variation in systems contribute to inefficiencies in safeguard 
delivery and inconsistent application of SPS requirements. (para. 
306) 

(i) Responses for significantly affected people who require livelihood 
restoration, over and above asset compensation, has been less 
effective because of limited operational guidance and methods to 
measure results. (para. 276) 

(ii) ADB has not provided enough guidance material to implement the 
SPS and respond to challenges faced by ODs in a timely manner. 
The supporting procedures, Operation Manual provisions, and 
guidance documents to implement the SPS have not been 
sufficiently developed. Guidance on emerging areas of work has 
either been delayed, focused on front-end procedures at the 
expense of implementation supervision, or deferred to other ADB 
policies and MFI guidance materials. (para. 283)  

(iii) The SPS introduced a number of new topics, such as core labor 
standards, but provided little guidance on the scope of application 
or on implementation requirements. Importantly, SPS requirements 
were to apply to all lending modalities and were intended to be 
adaptable to new lending modalities. The SPS is particularly well 
suited for stand-alone sovereign investment loans and MFFs. It is 
less fit-for-purpose for managing the risks of programmatic 
operations, such as PBL and RBL, which are increasingly becoming 
instruments of choice. (para. 285) 

(iv) The SPS has not been fully responsive to the growth of private 
sector and FI lending nor to new modalities such as RBL programs. 
Private sector and FI lending were mentioned in the SPS, but 
detailed guidance has not been provided unlike RBL preparation 
where efforts were made to adapt the SPS. The Operations 
Manual’s establishment of a threshold of 200 affected people for a 
project to be designated as category A for IR may need to be either 
revised upward or replaced with new language as was done in the 
paper on mainstreaming RBL. (para. 287) 

(v) ADB has not adapted the SPS sufficiently to private sector 
financing. ADB now lags behind other MFIs who have more recent 
policies embedded in a contemporary safeguards architecture.  The 
SPS is not well aligned with IFC’s environmental and social 
performance standards, which have become the global reference 
standard for environment and social standards for private sector 
finance.  The SPS now lags other MFIs in terms of safeguard best 
practice in scope of coverage and processing requirements; many 
MFIs have already implemented risk-based supervision and 
adaptive risk management during implementation; and accepted 
practice of other MFIs is a shorter disclosure period for draft EIAs, 
recognizing the competitiveness and transactional pace of the 
private sector. (para. 288) 

(vi) Despite ADB’s poverty reduction mandate, the SPS lacks sufficient 
operational guidance to execute, monitor, and measure mitigation 
responses among poor and other vulnerable affected people. ADB 
must ensure its projects do not lead to further impoverishment. 
(para. 300) 

(vii) The SPS and related portions of the Operations Manual have not 
evolved sufficiently to provide the necessary operational guidance. 
The SPS and Operations Manual duplicate each other, rather than 
providing complementary guidance and instructions to staff. The 
SPS mixes policy with procedures. (para. 301) 

Recommendation 4: 
 
Underpin the safeguards policy and 
implementation framework with 
sufficiently detailed policy guidance 
(e.g., Operations Manual and staff 
instructions) and a range of 
operational guidance documents 
and good practice notes with 
established mechanisms for regular 
reviews and updates. 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
(viii) To date, the SPS and operational guidance and organizational 

structure for supporting private sector financing has been 
inadequate as formalized guidance, systems, and procedures of the 
SPS have focused on sovereign lending. The nature of private 
sector financing differs greatly from sovereign and the 
corresponding procedures are not clear and not official.  Private 
sector financing is complicated by its more limited timeframes and 
greater cofinancing. Among other MFIs and commercial lenders 
there has been a policy convergence on private sector lending that 
can be seen especially in the International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
performance standards, European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD) safeguards, and the Equator Principles. It is 
important that ADB builds on these initiatives, since private sector 
financing is a growing share of the ADB portfolio. (para. 302) 

(i) Ongoing demand for training from safeguard staff, regardless of 
their level of experience, suggests that additional guidance is 
needed over and above that available in the SPS and Operations 
Manual. While SDCC already offers a growing number of training 
programs, demands for more persist. (para. 186) 

(ii) The supervision needs of financing modalities with higher 
supervision expectations are not being met. Some modalities 
require significant post-approval efforts during implementation 
with the support of higher level national, subnational, or sector 
systems (MFFs and RBL programs); client screening, and monitoring 
of on-lending transactions (FI projects); and the identification, 
screening, and community support needed for community 
demand-driven projects. (para. 215). 

(iii) ADB’s departmental organization and business processes for 
safeguard delivery are not optimal. The criteria for determining the 
number and distribution of staff across the six operations 
departments do not reflect the demands of newer lending 
modalities or the expansion of private sector financial instruments. 
(para. 227) 

(iv) ADB has provided inadequate implementation resources and 
training. This inadequacy will become even more apparent if in 
future ADB is to have a greater focus on implementation support 
and safeguard-related outcomes. More staff time is needed to 
support executing and implementing agencies with weak capacity 
as they implement new modalities (as was seen with RBL 
supervision). ADB has not established a system to allocate resources 
based on project risks, or to reallocate resources if significant risks 
materialize.  The lack of a differentiated approach to resourcing 
implementation support affects ADB’s ability to optimize allocation 
of staff resources. The lack of systematic safeguard monitoring at 
the institutional level will make it difficult for ADB to implement 
adaptive management.  The resources available and staff numbers 
and capacity levels at resident missions are too varied to ensure 
ADB provides adequate supervision and implementation support. 
(para. 305) 

Recommendation 5: 
 
Assess the necessary staffing 
complement to deliver the 
safeguards implementation 
framework and strengthen skills, 
empowering staff to deliver better 
safeguard outcomes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Management Response 
 
On 15 May 2020, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, received the following 
response from the Special Senior Advisor to the President on behalf of Management: 
 
1. Management welcomes the IED Corporate Evaluation of the Safeguards Policy Statement (SPS 
2009). The evaluation provides timely and useful inputs for further strengthening the SPS and its 
implementation. Building on previous IED studies in 2014 1 and 2016,2 the evaluation considers a 
broad range of issues, including the policy construct and guidance, portfolio trends and lending 
instruments, institutional arrangements, staffing and capacity, and implementation results. 
Furthermore, it considers external influences, such as developing member country (DMC) safeguards 
and capacity, and safeguard policies of other multilateral development banks (MDBs). Such an 
evaluation is therefore a complex undertaking, and we would like to commend and thank IED for the 
constructive dialogue with staff and Management during its preparation. 
 
A. Comments on Key Findings 
 
2. Generally, the evaluation findings are in line with Management’s understanding of the    key 
safeguard areas that require strengthening. When first approved  in  2009,  the  SPS  was  widely 
considered to be a progressive policy and its objectives are proven to remain relevant  today. 3 

Furthermore, the evaluation finds that safeguard processes have  generally  been satisfactory in 
supporting the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of adverse project impacts related to the 
environment and involuntary resettlement. Notwithstanding the above, identified weaknesses include: 
(i) limited tailoring of the policy for nonsovereign operations (NSO), Fragile and Conflict Affected 
States (FCAS), and Small Island Developing States (SIDS); (ii) limited guidance for different lending 
modalities (such as financial intermediation [FI] and general corporate finance); (iii) weak integration 
between environmental and social safeguards; (iv) insufficient focus on the management of risks to 
vulnerable groups and Indigenous Peoples (IP); (v) poor functionality of project level grievance redress 
mechanisms; and (vi) insufficient use of technologies and innovation for assessment, monitoring, 
consultation, and disclosures. 
 
3. While recognizing the above, Management believes that the SPS 2009 still remains largely 
‘fit for purpose’ given that the core elements of the policy (such as key requirements for environmental 
assessment, involuntary resettlement and IP safeguards) remain relevant, functioning and consistent 
with the practices of other MDBs. While other MDBs4 have updated their safeguard policies more 
recently (with additional standards related to stakeholder engagement, gender equality, labor and 
working conditions, and climate change), the evaluation could have elaborated in more detail the links 
between safeguards and other ADB polices.5 Critically, there are opportunities for ADB to strengthen 
implementation by better coordinating safeguards with these policies. For example, current 

 
1  IED. 2014. Safeguards Operational Review: ADB Processes, Portfolio, Country Systems, and Financial Intermediaries. Manila: 

ADB. 
2  IED. 2016. Real-Time Evaluation of ADB's Safeguard Implementation Experience Based on Selected Case Studies. Manila: ADB. 
3  The objectives of ADB’s safeguards 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; and (iii) help borrowers/clients to strengthen their safeguard systems and develop the 
capacity to manage environmental and social risks. 

4  Recent policy updates by MDBs include the World Bank (2016), the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2014 
and 2019), and the Inter-American Development Bank (draft 2019). 

5  This includes ADB’s Access to Information Policy (2018), Social Protection Strategy (2009), Gender and Development Policy 
(1998), and ADB’s Climate Risk Management Framework (2014 
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assessment processes can be strengthened by defining the scope of risk and sharing information 
among separate poverty and social, gender, environment, involuntary resettlement and IP assessments, 
and bringing this information together to inform integrated project design. In addition, Management 
recognizes that there are some real gaps in emerging areas such as sexual exploitation, abuse and 
harassment (SEAH), and the management of supply chain risks that should be addressed, while being 
mindful to make distinctions between compliance and aspirational goals. Interim guidance on these 
areas can be developed prior to the update of the SPS. 

 
4. With respect to IP safeguards, it should be clarified that while ADB does consider if IPs 
have been mainstreamed in the wider community and if they have distinct vulnerabilities relative to 
the rest of the community, ADB does not have a policy, practice, or intent to promote mainstreaming 
of IPs or to exclude IPs as project beneficiaries. At the same time, Management recognizes that the 
application of IP safeguards can be strengthened. This can include strengthening social impact 
assessment and meaningful consultation with IP communities, increasing ADB’s dialogue and 
engagement with IP communities and their representatives, and supporting more projects with IPs as 
target beneficiaries. 
 
5. With regards to country safeguard systems (CSS), Management agrees that the SPS’s 
objective of strengthening borrower systems remains a priority. ADB has approved close to $50 million 
in technical assistance (TA) since 2009, supporting DMCs with assessing legal and policy gaps; 
preparing good practice guidance; conducting capacity-building; and developing regional safeguards 
learning centers. It is recognized, however, that the use of CSS, which was included in the SPS as 
possible modality—and not as a policy objective—has had limited uptake. As highlighted, this may be 
at least partly attributable to the requirements for the country systems to be equivalent to the SPS. 
Moving forward, a more pragmatic approach to the use of country system can be considered, 
balancing opportunities and risks, and linking the use of CSS to different lending modalities. The 
update of the policy in this regard can also be informed by lessons from the use of CSS by other MFIs. 
 
6. While agreeing that further strengthening can be undertaken to improve delivery 
mechanisms, Management believes existing structures are functioning appropriately. Under the current 
system, each of the six operational departments have established structures and processes to ensure 
quality control and oversight across the project cycle. There are, however, differences between the 
structures established at operational department (OD) levels due to the nature of operations (sovereign 
versus NSO), and regional factors (such as geographic, demographic, political and logistic issues). 
Importantly however, systems have been strengthened over time to enhance quality control and to 
avoid conflicts of interest. For example, EARD, SARD, and SERD have dedicated staff within front 
offices who undertake independent quality review for projects prior to management appraisal. CWRD 
and PSOD have a central pool of safeguard staff that are independent of project teams and are 
deployed to projects. PARD has also recently established a Portfolio, Results and Quality Unit in the 
front office which provides dedicated support to safeguard risk identification, management, and 
implementation support. In addition, SDCC, through SDSS and the Chief  Compliance  Officer,  
maintains  compliance oversight on operations, including: policy interpretation; approval of safeguard 
categorization; review of all projects with safeguard risks; conduct of peer review meetings for all 
category A environment projects; issuance of safeguard compliance memos before projects proceed to 
Management appraisal; and conduct of periodic country portfolio  reviews  and  safeguard monitoring 
missions for high risk projects. 
 
7. In addition, each of the ODs have established safeguard monitoring systems to track 
project preparation and implementation issues, including monitoring data, complaints management 
and corrective actions. The systems are, however, at different levels of sophistication and work is 
ongoing between SDCC and ODs to review the systems and establish an integrated safeguard 
management system (ISMS) at the corporate level. Linked to this, further changes have been made to 
the Project Performance Rating (PPR) system, with expanded safeguard indicators. Work is also 
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ongoing to integrate these indicators into the online Operations Performance Metrics (OPM) 
Dashboard. These systems together support improved risk-based monitoring and supervision and 
enhanced problem-solving capacity. 

 
8. With respect to risk management, the evaluation noted that the share of category A projects in 
the portfolio has dropped.6 This was attributed to a perception of lack of appetite by ADB for projects 
with high safeguard risks which may lead to reduced DMC development opportunities. While 
Management agrees that the avoidance of impacts and risks, as well as streamlined business 
processes, will have influenced the portfolio, there are a range of other factors that should be 
considered. This includes changes in lending instruments (e.g., increases in NSO, sovereign-FIs, and RBL 
programs) and changing dialogue with DMCs on the strategic fit and value added of ADB financing. 
 
9. A related issue is the application of the SPS requirement to disclose category A draft 
environmental impact assessments (EIAs) 120 days before Board consideration. IED has rightly 
identified that this disclosure requirement is inconsistent with the practices of other MFIs, particularly 
when applied to the private sector.7 This requirement, which has been in place since 1991 (prior to the 
wide-spread use of the internet) reduces the amount of time available for project preparation, and in 
some cases, may be a disincentive for ADB to finance category A projects. 
 
10. Management welcomes the consideration given to FCAS and SIDS issues in the evaluation. 
Overall, we agree that there is a need to adapt safeguards for FCAS (e.g., managing security risks and 
access restrictions) and SIDS contexts (e.g., adapting the policy to customary land tenure issues in the 
Pacific), based on further review of lessons from implementation experience. Further consideration to 
this will be given within the FCAS and SIDS Strategic Approach Paper that is being prepared this year. 
Additional guidance can then be developed. 

 
11. Finally, while Management appreciates IED’s efforts to address factual errors and 
inconsistencies, several issues identified by ODs remain unaddressed in the final evaluation. These will 
be shared with IED for further consideration. 

 
B. Management Response to the Recommendations 

 
12. Recommendation 1: Modernize the Safeguard Policy Statement, increasing its relevance and 
customization for both sovereign and private sector financing, by building on evidence from the SPS 
implementation experience and recent safeguard policy updates at other MFIs. 
 

Management agrees. In response to the evolving circumstances, Management plans to initiate 
a safeguard policy update starting in July 2020, with an expected timeframe of 2 years to 
allow sufficient time for stakeholder consultations. Considerations will include: (i) adapting the 
policy for sovereign and nonsovereign operations,  different  lending  modalities, and FCAS 
and SIDS contexts; (ii) better integration of  environmental  and  social safeguards; and (iii) 
filling gaps related to emerging policy issues such as SEAH. Further review of recent policy 
updates by other MFIs will be undertaken, considering opportunities for greater policy 
convergence, while balancing potential costs and benefits   for ADB and DMCs. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
6  For environment, category A projects have declined from 13% (pre-SPS) to 9% (2015–2018); for IR they declined   from 17% 

(pre-SPS) to 11% (2015–2018), and for IP from 8% (pre-SPS) to less than 1% (2015–2018). 
7  The International Finance Corporation, the African Development Bank and  EBRD all have  60-day  EIA  disclosure rules for the 

private sector. 
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13. Recommendation 2: Adopt a new approach in the policy to strengthening borrower systems, 
with a view to a more systematic improvement and pragmatic use of country systems. 

 
Management agrees. Consistent with Strategy 2030, ADB will continue to support the 
strengthening of CSS. Efforts will be coordinated with the Development Partners Community 
of Practice on Safeguards to increase effectiveness.8 For the use of CSS, Management will 
consider more pragmatic options for assessment and use. Policy-based lending could be 
considered as an instrument to support DMCs with safeguard related policy reforms. Results-
based lending could be used as a programmatic tool to incrementally strengthen sector 
capacities. Strengthening and use of CSS can also be explored through sector lending and 
multitranche financing facilities (MFF) given that these provide longer-term engagement 
opportunities. This will be informed by experiences with the use of CSS by other MFIs. 

 
14. Recommendation 3: Introduce a new safeguards implementation framework including an 
updated oversight structure and reporting lines that are strengthened and contribute to more 
consistent safeguard outcomes across the Bank. 

 
Management agrees. Overall, Management agrees that the central role of the Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) can be further strengthened in terms of 
oversight, policy interpretation, problem solving, and capacity development. While these roles 
are already undertaken, current resources will be reviewed taking into consideration increased 
lending volumes and skills needs. With respect to the structure and reporting lines of ODs, 
Management agrees that greater consistency is needed, while retaining some flexibility given 
the operational difference between ODs. With regards to the recommendation of establishing 
a corporate safeguard monitoring system, this aligns with the Management’s ongoing efforts 
to establish integrated safeguard management system (ISMS), which is expected to be 
operational in 2021. This will build on existing OD systems as well as ADB’s Project 
Performance Rating System, which was strengthened with revised safeguard indicators 
developed in 2019. 

 
15. Recommendation 4: Underpin the safeguards policy and implementation framework with 
sufficiently detailed policy guidance (e.g., Operations Manual and staff instructions) and a range of 
operational guidance documents and good practice notes with established mechanisms for regular 
reviews and updates. 

 
Management agrees. Updates to the SPS and its implementation framework will be 
accompanied by more detailed guidance. In the meantime, SDCC is already working to develop 
additional guidance notes through a recently approved TA on “Strengthening Safeguards 
Implementation in ADB Projects”. This includes guidance for FIs, livelihood restoration 
planning, occupational health and safety, and grievance redress mechanisms. More integrated 
assessment approaches will be developed through collaboration between SDSS and the social 
development, gender, and climate change and disaster risk management thematic groups. 
Additional guidance for FCAS and SIDS will also be developed. 

 

 
8  The Development Partners Community of Practice on Safeguards was established in 2013 with ADB, World Bank, the Australian 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, and Japan International Cooperation Agency as founding members. The partnership 
focuses on CSS issues, including good practices, alignment of methodologies, and support for regional safeguard learning 
centers. 
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16. Recommendation 5: Assess the necessary staffing complement to deliver the safeguards 
implementation framework and strengthen skills, empowering staff to deliver better safeguard 
outcomes. 

 
Management agrees. Further analysis will be undertaken on staffing requirements to 
implement an updated policy and institutional framework, including the balance of safeguard 
staff focused on policy and compliance review, project preparation and monitoring and 
supervision roles. With respect to training, SDCC will continue to expand its existing training 
program, which already includes e-learning, safeguard orientation, and specialized training 
courses. In addition, SDCC, together with BPMSD, will: (i) pilot an accreditation program for 
mission leaders on safeguard requirements  and  accountability; and (ii) for safeguard staff, 
develop an approach for quality recruitment, performance review and accountability, and 
continuous skills development. 

 
 





Chair’s Summary: 
Development Effectiveness 
Committee 
 
The Development Effectiveness Committee considered the Independent Evaluation Department report.  
Corporate Evaluation Study – Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement (IN. 96-20) on 21 
May 2020. The following is the Chair’s summary of the Committee discussion: 
 
1. The corporate evaluation report Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS), 
produced by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) and the Management Response to this, 
were discussed during the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) meeting held on 21 May 2020. 
The DEC discussion refers to mentioned documents (attached). The meeting was held virtually through 
MS Teams. 
 
2. Both members of DEC and ADB management complimented IED for the report’s high quality 
and usefulness, noting its timeliness and considering that the review of the SPS is about to commence. 
There was also agreement that the Management Response was of high quality and very constructive 
and was welcomed for its positive approach and commitments on several areas of action. Some 
DEC/Board members also highlighted the importance and priority of the report for their capitals. 
 
3. Management agreed with all recommendations put forth by IED. Management deem the 
evaluation findings to be generally in line with their own understanding of key strengths and 
weaknesses of the policy and its delivery mechanisms. Notwithstanding, Management believes the core 
elements of the SPS remain sound and provide solid foundation for strengthening. 
 
4. The report’s five recommendations are divided into two groups: recommendations for revisions 
to the SPS and recommendations for business processes and safeguards implementation. 
 
Revisions to the SPS 
 
5. There was consensus from DEC and management on the need to revise the SPS, building on the 
evaluation findings. As a next step, management agreed to consider preparing a paper outlining its 
proposed way forward as per the requirement of para 82 of the SPS. The DEC discussion largely 
focused on the process and content of the revision of the SPS. 
 
6. Management outlined its initial considerations for updating the SPS, which will involve early-
stage consultation with the Board, client developing member countries (DMCs) and other stakeholders, 
including civil society. The final approach for the update is being developed and management has 
proposed a timeframe of completion within two years. 
 
7. There was a difference of opinion amongst DEC members and observing Board members on 
whether the two-year timeframe is appropriate or too optimistic. Some argued that since other MDBs 
have already updated their safeguard policies, ADB can take advantage as a latecomer and learn from 
their experiences. 
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8. The need for close engagement, interaction and regular dialogue between the Board and 
management during the process of the safeguard policy update was emphasized by DEC members and 
Board observers. A member pointed out, when referring to the approach options mentioned in the 
report, that it would not be recommended to have an approach locked in until there has been a Board 
discussion of it, and that there should be careful consideration on how to go forward. 
 
9. Committee members requested a deep dive on safeguard systems and management 
committed to making the process as inclusive as possible with close consultation with the Board and 
multiple intervention opportunities for the Board to be engaged. It was suggested that there be a very 
definite schedule and agenda for engagement with the Board during the process. 
 
10. A committee member suggested (supported by others) that management divide up its 
actions into those that can be undertaken immediately and/or in parallel with the policy review in order 
not to lose the opportunity. It was mentioned that the current SPS is primarily focused on standalone 
projects and considering that Strategy 2030 (S2030) requires more complex projects and complicated 
modalities, it would not be productive having to wait for the new policy before making some changes. 
Management was positive in regard to this suggestion. Another DEC member also urged management 
to link the review of the SPS to an evaluation and review of the accountability mechanism policy. 
 
11. In terms of content, several of the committee members agreed that the policy update should 
focus on modernization rather than an incremental update; and a strive to bring the institution back on 
par with other multilaterals, bearing in mind the gaps that ADB has with several peers. 
 
12. Bringing ADBs SPS into consistency or harmony with the safeguard policies and practices of 
other MFIs would be something to strive for in order to give clarity to the implementing and executing 
agencies. Increasingly across the MDBs there has been some convergence towards the International 
Finance Corporation (IFC) performance standards as a base for safeguards. It was stressed that there 
are challenges for DMCs when working with several different co-financing partners with different 
safeguard frameworks, and that greater alignment between multilaterals in terms of policy and 
procedures would be important to reduce the difficulties. 
 
13. Management assured that ADB’s SPS is already aligned with other MDBs with respect to the 
core safeguard policy principles and requirements (especially for environmental and involuntary 
resettlement/compensation), while acknowledging gaps in areas such as stakeholder engagement, 
cultural heritage and supply chain risks. Management also noted that some issues are covered by other 
ADB policies such as the Social Protection Strategy, which need to be reviewed. Requirements for 
standalone sovereign projects were noted as generally consistent, while there are differences for non- 
sovereign lending, which can create challenges for co-financing with other MDBs. This includes 
arrangements for financial intermediaries and corporate finance. Differences with the application of the 
120 days disclosure requirements for Category A Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) were also 
discussed, noting that this is not a consistent requirement for all MDBs. Overall, it was pointed out that 
while ADB works together with borrowers to align requirements, if there are opportunities then a 
further alignment in the review of the SPS would be beneficial for all parties. 
 
14. In regards to integrating additional safeguard aspects such as climate change, gender, labor 
standards as well as sexual exploitation, abuse and harassment into the SPS, questions were raised to 
whether these would have additional cost implications and what this would mean for less developed 
DMCs, as well as how higher transaction costs currently lead to avoidance of some category A projects. 
Management noted this and stated that this will have to be evaluated and analyzed in the review. 
Potential efficiency gains and increased downstream development impacts were highlighted as a 
possible benefit from more integrated safeguard assessments. Such integrated front-end work could 
more effectively result in a strengthened social and environmental impact assessment that guides 
safeguard mitigation responses. 
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15. The discussion considered whether ADB’s safeguard functions should continue in a business-
as-usual manner or whether the evaluation and policy update should be used as driver of change. A 
member indicated that the current practice favors upfront compliance checking and this can lead to 
missed opportunities. There needs to be more of a results and outcomes-based focus, looking at value 
addition and looking at more difficult issues as an opportunity to engage with policy and regulatory 
agencies and partners. Management agreed with this view. 
 
16. Points were made that there is a preponderance of category B environment projects in 
certain sectors and from the borrower side there is a reluctance to undertake high-risk projects using 
MDB safeguard systems. The factors influencing DMCs and resulting in reduced adoption of the 
projects in category A were discussed, pointing out that if safeguards come with additional (cost) 
burden and they have other financing available, then from a cost perspective, it would make sense for 
them to give ADB the lower-risk projects. ADB needs to counter that by what it offers in addition, the 
value-adds and provide more than just financing. 
 
17. There was a difference of opinion as to whether the 120-day requirement for disclosure of 
the EIAs for private sector operations should be shortened or not, with most opinions supporting a 
shortening by up to half, in order to increase project preparation and implementation time, noting 
however, that if ADB is striving for uptake of more risky category A projects, then this would have to be 
balanced with innovative ways to accommodate adequate front-end preparation time and more 
intensive monitoring and implementation. 
 
18. Committee members noted that the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) has 
maintained the same safeguard standards as regional departments but also recognizes that smaller 
enterprises in emerging countries cannot be expected to bear the full cost of safeguards. They pointed 
out the importance of looking at this difficulty in the review together with possible issues in regards to 
financial intermediary cases and newer financial instruments such as general corporate finance, and the 
need for supporting a policy which enables PSOD to work in a continually evolving market, enabling 
work in a streamlined manner without reducing the safeguards performance. 
 
19. The report’s recommendation to strengthen country safeguard systems (CSS) was welcomed 
and it was emphasized that more must be done to enhance country systems at national and sector 
levels. Suggestions to provide more technical assistance (TA) for knowledge and capacity-building were 
put forth. Using other modalities was supported as a way forward in gradually using CSS, e.g., linking 
policy-based loans (PBL) to CSS reforms or results-based loans (RBL) as a way to incrementally build 
further CSS capacity and thus broadening the approach. 
 
Business processes and implementation 

20. The ADB safeguard institutional structure is viewed as being too fragmented and needing 
revision. There was general support for restructuring amongst DEC members and management agreed 
to introduce a new safeguard implementation framework to promote more consistent outcomes bank 
wide. 
 
21. Committee members brought up the issue reported in the evaluation of needing to rebalance 
the efforts between preparation and implementation, including frontloading of the procedural 
requirements. The incentive culture within the ADB currently encourages focus on frontloading e.g., 
compliance with safeguard due diligence procedures, which are easier to monitor than safeguard 
results. At the same time, staffing levels need to be further reviewed to strengthen implementation 
rather than processing. Increased staffing has taken place to a certain degree since the SPS approval; 
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however, this has been mainly at headquarters as opposed to resident missions. DEC enquired about 
centralized versus non-centralized approaches. Management stated that there is no obvious evidence to 
suggest a centralized safeguards team is to be preferred, but there is a need for a balance between the 
two. Management agreed to review the balance of staff time and resource allocation between project 
preparation, supervision and monitoring and how best staff resources can be optimized instead of 
substantial increase in staffing. 
 
22. Staff accountability was highlighted by DEC as being critical and the committee Chair 
mentioned wanting to see a strong linkage between staff’s performance, especially in terms of 
safeguard policy compliance, with their promotion and salary increases. 
 
23. It was commented that if ADB is to be more ambitious and raise the level of risk taking for 
projects with core development impact, it would need to build this into the corporate culture. There is 
a necessity for incentives for staff to encourage more risk taking and thus produce longer-term 
sustainable impact rather than short-term project delivery. More clarity on the job role of safeguard 
specialists and other staff responsible for safeguards and portfolio risk management, as well as their 
reporting lines was highlighted, as well as more experienced mission leaders taking on category A 
projects. 
 
24. Several DEC members raised the request to further optimize the format of IED report, DEC chair 
suggested to further discuss this topic in detail at another chance. 
 
25. A Board observer brought up two specific issues, which received support at the meeting; a total 
rule-out of all forms of asbestos and a deeper look into biodiversity issues, including offsets and how well 
it can be covered in the SPS. 



Introduction and 
Methodology1
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A. Introduction and Context 
 
1. The report presents the findings of a corporate evaluation on the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS), 2009. 1 Chapter 1 introduces the evaluation objectives, organization, 
and methodology, including the theory of change and key guiding questions.  
 
2. The SPS contains ADB’s policy on managing 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 (IR), and indigenous peoples (IP). It became effective on 20 
January 2010. The objectives of safeguards as described in the SPS 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; and  

(iii) help borrowers and clients to strengthen their safeguard systems and develop the 
capacity to manage environmental and social risks.  

 
3. The safeguard policy is included in the SPS “green book,” 2 which also contains a preamble  
outlining the broader ADB process reforms needed for better safeguards implementation as part of the 
safeguard policy update (SPU). 3 The SPU acknowledges the policy as an integral part of the safeguard 
system at ADB and that improving the policy was only one objective needed for improving the safeguard 
system. The SPU describes the broader intent of the underlying policy reform agenda, which was to:  
 

(i) better articulate the safeguard policies to improve their clarity, coherence, and 
consistency; 

(ii) balance a front-loaded procedural approach with one also focused on results during 
implementation; 

(iii) adapt policy implementation to an evolving range of lending products and innovative 
financing modalities; 

(iv) work towards greater harmonization with safeguard practices across multilateral 
financial institutions (MFIs) and tailor safeguard approaches to different clients with 
varying capacities; and 

(v) improve internal processes and resource allocation. 
 
4. ADB’s Strategy 2030 goal of eradicating extreme poverty and achieving a prosperous, inclusive, 
resilient, and sustainable Asia and the Pacific is underpinned by its commitment to environment and 
social safeguards. 4 Specifically, Strategy 2030 intends for ADB to provide a supporting role in the global 
agenda of infrastructure development as a source of economic and social development.  Environment 
and social safeguards are an essential input to achieving these goals. Safeguard measures protect the 
environment and affected people from potentially adverse impacts that can arise in the course of 
implementing development projects, particularly those building infrastructure. This is increasingly 
relevant in a competitive financing environment. 
 

 
1   ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila.  
2  The SPS “green book” refers to the policy document, that has a green cover, and includes both the safeguard policy update 

(SPU) and the safeguard policy. This is elaborated through a discussion of key policy issues and considerations; implementation 
arrangement and resource implications; borrower and/or client expectations; the three safeguard requirement (SR) objectives, 
scope, triggers and policy principles; and special requirements for different financing modalities.  

3  Footnote 1, paras. 1 and 2. ADB management approved a concept paper for a SPU to enhance the effectiveness of ADB’s 
safeguard policies and to ensure that these policies remain relevant to changing client needs and to new business 
opportunities.  

4  ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 
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5. This evaluation comes at a critical time for ADB as the global development priorities and 
development finance paradigm evolve. While safeguards are necessary for minimizing harm, there is an 
increasing global recognition that they also need to be more explicitly aligned with and to support the 
higher-level objectives of greater social and environmental sustainability. Strategy 2030, which builds 
on the global Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the objectives of the United Nations Climate 
Change Conference in Paris, sets out an ambitious agenda to address the region’s development 
challenges related to poverty and vulnerability, rising inequality, gender, climate change, and growing 
environmental pressures. However, there is growing awareness of the limited reach of traditional 
project-based donor finance and the need for greater private sector financing as well as new modalities 
and blended financing options. Some members of the private sector have argued that corporate 
responsibility should move from maximizing shareholder value and profits to broadening stakeholder 
value through investing in employees, delivering value to customers, dealing ethically with suppliers, 
and supporting communities in which they operate. 5  Tackling these major challenges, working 
differently and with new financing partners, will require ADB to have a greater focus on outcomes, 
harmonization of processes, and more flexibility. 
 
6. The regional context and country ownership of environmental and social issues is also changing. 
Within the region, countries are responding to environmental and social challenges based on their own 
experiences. Across ADB member countries, safeguard legislation, regulations, and capacity are 
improving to varying degrees. The increasing range of public and private financing options offers 
different approaches to safeguards. Collectively, these issues have implications for the nature, scope, 
and application of ADB safeguard policy principles and their implementation.  
 
7. The views of MFIs and institutional considerations are also changing to meet the new 
development agenda.  Through the SPS, ADB was one of the first MFIs to develop an integrated 
framework for dealing with the environment, IR, and IP, an approach that has since become the norm. 
Other MFIs’ policies, such as the World Bank’s new Environmental and Social Framework and the 
International Finance Corporation’s performance standards, have provided detailed treatment of specific 
topics such as labor standards, community health and safety, cultural heritage, and stakeholder 
engagement. These changes in approaches by other MFIs have implications for ADB as it seeks to adjust 
its institutional arrangements and improve its oversight for better safeguard management and 
compliance. There is also a recognition among other MFIs of the need to align safeguards “do no harm” 
principles with support for the broader aspirational goals of environmentally and socially sustainable 
growth. In a similar direction, the “Equator Principles,” which have been adopted by over 100 financial 
Institutions, were updated in 2019 to emphasize social impact and human rights, climate change, and 
applicable standards and scope.   
 
8. This evaluation of the SPS recognized the changing development and regional contexts as well 
as the evolution of safeguard approaches at other MFIs. In assessing ADB’s experience with safeguards 
under the SPS regime, it sought to generate findings and lessons that could be used to improve ADB’s 
safeguard policy, institutional arrangements, and implementation in order to support the institution’s 
broader development objectives. 
 
 
 

 
5  The US Business Roundtable of major US companies has agreed to an updated definition of the purpose of a company that 

recognizes responsibilities to customers, employees, suppliers, and the environment as being on par with its responsibility to 
shareholders. Business Roundtable. 2019. Business Roundtable Redefines the Purpose of a Corporation to Promote an 
Economy that Serves All Americans. https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-
corporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans 

https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-corporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans
https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-corporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans
https://www.businessroundtable.org/business-roundtable-redefines-the-purpose-of-a-corporation-to-promote-an-economy-that-serves-all-americans
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B. Objective 
 
9. The objective is to undertake an evaluation of the effectiveness of the SPS. The SPS specified 
that there should be a policy review by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) after 5 years and 
an operational review, focused on the use of country safeguard systems (CSS) and the implementation 
of safeguards with FI projects, after 3 years. The 3-year operational review was completed in 2014, 6 but 
the 5-year policy evaluation was postponed from 2015–2016 to 2018–2019 to give time for a larger 
sample of projects approved under the SPS to mature. In the interim, IED undertook a real-time case 
assessment-based evaluation on ADB’s safeguard implementation experience in Indonesia, Kyrgyz 
Republic, and Sri Lanka. 7 Both the 3-year review and the interim evaluation informed and complement 
this evaluation. An additional requirement of the SPS is for ADB Management to prepare papers for the 
Board, in response, following the 3-year operational review and 5-year policy evaluation. After the three-
year review, ADB Management proposed to defer both papers until after this evaluation. 
 

C. Theory of Change and Evaluation Questions and Methodology 
 
10. The theory of change underlying the SPS illustrates how safeguard management is perceived to 
contribute to sustainability and the protection of people and the environment. 8 Figure 1 presents the 
theory, constructed by this evaluation, and was based on the goal and outcomes of the SPS. The theory 
of change guided the evaluation, including the framing of its overarching and subsidiary questions.  The 
evaluation focused on the areas of the theory directly related to the SPS and those that are below the 
dotted line in Figure 1.   
 
11. The primary focus of the evaluation was on SPS outcomes and the supporting processes, inputs 
and crosscutting issues.  The first level of SPS delivery covers inputs such as screening, due diligence, 
implementation supervision and monitoring, and capacity development efforts to help the borrower 
manage environmental and social risks. These inputs help generate separate outputs for project 
preparation, implementation, and support for capacity development. The outputs contribute to 
outcomes related to the SPS policy requirements for the environment, IR, and IP. The inputs, outputs, 
and outcomes are the main focus of the evaluation and are visually represented in the theory of change 
as the activities below the dotted line in Figure 1.  These sets of requirements, actions, and initial 
outcomes contribute to the higher level SPS goal to “promote the sustainability of project outcomes by 
protecting the environment and people from projects’ potential adverse impacts,” and the three 
safeguard objectives mentioned in para. 2.  The explicit assessment of each of these objectives’ intended 
impacts is beyond the evaluation scope as there are few data available from existing sources. 
 
12. Some related processes lie beyond the boundaries of the immediate theory of change and the 
evaluation. Like most other MFIs, 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 policies and procedures. The accountability mechanism at ADB 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. Assessing the effectiveness of the 

 
6  IED. 2014. Safeguards Operational Review: ADB Processes, Portfolio, Country Systems, and Financial Intermediaries. Manila: 

ADB. 
7  IED. 2016. Real-Time Evaluation of ADB's Safeguard Implementation Experience Based on Selected Case Studies. Manila: ADB. 
8  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
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accountability mechanism is beyond the scope of this evaluation, but the evaluation will draw on its 
reports and findings as needed to assess the effectiveness of the SPS. 

 
 

Figure 1: Safeguard Policy Statement Theory of Change 
 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CSS = country safeguard systems, EIA = environmental impact assessment, EMP = environmental 
management plan, ENV = environment, FI = financial intermediary, 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, SR = safeguard requirement. 
Note: Items above the dotted line are excluded from the evaluation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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13. The evaluation included an assessment of the related systems and processes as described in the 
SPU and the Operations Manual. In addition to assessing the policy, the evaluation also considers the 
intended reforms of the SPU as these are recognized to be important for improving the implementation 
and effectiveness of ADB safeguards. The SPU reforms include a clearer and more coherent policy, a 
more balanced approach between preparation and implementation, better application of the policy to 
a range of lending products, greater harmonization and tailoring of safeguard approaches to clients 
with varying capacities, and better internal processes and resource allocations. These issues relate to the 
policy as well as to how it is applied by ADB.  The SPU reform objectives are still relevant and were 
considered in designing the evaluation and in informing the key evaluation questions. The evaluation 
also considered Operations Manual guidance which details SPS delivery mechanisms. 

 
14. The overarching question of the evaluation was: Is the SPS fit-for-purpose to ensure effective 
safeguard implementation in ADB operations, given the experience to date and the changes in the 
external and internal context? The evaluation had three subsidiary questions:  
 

(i) How effective has the SPS been in achieving the intended results of its environmental 
and social safeguard objectives?  

(ii) How efficient are ADB’s processes and systems in supporting the SPS to achieve its 
safeguard objectives, and in responding to the evolving needs of the ADB portfolio?  

(iii) How relevant and adequate is the SPS to the evolving needs of ADB clients and the ADB 
portfolio, given the changes in the external context of environment and social 
safeguards? 
  

15. The evaluation is not limited to assessing safeguard implementation in stand-alone investment 
projects. While the majority of the projects it assessed were supported by ADB’s sovereign investment 
loans, the evaluation also assessed the adequacy of the SPS for: (i) nonsovereign lending; (ii) other 
lending modalities such as results-based lending (RBL); and (iii) diverse country contexts (by region, 
capacity, and specific issues).  The evaluation covered the portfolio of financing operations from 2010 
to 2018, focusing on completed and mature projects that had triggered safeguards. The examined 
projects were generally approved from 2010 to 2013 and had reached at least midterm. 
 
16. The evaluation built on a series of nested evaluation activities and outputs and used a mix of 
methods. These included a review of background papers on global and comparative issues, and a 
portfolio review of ADB’s projects with safeguard category A, B, or FI, 9 followed by country missions in 
selected countries that included project-level assessments of selected lending operations and feedback 
from in-country stakeholders. 10  The country missions were undertaken to assess safeguard 
implementation with different financing modalities and country contexts.  The evaluation approach was 
largely based on a review of existing documents and literature, country field work including primary 
data collection, and engagement with key stakeholders. Reviews of evaluation reports and operational 
documents were supplemented by systematic feedback through staff surveys, semi-structured client 
interviews, and focus group discussions.  The interviews and group discussions made efforts to meet 
the full range of stakeholders including civil society representatives. The evaluation’s methodology, 
including its specific data collection approaches and techniques, are described in Appendix 1. Key data 
sources included a structured portfolio review (39% of the 441 completed and mature projects since 

 
9  The SPS and its related OM section categorize a project A, B, C, or FI depending on the significance of its potential impacts on 

the environment, IR and IP. A project categorized C is expected to have (i) minimal or no adverse environmental impacts, (ii) 
no IR impacts, and (iii) no IP impacts, and so will not require social and environmental assessments. 

10  Seven countries were visited, one from each of ADB’s five regions: India (South Asia), Papua New Guinea (Pacific), People’s 
Republic of China (East Asia), Uzbekistan (Central and West Asia), and Viet Nam (Southeast Asia). Two additional country 
missions were conducted in Indonesia and Nepal to cover specific issues. 
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SPS approval) detailed in Appendix 2. 11 The evaluation team undertook missions to seven countries, at 
least one from each of ADB’s five regions, representing different country contexts; case assessments of 
31 projects from the seven case countries; a staff survey (as noted in Appendix 3, 74% of 121 safeguard 
staff responded), and structured interviews with 228 key individuals and group informants. 12 
 
17. There were several limitations to the evaluation.  The primary one was the small number of 
approved lending operations that have been completed under the SPS. 13 Another constraint was the 
very limited number of projects from some of the modalities that triggered safeguards [e.g., policy-
based lending (PBL) programs] or have become more prominent in recent years (e.g., specific private 
sector financing instruments). The evaluation’s inclusion of mature projects was intended to overcome 
this limitation and to provide a sufficiently robust assessment of SPS effectiveness. The evaluation of 
safeguard results was affected by the availability and/or quality of documentation. The lack of systematic 
impact assessments at the end of projects, which include reporting on safeguard results, limits the 
assessment of results. Further, some projects lacked adequate data on safeguard implementation or had 
experienced delays in making such data fully available. Country work, direct field observations, focus 
group discussions, and interviews were undertaken.  The assessment of the effectiveness of the SPS was 
largely based on the experience with investment projects, since the bulk of lending operations are of 
that type. Other lending instruments were reviewed selectively, with primacy given to those modalities 
whose use is likely to increase [e.g., RBL and nonsovereign operations (NSO)]. Since there were only a 
few of such projects, it was not feasible to cover a statistically representative sample of each in each 
ADB region. Instead, the evaluation selected countries that provided coverage of each of these 
modalities (e.g., RBL programs in Indonesia), to supplement the assessment of SPS effectiveness in 
investment projects.  
 
D. Organization of the Report 
 
18. The report is structured around answers to the evaluation questions. Chapter 2 introduces the 
SPS and presents portfolio safeguard trends.  Chapter 3 is dedicated to the assessment of safeguard 
implementation and effectiveness. Chapter 4 assesses modalities and financing instruments as well as 
how countries have adapted the SPS to their situations, including CSS. Chapter 5 considers the 
appropriateness of ADB’s institutional arrangements, processes, and systems in place to deliver the SPS 
results.  Recognizing the link between SPS and the underlying SPU reform agenda, the effectiveness and 
efficiency of SPS implementation delivery is linked to the progress made against the intended reforms. 
Hence, the consideration of the SPU reforms is integrated across chapters 3, 4 and 5. Chapter 6 builds 
on these assessments and takes an SPU lens to assess policy relevance and adequacy. The final chapter, 
Chapter 7, answers the overall question about the SPS’ “fit-for-purpose” and presents issues and 
recommendations for ADB to consider in its future approach to safeguards. 
 

 
11  Over the evaluation period (2010–2018), ADB approved 1,280 projects. Among the 566 completed and mature projects 

approved from 2010 to 2013, 441 triggered safeguards (i.e., they had safeguard category A, B, or FI). Out of the 441 completed 
and mature projects, 172 (randomly selected and then discussed with operations departments) were subjected to a detailed 
structured desk review. Eighty-six projects were in case countries (71 of which were sovereign and 15 were nonsovereign), 
and the other 86 in non-case countries (62 were sovereign and 24 were nonsovereign). 

12  These comprised ADB’s and selected MFIs’ safeguard and operations staff and management, including officials and staff of 
executing and partner agencies from the case countries and people affected by ADB projects. 

13  At the time of the evaluation design, fewer than 10% of the projects with significant safeguard issues had reached completion, 
which limited the extent to which the evaluation could rely on completed projects alone to evaluate results.  
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A.  Safeguard Policy Statement 
 
19. The SPS guides the management of the environmental and social risks arising from ADB projects. 
It updated three previous safeguard policies—the Involuntary Resettlement Policy (1995), 14 the Policy on 
Indigenous Peoples (1998), 15 and the Environment Policy (2002). 16 The safeguards apply to all ADB- 
financed projects and lending instruments, although the procedural requirements for each may differ. 
ADB works with borrowers to put the SPS principles and requirements into practice through support for 
safeguard risk management and capacity development. 
 
20. The SPS introduced a number of new safeguard features which were generally considered to be 
advanced at the time. Three stood out: (i) consolidation of three previous safeguard policies 
(environment, IR, and IP) within  one policy framework; (ii) provisions for strengthening borrower systems 
and assessment 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 
also anticipated that its provisions would have to be adapted to future requirements and noted that ADB 
would need to update and/or develop approaches and requirements to address changes in ADB’s 
operational landscape (e.g., new modalities). The SPS stipulated the need for participation by affected 
people and other stakeholders in project design and implementation.  As was the MFI practice at the 
time, the SPS specified a single classification system which was based on the significance of a project’s 
potential environmental impacts, although earlier practice had been to use separate categories for the 
three: environment, IR and IP. Operational procedures were issued by ADB in 2013, 17   but these 
reintroduced separate categories for IR and IP using a similar scale for each safeguard requirement. The 
four categories (A, B, C, FI) of the classification system reflect the significance of a project’s potential 
safeguard impacts. 
 
21. Within the SPS document, the policy was preceded by a section highlighting a number of 
contextual issues and aims of the policy. The SPS’s focus was on safeguards and not on broader 
aspirational objectives. Social inclusion dimensions such as core labor standards and gender as well as 
environmental sustainability and climate change were guided by other strategies and policies. The SPS 
also identified areas that needed greater clarity in their definition, such as IP, and projects that faced 
special challenges when applying safeguards, such as those involving financial intermediaries. Although 

 
14  ADB. 1995. Involuntary Resettlement Policy. Manila. 
15  ADB. 1998. Policy on Indigenous Peoples. Manila. 
16  ADB. 2002. Environment Policy. Manila. 
17  Footnote 1 and Operations Manual. OM F1/OP, para. 21, page 6. Manila. 

Highlights 
• The Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) updated and combined into one policy the three previous safeguard policies 

on the environment, involuntary resettlement, and indigenous peoples. Its focus was on “do no harm” rather than 
on aspirational social and environmental objectives. 

• Since SPS effectiveness, annual ADB approvals have grown by 30% in number and 83% in amount, but the share 
of category A projects for all three safeguards decreased by 25% for the environment, 33% for involuntary 
resettlement, and 91% for indigenous people. 

• East Asia had the largest share of category A projects, but all regions saw a decline in such projects under the SPS, 
and category A projects are now a small fraction of all projects. 

• The transport portfolio had the highest share of category A involuntary resettlement projects. 
• The share of category B environment projects grew significantly and, in some sectors, including water and other 

urban infrastructure and services, 90% of categorized projects were category B, giving rise to concerns about the 
utility of the category in terms of signifying risk. 

• The share of sovereign projects based on traditional project lending, which the SPS was primarily designed to 
support, declined and is anticipated to decline further as private sector financing and modalities such as results-
based lending increase. 
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it was focused on sovereign lending, the SPS anticipated that other modalities might grow or be 
introduced, and it intended that additional guidance would be developed as needed.  
 

B. Portfolio Trends 
 
22. This section explains how the portfolio has evolved over time.  It highlights the key changes in 
the environmental and social risk categorization, sector, and departmental profiles.  While the evaluation 
period was from 2010 to 2018, the evaluation includes data from 2005 to better understand the 
evolution of the portfolio. 
 
23. ADB’s lending portfolio grew steadily over the evaluation period, in particular for private sector 
financing (Figure 2).  The portfolio grew from an annual average of 115 new approvals and $9.73 billion 
in approved amount during the pre-SPS period (2005–2009) to an annual average of 149 new approvals 
and $17.82 billion in approved amount during the latest years of the SPS period (2015–2018). The share 
of sovereign lending for stand-alone investment projects held steady at around half of new approvals 
but there was a dramatic increase in the share of NSO financing. This resulted in an increase in the 
aggregate share of stand-alone investment projects from 64% to 71% in number of projects, and 53% 
to 64% in approved amount during the same time period. Among sovereign operations, PBL approvals 
declined after the financial crisis but multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) grew rapidly after 2010 then 
declined slightly after 2013, when RBL was added to the mix of lending modalities. 

 
24. Of the projects and programs in the portfolio that have triggered safeguards, the share of 
sovereign stand-alone investment projects, for which the SPS was primarily designed, declined and is 
anticipated to decline further (Figure 3). While the share of sovereign stand-alone investment projects 
was still significant at more than 60% of the portfolio triggering safeguards, the share of traditional 
project lending through sovereign stand-alone investment projects and infrastructure MFFs has been in 
decline since the SPS was approved.  This decline has been offset by increases in NSO, sovereign-financial 
intermediaries, and RBL programs. Although these changes have been small to date, the sovereign stand-
alone investment project share is expected to be further reduced as the share of NSO and RBL programs 
continues to increase. The Strategy 2030 target is for private sector financing to reach one-third of ADB 
operations by number by 2024. After an initial pilot, the policy paper on mainstreaming RBL for programs 
was approved in 2019. 18 It is anticipated that the share of lending through RBL programs will increase 
beyond the 10% ceiling that was imposed during the second half of the pilot phase.   
 
25. The magnitude of safeguard risks has dropped following the adoption of the SPS. 19 While the 
overall share of projects triggering environment and IR safeguards has increased, the share of category 
A projects has declined for both the environment and IR. In parallel, category A and B IP projects have 
declined (Figure 4). The share of projects triggering category A or B environment safeguards increased 
from 51% in 2005–2009 to 67% in 2010–2014 and 66% in 2015–2018.  For IR, the share of projects 
triggering category A or B safeguards increased from 35% in 2005–2009 to 46% in 2010–2014 and 
declined to 42% in 2015–2018. For IP, the share has moved in the opposite direction, with the share of 
projects triggering category A or B safeguards declining from 27% in 2005–2009 to 14% in 2010– 2014 
and 15% in 2015–2018.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
18  ADB. 2019. Mainstreaming the Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
19  This is a reflection of the smaller number of category A projects and the evidence from Chapter 3. 
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Figure 2: Share of All Approved Projects by Modality, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PBL = policy-based lending, RBL = results-based 
lending. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
Figure 3: Share of Approved Projects with Safeguards by Modality, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PBL = policy-based lending, RBL = results-based 
lending. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Figure 4: Safeguard Risk Categorization, 2005–2018 

 
ENV = environment, FI = financial intermediary, IP = indigenous peoples, IR = involuntary resettlement. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
26. Across all safeguards (environment, IR, and IP), the share of category A projects decreased 
following the adoption of the SPS.  For environment, the share of category A projects declined from 13% 
in 2005–2009 to 9% in 2015–2018. For IR, the share declined from 17% in 2005–2009 to 11% in 2015–
2018. For IP, category A projects have almost disappeared from the portfolio.  
 
27. Among the operations departments, East Asia (EARD) had the largest share of category A 
environment projects, while the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) was the only operations 
department with an increasing share of such projects (Figure 5).  Although EARD had the largest share 
of category A environment projects, their share of the department’s portfolio declined from about 50% 
in 2005–2009 to 18% in 2015–2018.  In PSOD, environment category A projects increased from 6% to 
12% over the period. The share of environment category A projects in the Central and West Asia 
Department (CWRD) and the South Asia Department (SARD) was about 10%. The Pacific Department 
(PARD) and Southeast Asia Department (SERD) had declining shares of environment category A projects.  
Across all operations departments, in the most recent period, category B projects made up at least 50% 
of each department’s portfolio and about two-thirds of the portfolios of SERD and SARD. 
 

Figure 5: Environment Categorization by Department, 2005–2018 

 
CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EARD = East Asia Department, FI = financial intermediary, No = 
number, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, SARD = South Asia 
Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 
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28. East Asia had the largest share of category A IR projects (Figure 6) but this declined from about 
47% of the EARD portfolio in 2005–2009 to 27% in 2015–2018. The 2015–2018 share of category A IR 
projects in other departments was: CWRD (11%), SARD (15%), SERD (13%), PSOD (3%) and PARD (0%). 
 

Figure 6: Involuntary Resettlement Categorization by Department, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, No = number.  
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
29. The estimated number of people affected by ADB projects has declined.  Figure 7 is based on 
project approval estimates of affected people in internal ADB reports on the implementation of the SPS. 
The trend may reflect the declining number of category A projects and the appetite for risk, particularly 
given that the lending volume over the period has almost doubled. The number of affected people in 
each project may have changed during implementation.    
 

Figure 7: Estimated Number of Affected People at Project Approval, 2010–2017 

 
Source: Internal ADB reports on the Implementation of the SPS, 2010-2017. 
 

30. All departments had a declining share of category A IP projects, with the biggest drop being in 
SERD (Figure 8), where the share dropped from about 15% in 2005–2009 to 2% in 2015–2018. In EARD, 
the share of category A IP projects declined from about 12% in 2005–2009 to 8% in 2010–2014 and then 
again to zero in 2015–2018. In SARD and PSOD the share was 6% in 2005–2009 and this declined to 0% 
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for SARD and 1% for PSOD in the recent period. The decline in category A IP projects was offset to an 
extent by an increase in category B IP in SERD to 40% and EARD to 24%. However, in SARD the share of 
category B IP projects declined from 33% in 2005–2009 to 16% in 2015–2018. 
 

 Figure 8: Indigenous Peoples Categorization by Region and/or Department, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, No = number.  
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 
 

31. Across the key sectors, the share of category A environment projects declined (Figure 9). Prior to 
the SPS, the transport and water and other urban infrastructure and services (WUS) sectors had the 
highest share of category A environment projects; however, in the most recent period energy and 
agriculture, natural resources and rural development (ANR) had the highest shares. For transport, the 
decline is unusual given that the portfolio remained relatively static with 70% of the projects consistently 
being road transport (nonurban) over the period 2010–2018. 20  Despite this, the share of category A 
environment projects in the transport sector declined from 30% in 2005–2009 to 13% in 2015–2018, 
and in WUS it declined from 28% in 2005–2009 to 7% in 2015–2018. The share of category A 
environment project in energy has been constant at about 17%, primarily in transmission and 
distribution. The share in ANR increased from 9% in 2005–2009 to 16% in 2015–2018, the largest share 
among the key sectors in this period.   
 
32. When up to 90% of projects are rated category B this raises concerns about the utility of the 
category in terms of signifying risk. In all of these key sectors for ADB, the share of category B 
environment projects increased, with almost 90% of the post-SPS WUS projects being category B. The 
share of category B environment projects in transport, energy and ANR is substantial, around 70%.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
20  IED. 2020. Sector-wide Evaluation of the Transport Sector. Manila: ADB. 
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 Figure 9: Environment Categorization by Sector, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, No = number.  

  Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 
 

33. The share of category A IR projects also declined with transport having the highest share (Figure 
10), although this fell from 37% in 2005–2009 to 27% in 2015–2018.  The share of category A IR projects 
also declined in the WUS sector from 35% in 2005–2009 to 15% in 2015–2018 and in the energy sector 
from 17% in 2005–2009 to 5% in 2015–2018.  Over this period, the share of category A IR projects in 
ANR increased slightly to 20%.  Across these sectors, the share of category B IR projects increased to 27% 
of transport projects to 63% of WUS projects in the most recent period.  Compared with the environment, 
there are more projects with no anticipated IR impacts. 
 

Figure 10: Involuntary Resettlement Categorization by Sector, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, No = number.  
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
34. For all sectors, the share of category A IP projects fell to less than 2%. WUS and ANR had the 
greatest share of category B IP projects in the recent period (Figure 11).  Prior to the SPS from 2005–2009 
the share of category A IP projects was 14% in ANR, 10% in energy, 9% in transport, 5% in WUS, and 4% 
in finance.  In the most recent period, 2015–2018, the share in all sectors fell to almost zero.  The share 
of category B IP projects also fell in transport and energy.  However, the share in WUS increased to 21% 
and in ANR to 28% in 2015–2018. 
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 Figure 11: Indigenous Peoples Categorization by Sector, 2005–2018 

 
FI = financial intermediary, No = number.  
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
35. A number of these trends in terms of the lending modalities and nature of the portfolio have 
implications for safeguards and the SPS. In addition to assessing safeguards in sovereign stand-alone 
investment projects, the evaluation focuses on NSO and RBL programs, the number of which has recently 
increased and is projected to expand further.  Following the approval of the SPS, there was a decline in 
the share of high-risk projects triggering safeguards (category A), a remarkable trend given the steadily 
rising safeguard capacity in ADB and the continuing need to carry out ambitious greenfield projects in 
Asia and the Pacific. The decline in category A projects also raises questions for the evaluation about the 
application of the environment, IR, and IP categories and related ADB processes. The utility of category 
B for differentiating risk declines if most projects become category B, particularly for the environment 
where almost 60% of projects with safeguards and 90% of WUS projects are category B. It proved difficult 
for the evaluation to quantify the risk appetite by developing member countries (DMCs) in prioritizing 
projects for ADB financing and ADB staff in developing projects with a high-risk profile. Nevertheless, the 
remaining chapters will explore these areas and provide illustrative case assessments. 
 
C.  Summary 
 
36. Since the introduction of the SPS, the level of risk in the portfolio based on categorization has 
declined, and the portfolio is evolving beyond stand-alone sovereign investment projects. The share of 
category A projects for all three safeguards, environment, IR, and IP, decreased significantly despite the 
fact that the priorities in the largest sectors—transport (non-urban roads) and energy (transmission and 
distribution)—have remained relatively consistent.  East Asia had a higher share of category A projects 
than other regions.  As the number of category A projects declined, the share of category B projects grew 
significantly and in some sectors reached 90% of categorized projects, giving rise to concerns about the 
utility of the category in terms of signifying risk. While the SPS was primarily intended to support 
sovereign projects based on traditional project lending, it is anticipated that private sector financing and 
other modalities such as RBL programs, with different safeguard processes and requirements, will 
increase in future. 



Performance and 
Results3
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37. This chapter reviews the performance of ADB and its clients and the results of SPS 
implementation. As meeting SPS requirements and achieving safeguard outcomes is the responsibility of 
both ADB and the borrower, the ADB processes and requirements for ensuring the application of 
safeguards throughout the project cycle are key ingredients contributing to effectiveness. Implicit in the 
project cycle and this assessment is an acknowledgement of the safeguard compliance workflow. The 
safeguard compliance workflow, although largely ADB-driven, combines the roles and responsibilities of 
both ADB and the client. The performance of some processes and their implementation is therefore 
attributed to both ADB and its clients.  
 
38. The performance assessment is largely based on a review of ADB’s compliance with its safeguard 
processes and requirements and the support it provided for: (i) project preparation (due diligence), (ii) 
implementation (review and supervision), and (iii) strengthening client capacity. Activities in these three 
areas contribute to the effectiveness of safeguards in addressing adverse environmental and social 
impacts.  Following the performance assessment, the results are presented for: environment (SR1), 
involuntary resettlement (SR2), and indigenous peoples (SR3). Figure 12 illustrates key safeguard 
requirements during project preparation, implementation, and in support of borrower capacity that 
contribute to achieving results (effectiveness). These results contribute to the ultimate goal of the SPS to 
avoid, minimize, mitigate, and/or compensate for any adverse impact of ADB projects and to help clients 
strengthen their safeguard systems (Figure 1). 
 

Figure 12: Processes and Safeguard Requirements Contributing to Effectiveness 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Highlights 
• ADB’s support is front-loaded, contributing to generally well-prepared projects. However, documenting the disclosure 

of relevant information to affected households has been an issue and there have been challenges with categorization, 
particularly for indigenous peoples, and a narrow focus that can miss out on potential associated facilities and cumulative 
impacts.  

• Safeguard monitoring by clients and supervision by ADB during implementation have improved but they remain less 
satisfactory than the safeguard work that is done during project preparation.  ADB devotes significant effort to 
monitoring reports, but these often remain insufficient in both scope and quality. Stakeholder consultation is a challenge; 
an increasing number of projects are establishing grievance redress mechanisms but many of these are not functioning. 

• 73% of projects contributed to enhancing safeguard capacity in implementing agencies, mostly through project 
preparatory technical assistance and training in implementation.   

• Environment safeguard results have been satisfactory, especially on direct environmental impacts such as reducing risks 
of pollution and impacts on biodiversity, but they have been weaker on community and occupational health and safety. 

• ADB support for involuntary resettlement has been satisfactory and has added value to its clients, although some 
challenges remain, such as putting in place effective measures for income restoration in mitigating adverse impacts for 
significantly affected, poor, and vulnerable people. 

• Results from the safeguard requirement on indigenous peoples, driven by the lack of robust SIAs, were less than 
satisfactory and limited. ADB’s approach has been to avoid areas with indigenous peoples, to mainstream such 
communities, or to narrow indigenous peoples issues to involuntary resettlement aspects. 
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39. The portfolio review was used to assess performance, based on key stages in the safeguard 
process (preparation, implementation, and support to client capacity) that contribute to effectiveness   
The portfolio review was designed to assess the level and quality of the implementation of the SPS for a 
sample of 172 completed or mature projects with safeguard components, mostly stand-alone 
investment projects or MFFs. The sampled projects, which represented 40% of all completed or 
mature (midterm or older) projects approved by ADB over 2010–2013, provide a sufficient performance 
track record to yield useful evidence on SPS implementation effectiveness. The sample did not include 
those projects that were approved after 2013 (therefore no RBL programs were included). For each 
sample project, a desk review of relevant documents was carried out covering loan processing, 
supervision, and (where available) project completion, guided by the use of a template (Appendix 1, 
Attachment 1). The template was designed to focus each project’s review of the key indicators of 
safeguard performance: (i) due diligence at preparation, (ii) monitoring and supervision, and  
(iii) environment and social management capacity support.  In order to assess effectiveness, the review 
looked for contributions to addressing environmental and social outcomes.  
 
40. The review used a four-point rating scale to assessment each project’s performance against each 
indicator and each indicator was assigned equal weight so an overall satisfaction level could be 
calculated. 21 While the sample size allowed for generalizations across the portfolio, it proved more 
difficult to come to strong conclusions about all aspects of the portfolio (regions, sectors and lending 
modalities) for each indicator, in part because the sample was not large enough. However, the portfolio 
review did highlight and discuss outliers.  As the information available through the portfolio review was 
limited, particularly when considering effectiveness, this chapter also draws on projects that were 
reviewed and expanded upon during the country missions.  Where applicable, the chapter refers to the 
safeguard staff survey responses to further support its findings. 
 
A. Performance 
 
41. The summary of ratings across the key performance processes (preparation, implementation, and 
capacity support) for safeguards contributing to effectiveness is presented in Figure 13. The figure 
highlights the proportion of projects assessed satisfactory. The analysis of the review for each 
performance process is presented in this section and is followed by a section on effectiveness. The chapter 
first presents the data from the structured portfolio review by key indicators.  To complement and better 
understand these data, the findings from the country missions were used to illustrate issues and the 
practical application of the SPS. The examples indicate the challenges encountered by staff and clients in 
implementing the SPS. 
 
Figure 13:  Projects Rated Satisfactory on Key Performance Processes Contributing to Effectiveness (%) 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department desk review of 172 safeguards category A or B projects approved over 2010–2013, 
and had either been completed or were at least at a midterm or later stage of implementation (i.e., mature projects). 

 
21  Highly satisfactory, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. 
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1. Preparation 
 
42. ADB’s approach remains front-loaded, focused on project preparation, which has led to relatively 
well-prepared projects. The front-loaded procedures (Appendix 3, Figure A3.3) and the significant 
amount of project preparatory technical assistance (PPTA) available enabled ADB to contribute 
significantly to supporting borrowers to prepare environment and social assessments, particularly for 
sovereign lending. Nonsovereign operations loan preparation benefited from private sector capacity. The 
survey of safeguard staff confirmed that safeguard requirements were front-loaded across all modalities 
(Appendix 3), which meant that the resources and attention that needed to be devoted to safeguard 
issues during implementation were limited. This affected ADB’s efforts to strengthen borrower capacity, 
and ultimately the effectiveness of safeguards. 22 While this was an issue for all modalities, it was a 
particular concern for new modalities such as RBL programs, where implementation support for 
safeguards is important for ensuring compliance and strengthening capacity. Despite this, 72% of staff 
characterized RBL safeguard requirements as front-loaded. Support for safeguards in cofinanced projects 
and sector loans were seen by respondents as the most balanced. 
 
43. Overall, 85% of projects in the structured portfolio review were satisfactory with regard to 
complying with safeguard requirements during project preparation. This assessment is based on the 
adequacy of (i) the screening and categorization of the project, (ii) due diligence on environmental and 
social safeguards studies and frameworks, and (iii) pre-approval information disclosure and 
consultations. Across all the projects reviewed, the percentage of satisfactory NSO projects was the 
highest at 89%. The share of satisfactory sovereign projects was 83%, with both stand-alone and MFF 
projects about the sovereign average. With FI projects, the NSO FI projects also had a higher preparation 
satisfactory rate than sovereign projects. For all projects, the overall satisfactory rate was reduced by low 
ratings for pre-approval information disclosure and some specific challenges on due diligence of social 
safeguards.  
 
  a. Screening and Categorization 

 
44. The screening and risk categorizations for environment, IR, and IP safeguards were mostly 
satisfactory (88% of projects); although there were a number of cases where SR1 and SR2 were 
misapplied and SR3 avoided. As stated in the SPS, ADB carried out project screening and categorization 
at the earliest stage of project preparation when sufficient information was available (Appendix 4). 23 The 
satisfactory rate of screening was higher for nonsovereign projects than for sovereign projects. 
Differences in the satisfactory rate of screening varied by region and sector. All projects in EARD were 
satisfactory for screening and risk categorization. This was also the region with the highest share of 
category A projects across all three safeguards, signaling both a willingness and capacity, particularly in 
the People’s Republic of China (PRC), to undertake projects with more safeguard complexity. Screening 
and risk categorization were less satisfactory in PARD given the limited inclusion of complexities affecting 
environmentally sensitive areas and social issues associated with tribal and communal land. Among the 
sectors, WUS projects had the highest satisfactory rate since in this sector the nature of environmental 
and social concerns is direct and identifiable. Transport projects experienced a lower satisfactory rate and 
more challenges, as projects often did not assess the potential effects of rights of way due to risk 
avoidance (paras. 109–110).  
 
 

 
22  For example, a number of projects reviewed required detailed engineering and designs to be prepared after initial preparation 

for Board consideration, resulting in additional safeguard assessments, which were difficult to incorporate, in a timely manner, 
into government budgeting cycles, especially in the PRC and Viet Nam.   

23  Screening and categorization are undertaken to (i) reflect the significance of potential impacts or risks that a project might 
present, (ii) identify the level of assessment and institutional resources required for the safeguards measures, and (iii) determine 
disclosure requirements. 
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45. Across safeguard requirements, the most frequent challenge with categorization was 
encountered with respect to IP. SPS safeguard requirement 3 states that “the Indigenous Peoples 
safeguards are triggered if a project directly or indirectly affects the dignity, human rights, livelihood 
systems, or culture of Indigenous Peoples or affects the territories or natural or cultural resources that 
IPs own, use, occupy, or claim as their ancestral domain.” These effects can be positive or negative.  Of 
the projects reviewed, few identified such triggers, 24 the most common trigger being the impact on IP 
customary rights to land and natural resources. The challenge was often due to differences between the 
SPS’s eligibility criteria (footnote 1, p. 56 of the SPS), and their application by ADB, as well as a reluctance 
by some DMCs to recognize the special status of IPs. The result is frequently a narrowing of the 
application of IP in practice. Nepal is a positive outlier, triggering the IP classification more than any other 
country. It has a broad and well-established national system for determining and managing vulnerability 
specified in its constitution and implemented through its gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) 
framework (although in applying the SPS IP requirements, ADB staff found it difficult to take into account 
the multiple vulnerability dimensions of this framework). In all regions, there appeared to have been a 
concerted effort by project teams to narrow IP concerns to those that can be addressed through IR 
processes, particularly if IP are affected by land acquisition and resettlement, rather than by triggering IP 
categorization. In Viet Nam, for example, the position was often that an IP group has been mainstreamed 
into society, although this was rarely supported by a rigorous assessment.   
 
46. The more intensive requirements and related processes for category A projects contributed to 
their decline in use, particularly in the transport portfolio. While category B is generally appropriate for 
limited civil work investments such as road upgrading, the decline in category A for transport projects 
coincides with an apparent preference for avoidance and a minimalist application of the SPS. Presumably 
in the interest of faster processing, projects were found to focus on smaller segments of the road network 
rather than using a comprehensive approach to the transport system.  Examples from Uzbekistan 25 and 
Papua New Guinea (PNG) 26 found road projects had focused on selected segments, in sparsely populated 
areas, and on the project rights of way, resulting in the safeguards assessment having a limited scope, 
often at the cost of ignoring associated facilities or cumulative impacts. In PNG, in particular, this was a 
missed opportunity as the roads actually have a broader effect on the complex communal land and clan 
systems.  Projects in PNG’s energy and health 27 sectors were affected in the same way. In Uzbekistan, 
avoidance of category A projects was not limited to roads, but could be seen in other sector programs, 
including those in ANR and WUS. 
 
47. A housing MFF in Uzbekistan 28 illustrates how safeguards have been avoided and minimized in 
order to avoid addressing the environmental and social issues within ADB projects. The project was 
categorized C for environment and resettlement. To ensure compliance with this risk category, any 
housing sites identified with possible environmental impacts were ineligible for ADB financing under the 
MFF. Those sites were funded by the government with its own resources. Since the government program 
as a whole had potentially higher safeguard risks, the exclusion criteria resulted in a missed opportunity 
to build safeguard capacity within Uzbekistan’s implementing agencies. Furthermore, the narrow 
interpretation of safeguards under the MFF meant that, while the individual houses were technically well 
built, little attention was paid to developing these housing enclaves as a community. Broader social and 
environmental effects (e.g., cumulative effects such as the need for sewage, or for playgrounds or 

 
24  Of the four IP triggers, livelihood systems and territories were often subsumed under IR, and potential cultural impacts are 

deferred by mainstreaming. Because dignity and human rights are intangible dimensions, they are often not explicitly dealt 
with. 

25  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 
Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 Road Investment Program to Uzbekistan. Manila.  

26  ADB. 2017. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 
to Papua New Guinea: Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program. Manila; ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation 
of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility to Papua New Guinea for the Highlands 
Region Road Improvement Investment Program. Manila. 

27  Refers to the construction of health facilities in PNG. 
28  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 

to the Republic of Uzbekistan for the Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment Program. Manila. 
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community centers) were not included in the design, even though in a few cases settlements of up to 
1,000 houses were ultimately developed at individual locations, generating substantial cumulative 
impacts.  
 
48. From the country missions, it was made clear to the evaluation team that some of the avoidance 
of category A projects was due to a perception that ADB safeguards can be cumbersome and should be 
avoided if possible.  In all the countries visited, there was general recognition from governments of the 
high standard of ADB safeguards (implying that they lower environmental and social impacts or minimize 
risks); however, some governments viewed them as costly and time-consuming, adding limited value in 
certain situations.  The most explicit examples came from PNG where applying the SPS to projects in 
locations that were forested or had certain customary land issues was avoided through project selection 
or by selecting certain segments (e.g., of a road rehabilitation) for ADB financing. 29  In Indonesia there 
was a disconnect between national regulations and SPS requirements for certain issues such as 
compensation, which made working with the SPS challenging. These issues also indicated the benefits 
of working with ADB using CSS so these issues can be resolved, and safeguards more systematically and 
efficiently applied. During the PRC mission, no difficulty was expressed in applying the SPS with any 
categorization.  In Nepal, concern about avoidance was not considered to be as important as the 
mountainous nature of the country and the long history of stakeholder engagement through the 
government’s efforts to mainstream GESI. 
 
49. The limited scope of assessments, focusing primarily on immediate impacts, can reduce timely 
identification and responsiveness to safeguard issues arising from existing facilities. 30 For example, in 
Viet Nam the safeguard assessments for an irrigation project focused on the potential direct effects of 
its rehabilitation and neglected to consider the source of the water. 31  The irrigation scheme was 
dependent on the upstream Cua Dat dam and reservoir, which had inundated 1,200 hectares inside a 
legally protected nature reserve. Given that the main purpose of the dam and reservoir was to supply 
water to the project, it should have been considered an “existing facility,” which would have changed 
the nature and scope of the safeguard assessments. At a minimum, a safeguard audit of the completed 
reservoir would have been required to determine whether there were any outstanding safeguard issues 
and whether appropriate measures to address outstanding compliance issues had been undertaken, as 
per SPS requirements (footnote 1. Appendix 4, para. 12, SPS).    
 

b. Due Diligence on Applicable Environmental and Social Studies and Systems  
 

50. Overall, environmental and social studies prepared by borrowers for the processing of projects 
were satisfactory and largely complied with the requirements in the SPS.  The adequacy of the studies 
was better for nonsovereign projects than for sovereign projects. The quality of social impact assessments 
(SIAs) was more variable than that of environmental impact studies, given the greater variation in the 
local context and the project- and country-specific nature of social issues. The studies produced for the 
financial sector, and in particular for all FI projects, were the least satisfactory, with sovereign FIs 
performing less well than NSO. 
 
51. ADB provided technical assistance to governments to help them prepare the safeguard 
documents required for project processing.  ADB funded consultants, mainly through PPTA, to support 
the preparation of the required environmental and social documentation. This support helped clients 
meet the many processes and milestones in the limited time for preparation. It also led to a more 
consistent set of assessments and plans for project approval. However, excessive reliance on PPTA reduces 

 
29  ADB. 2017. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 

to Papua New Guinea: Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program. Manila. 
30  Facilities and/or business activities of an ADB project that already exist or are under construction. Appendix 4, para. 12, p. 67 

of the SPS. 
31  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Socialist Republic of 

Viet Nam for the Development of the Northern Chu and Southern Ma Rivers Irrigation System Project. Manila. 



Performance and Results 23 
 

 

awareness and client ownership of the content and of the detailed commitments specified in the 
assessments and related management plans. The evaluation noted the substantial documentation that 
is required, with some projects 32 on the ADB website holding up to 25 different documents as part of 
the lead-up to Board consideration. 
 
52. The environmental assessments 33 and the resulting management plans for the environment 
were found to be satisfactory in 93% of the projects reviewed.  As approaches to environmental impact 
assessments (EIAs) were similar across countries, the outputs were fairly uniform. The basic data, impacts, 
and risks were generally well covered but some areas, such as the treatment of labor and working 
conditions or community health and safety which have overlaps with social impacts, were less well 
addressed. Notwithstanding this satisfactory portfolio assessment, these were largely low-risk projects. 
Within the projects, the evaluation found that there were still potential issues that may not have been 
accurately captured in the risk assessment. The much shorter and simpler initial environmental 
examinations (IEEs) undertaken for category B projects had more variation and at times lacked details 
and specific information on local conditions. There were a few examples of additional technical studies 
or studies requiring longer time periods, although such studies would have captured seasonal variations 
that could have informed environmental baselines and could have assisted special assessments for noise, 
air quality, or critical habitats to determine the risks and impact. Similarly, ADB rarely undertook higher-
level strategic environmental assessments (SEAs), which could have provided information on project and 
program impacts and related upstream and downstream effects. 34 However, the evaluation team did 
find some positive examples, for instance when ADB identified early on in one project that cultural 
heritage aspects represented both safeguard and reputational risks and undertook studies and actions 
to ensure the cultural heritage was protected. These are discussed below (paras. 103–104).   
     
53. Social assessments and plans had somewhat lower satisfactory rates (82% of the projects) than 
the environmental assessments.  There was greater variation among them, partially due to the gaps 
between domestic requirements and the SPS. National laws, practices, and requirements for land 
acquisition and valuation assessments vary across countries and across the different levels of government 
responsible for land acquisition, making it more challenging to ensure uniform application of SPS 
requirement 2 (SR2). Limited preparation time and lack of detailed technical designs at preparation 
sometimes made it difficult to ensure updated and accurate involuntary resettlement plans and livelihood 
restoration plans were prepared. While general socioeconomic studies were carried out, more than two-
thirds of livelihood plans, such as those in Nepal, 35 were prepared without reference to baseline incomes 
of significantly affected poor. Market assessments resulting in a menu of flat rate cash support and 
livelihood training without due regard for gender equity. Such an approach may not necessarily enable 
livelihood restoration at pre-project levels or better as per SPS.  The delivery and form of compensation 
did not always follow SPS standards. For example, sometimes non-title holders received alternative 
compensation after a displacement occurred instead of before. For projects with safeguard frameworks 
and those that had significant changes after the technical designs, the threshold of 200 affected people 
for designating a project as category A for IR caused a problem.  For example, the evaluation found 
instances where the original estimate was less than 200 persons, permitting classification as category B 
at appraisal, but the final number rose to many times that threshold during implementation. This 
suggests that the categorization was based on a significant underestimation at appraisal leading to 
inadequate planning and budgeting of mitigation measures. 
 

 
32  An example is the Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental Improvement Project in Nepal. ADB. 2010. Report and 

Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Administration of Loan to Nepal for the 
Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental Improvement Project. Manila. 

33  Since 2015, ADB has provided more comprehensive EIAs. As this was after the period included for the portfolio review, these 
are not assessed.  

34  Several examples of these shortcomings were also provided in the previous IED safeguards evaluation. Footnote 7. 
35  ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors:  Proposed Loan and Technical Assistance 

Grant to Nepal for the South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation Road Connectivity Project. Manila. 
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54. The evaluation found IPs had been identified as affected households in only a few countries 36 
and projects were rated less satisfactory because of their limited approach.  Most IPs were identified as 
having been affected by land acquisition, and the projects did not use the criteria specified in the SPS to 
trigger the IP safeguard requirement 3 (SR3). 37 IP category B projects prepared IP frameworks at appraisal 
on the condition that an IP plan would be prepared as soon as impacts on IPs had been determined. The 
Yunnan Integrated Road Project in PRC, which IED visited, provided a good example of a project where 
a thorough SIA was prepared. 38 However, in most cases when IPs were affected by land acquisition, the 
projects assumed that the only impact was IR. As a result, projects did not have thorough SIAs or separate 
consultations with IPs to determine what other effects the projects might have on them. In some 
instances the IP Plan was rolled into the resettlement plan with little reference to other impacts. 39 As for 
compensation for IP, there also seems to have been a preference for providing additional cash allowances 
irrespective of any apparent vulnerability and without taking cultural dimensions and IP’s own 
preferences into account. In the Pacific islands, the IP triggers were identified most often because of 
customary rights to land and natural resources. The application challenges of SR3 in the Pacific is a policy 
issue and is further explored in Chapter 6.   
 
55. Lending to the private sector has its own set of challenges as PSOD often works with other 
financing agencies and is usually not the originator of projects. For the private sector, the most frequent 
challenge, based on interviews and country missions, for preparing the required documents was the 120-
day disclosure requirement for environmental category A projects. As PSOD often enters a deal midstream 
when the initial project design has already been determined, this limits ADB’s opportunity to get involved 
and address potential safeguard risks through project design in category A environment projects with 
high risks and high rewards.   
 

c. Pre-Approval Disclosure and Consultation 
 
56. The SPS commits ADB to work with borrowers so they will engage with communities, groups, or 
people affected by proposed projects, and with civil society through information disclosure, consultation, 
and informed participation. This engagement should be commensurate with the risks to and impacts on 
affected communities. These activities are intended to help ADB and the client to understand the 
concerns of affected people and to ensure that such concerns are addressed in project design and 
safeguard plans.  
 
57. The lowest rated safeguard criterion during preparation was for disclosure (64% of projects 
satisfactory). Safeguard documents were readily available within ADB headquarters and posted on the 
ADB website as part of the project preparation process. However, the review of the portfolio this 
documentation to be inconsistent, especially with regard to the requirement that safeguard documents 
should also be made available to local communities in their languages. IED found a lack of full equivalence 
between DMC disclosure requirements and the SPS. For example, with category B projects, project 
information was often provided through public notices, the distribution of brochures, maps, and forms, 
but not in the form of draft and/or full EIA and/or IEE, resettlement plan, and IP plans (IPPs). The staff 
survey (Chapter 5, Figure 24) reinforced this finding, with 44% of staff responding that appraisal stage 
information disclosure was less than satisfactory.  
 

 
36  In the sample for the structured review, IPs were unevenly distributed. Nepal was heavily represented by IP projects (four 

category A and seven category B), PRC, and Viet Nam having five projects each and India with four projects. Southeast Asian 
countries such as Cambodia, Indonesia, and Lao PDR have three projects each. 

37  SPS safeguard requirement 3, para. 9 states that: “the Indigenous Peoples safeguards are triggered if a project directly or 
indirectly affects the dignity, human rights, livelihood systems, or culture of Indigenous Peoples or affects the territories or 
natural or cultural resources that IPs own, use, occupy, or claim as their ancestral domain.” 

38  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the People’s Republic of 
China for the Yunnan Integrated Road Network Development Project. Manila. 

39  This practice of minimizing IP impacts is inconsistent with the practice at other MDBs, where any IR of IPs is sufficient to 
categorize a project as high risk.  
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58. Appraisal stage consultation and participation was assessed satisfactory (84% of projects) based 
on the document review, but field missions found that the stakeholder meetings were often not 
meaningful. The projects visited confirmed that appraisal stage meetings had occurred. However, most 
of these failed to be meaningful; they often did not focus on consultation and options, rather they were 
a forum for conveying information about the project instead of eliciting feedback about the project and 
its safeguard impacts. Of the staff survey responses, 63% found consultations to be less than satisfactory 
in terms of being meaningful and facilitating informed participation.  
 
59. A consistent problem was that consultations were undertaken by the consultants responsible for 
preparing the project rather than by the government. This created lack of ownership by the government 
which was then extended into the project implementation period. In difficult projects, relationships with 
the community will often need to be reestablished during implementation.  A triple A category 
hydropower project in Nepal is a good example of this. 40 Although the project was generally well 
prepared, delays led to long periods between the preparation consultations and hiring the consultants 
for implementation. The project lost momentum and affected people were left in limbo, raising doubts 
about the project and their engagement.  There was an interruption in communication with project 
affected people due to delayed mobilization of project consultant after project approval. In the interim, 
the ADB safeguard staff at the resident mission had to step in to maintain the dialogue with affected 
people. 41 
 

2. Adequacy of Safeguards Implementation (Monitoring and Supervision) 
 
60. Two thirds (65%) of the projects in the portfolio review were satisfactorily monitored by the 
clients and supervised by ADB in implementation, which is considerably less than the proportion that 
were satisfactorily prepared.  During implementation, the main activities and outputs are: (i) monitoring 
and reporting of safeguard implementation by ADB clients, (ii) environmental and social safeguard 
supervision by ADB staff, (iii) implementation disclosure and consultation, and (iv) performance of the 
grievance redress mechanism. During implementation, the borrower is directly responsible for 
implementing environmental management plans (EMPs), resettlement plans, and IPPs, for complying 
with safeguard requirements and covenants, and for monitoring progress on safeguards. The SPS lists 
ADB’s roles and responsibilities with regard to implementation support and project supervision, which 
include site visits, reviews of borrower monitoring reports and reports of independent monitoring 
consultants, and advisory support for the resolution of safeguard issues. Of the ADB modalities, MFFs 
had the highest satisfactory rate at 78% and FI projects had the lowest at 58%. Although overall the 
percentages of satisfactory performances for sovereign and NSO were similar, they differed significantly 
across criteria. Nonsovereign operations performed better in monitoring and reporting and in 
establishing grievance redress mechanisms (GRMs). Sovereign projects were rated more highly for 
environmental and social safeguards supervision.   
 

  a. Monitoring and Reporting of Safeguards Implementation by ADB Clients 
 
61. There have been deficiencies in client monitoring reports, with 64% of projects assessed 
satisfactory. The SPS includes specific requirements for the borrower to fulfill with regard to regular 
reporting on progress in implementing the provisions of the agreed environmental and social action 
plans. The extent of monitoring activities, including their scope and periodicity, is expected to be 
commensurate with the project’s risk and impacts. However, some projects were deficient in 
documenting progress in safeguard implementation, identifying compliance issues, taking corrective 
actions, and reporting on the actual environmental and social performance of the projects.  Nonsovereign 
operations projects had somewhat higher ratings for satisfactory performance than sovereign projects. 

 
40  Triple A category refers to a project that was classified as category A for environment, IR, and IP. 
41  ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans and Administration of 

Technical Assistance Grant to Nepal for the Tanahu Hydropower Project. Manila. 



26 Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

IP category A projects were reported on in social monitoring reports (SMRs) but only half of the category 
B projects had reports that included IP issues. 
 
62. Monitoring reports posted on the ADB website were often repetitive, missing, or delayed.  The 
delays were often more frequent during the initial years of the project. Implementing agencies often did 
not prioritize safeguard implementation and some did not even have safeguard experts on staff.  For 
safeguards, implementing agencies often relied on third party monitoring and implementation 
consultants, whose recruitment was often delayed, contributing to untimely environmental and social 
monitoring reports. However, over the years, internal reports to ADB Management have documented 
improvements in the frequency and timelines of the posting of monitoring reports.  
 
63. Client ownership of safeguards is an important determinant for monitoring and reporting of 
safeguard implementation. In Nepal, the evaluation identified two models, one was transactional and 
the other was aimed at developing longer-term capacity. The first model was based entirely on external 
staffing and service providers. The second model integrated safeguards more substantively into the 
executing agency and/or implementing agency management structure and built internal capacity to 
oversee implementation, often supplemented by consultants with specialized skills. These models, 
through specific project examples, are discussed in detail in Box 1. 
 
64. Reporting quality was beset by recurring weaknesses, which limited the utility of the reports. 
Reports provide a static view of project issues while project implementation is highly dynamic. Issues are 
identified and many are subsequently resolved but this needs to be documented for learning and 
resolution. The reports have limited utility for helping project teams resolve current operational issues. 
The perception from some countries (e.g., Viet Nam), is that reporting is an ADB requirement rather than 
a useful management tool.  As a result, consultant-prepared environmental monitoring reports are 
forwarded directly to ADB, without being reviewed and internalized by the project office. The variability 
in quality was highlighted in the IED validation and supervision reports for the Power Transmission 
Investment Program, Tranche 2. 42 

 
b. Adequacy of Safeguard Supervision by ADB Staff 

 
65. The portfolio review found that ADB’s supervision of safeguards implementation was satisfactory 
for both environmental and social aspects in about 80% of projects (except for FI projects). The SPS 
explains ADB’s role and responsibilities with regard to implementation support and project supervision. 
Core SPS supervision requirements include risk-based monitoring, with higher risk operations receiving 
more ADB time and resources. ADB staff are expected to review borrower monitoring reports, carry out 
site visits, and provide advisory support for the resolution of issues. Good supervision can compensate 
for shortcomings in client monitoring by providing feedback on the monitoring reports and reviewing 
remedial actions.  
 

 
42  Independent Evaluation Department. 2019. Project Safeguard Assessment: Power Transmission Investment Program (Tranche 

2) of Viet Nam. 6 February (internal). Manila. ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: 
Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Power Transmission Investment Program. 
Manila. 
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66. Supervision of safeguard implementation was rated lowest for FI projects, both sovereign and 
NSO.  Ensuring safeguard compliance in such projects is difficult. While the ADB processes, efforts, and 
resources deployed during preparation and appraisal were generally adequate, the fact that they are 
applied during the secondary appraisal of the lead bank and/or lead syndicator’s primary safeguards 
documents puts ADB at a weak position in enforcing safeguard requirements. With other sovereign and 
nonsovereign modalities, ADB safeguard implementation support has improved over time. This is likely 
due to the more established and formalized processes with traditional projects, which include regular 
documentation, review of monitoring reports, and missions, which seem to be much weaker in FI 
projects. Efforts by ADB staff to improve reporting and compliance were observed. The NSO processes 
are more risk-based, in recognition of the client capacity and risk profile of the project, and are dependent 
on consultant and third-party monitoring reports. It should also be recognized that in PSOD the 
formalization of supervision processes and reporting is a recent development.    
 
67. As the portfolio review was desk-based, an important factor affecting the assessment of 
supervision quality relates to the difficulty in locating back-to-office reports (BTORs) and the limited 
information on safeguards in available documents. There were limited records of exchanges and 
interactions on safeguards between ADB specialists and executing agencies and private sector clients 
with regard to ongoing operational matters and efforts to address and resolve operational issues. Over 
the course of the evaluation, IED was able to retrieve many BTORs from staff but this was often after 
multiple requests. The issue may be ADB’s approach to records administration rather than BTORs not 
being produced. BTORs have not been used as an effective tool to record and manage safeguard-related 

Box 1: Two Approaches from Nepal for Implementing Agencies to Deliver Safeguards  

Outsourced. Safeguard management by the executing agency for the Secondary Towns Integrated Urban 
Environmental Improvement Project has been inconsistent. It has been affected by the oversight structure adopted for 
safeguards, which was based on contracting consultants and service providers to support project implementation 
measures. Delays in the recruitment of consultants and a high turnover rate have impacted the frequency of submission 
of environmental monitoring reports (EMRs) and social monitoring reports (SMRs) as well as the ability to provide 
sustained engagement with affected stakeholders. Use of nongovernment organizations for community outreach and 
small works was poorly supervised and led to confusion in the community and to construction that was not properly 
vetted by technical specialists. Considering that project implementation will have lasted about 10 years by the time of 
project closure, alternative arrangements might have yielded better ownership of the safeguard agenda and more 
effective implementation. The case for developing in-house capacity is further strengthened by the fact that the 
executing agency for this project is concurrently coordinating two other urban development projects funded by ADB.  
 
Internalized and mainstreamed. In another project, the Kathmandu Valley Water Supply Improvement Project, after 
several years of struggling with safeguard provisions and following an unfortunate accident that resulted in fatalities, 
the executing and implementing agencies decided to internalize and mainstream safeguard management to enable 
them to more effectively manage environmental and social risks. The project set up a seven-person safeguard unit that 
included team leaders for social and environment safeguards. This well-staffed technical team has developed project-
specific tools, protocols, and procedures that it uses for the review, assessment and oversight during design, bidding 
and implementation stages, as well as a multi-tiered grievance redress framework. This approach includes a 
comprehensive reporting framework from contractors to the executing and implementing agencies. The agencies also 
recognized the importance of training contractors on such issues as construction management and occupational 
health and safety. The shift from a safeguard contractor or service provider to an in-house team (constituted largely 
of consultants on longer-term contracts) has significantly enhanced executing and implementing agency ownership 
and performance, leading to many innovations such as the setting-up of a penalty scheme in the case of 
noncompliance and agreements with hospitals to allow for immediate treatment of work-related injuries. This 
experience suggests that the internalization and mainstreaming of safeguards into project management may be a 
leading indicator of satisfactory performance. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, EMR = environmental monitoring report, SMR = social monitoring report. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department; ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: 
Proposed Loan and Administration of Loan to Nepal for the Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental Improvement Project. 
Manila. 
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issues and many do not make any reference to safeguard matters. To address the lack of retrievable 
information, some regions have recently made progress in developing their own systems for monitoring 
and tracking of safeguard compliance issues. These efforts should be harmonized and adopted 
throughout ADB.  
 
68. ADB’s environmental and social supervision is deemed to be of generally good quality for high-
risk projects.  Such projects require specialists and team leaders to spend more time on these operations. 
This was confirmed during field visits. Projects with lower risk categories mobilized less specialist support, 
in terms of reviews and supervision missions, and these projects often underperformed on the safeguard 
front even where the issues were of lesser significance (e.g., occupational health and safety issues).  
 
69. Overall, while progress has been made, in many projects there are still gaps in implementation 
supervision. Project supervision is under-resourced and cannot provide the full spectrum of 
implementation support that was envisaged in the SPS, particularly in countries with low capacity (e.g., 
Nepal and PNG) and in countries with sizeable portfolios and risk profiles (e.g., India). Within this context, 
ADB specialists rely on a range of processes, including client monitoring, third party monitoring, 
supervision, review of environmental monitoring reports (EMRs) and/or SMRs for supervision, which is 
largely focused on documentation to manage risks and achieve minimum compliance.    
 
70. Often the biggest limitation is that ADB staff do not spend enough time at project sites with 
local implementers and beneficiaries. In all the countries visited, the evaluation team found that 
safeguard staff were focused on the document trail, assisting project officers, and unable to spend 
substantial time in the field. When client capacity is weak, ADB needs to provide sufficient resources for 
safeguard specialists to spend adequate time in the field. The evaluation concurs with the staff survey 
finding that the biggest factors affecting implementation quality are client capacity and ownership and 
ADB resources.  
 

c. Implementation Stage Disclosure and Consultation 
 
71. As in project preparation, the lowest assessed criterion during implementation was disclosure 
(with only 51% of projects satisfactory). EMRs and SMRs were often delayed and some were missing even 
though their disclosure was a requirement.   Part of the delay was due to the back and forth between 
ADB staff and the preparing consultants and/or project staff in making revisions to improve the quality 
and appearance of the report. PSOD had fewer documents disclosed, for reasons of confidentiality.  
PSOD’s formal documentation and disclosure were less consistent than those for sovereign operations as 
information is usually channeled through e-mails and phone calls. However, there is recognition that 
PSOD has become more structured and process-oriented over time.  
 
72. In many cases, the quality of consultation during the preparation phase (satisfactory in 84% of 
projects) did not carry through to the implementation phase (satisfactory in 55% of projects). From the 
review of project documents, the evaluation found only limited information on consultations, with 
information on participants and issues raised.  The portfolio review found that even when the available 
environmental and social monitoring reports reported that disclosure and consultation requirements had 
been met, the reports provided little or no corroborating evidence that the consultations had been 
meaningful (e.g., on the participation of women and other disadvantaged and vulnerable groups), the 
issues raised, and the extent and manner in which the views of affected people had been incorporated 
into project-related decisions. Although stakeholder consultation is expected to be an ongoing activity 
with affected people, the evaluation observed great variation across countries. Given that the 
responsibility for such consultations largely belongs to the implementing agency and consultants, it is 
not surprising that the level of meaningful consultation varies with country contexts, government 
priorities, local capacities, and experiences with consultation. In a number of observed cases, the 
evaluation found that consultations with proposed beneficiaries were intended to transmit project 
information rather than engage in meaningful discussion. 
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d. Implementation of the Grievance Redress Mechanism 
 
73. The review found that 66% of GRMs established by projects were operating to varying degrees. 
Nonsovereign operations projects consistently established functional GRMs. The SPS requires the 
borrower to establish and maintain a GRM to easily receive and facilitate prompt resolution of affected 
peoples’ concerns and grievances about a project's social and environmental performance. But in many 
instances even when GRMs had been created, they were not accessible, or were barely functioning.  
 
74. The projects visited by the evaluation team identified both good practices and shortcomings in 
the project-level GRMs but the varied experiences by country suggest that ADB needs to pay greater 
attention to GRMs. While the SPS recognized the importance of grievance redress, it provided only limited 
guidance on how the mechanism could be made effective. The review found wide variations in the design 
and scope of the grievance mechanisms. For the PRC, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam, project GRMs were not 
consistent with government practices.  Governments often had their own systems and regulations for 
handling complaints—such as local government committees or hot lines for people to submit complaints 
to the relevant authorities—that were less transparent, inclusive, or responsive than those envisaged in 
the SPS and often did not provide feedback to the complainant or to ADB. Creating a parallel system 
does not ensure SPS compliance.  For example, a project in the PRC (footnote 38) established hot lines 
and grievance resolution mechanisms for project-affected peoples, but it did not maintain files and 
records for documentation. Another project, 43 in Nepal, affected people were not aware of the two-
tiered GRM. In practice, complainants submitted their grievances through a local representative, without 
recognizing there was an alternative channel to escalate the grievance or to lodge an anonymous 
grievance.  
 
75. A project in India reviewed by IED demonstrated how progress could be made to develop, 
implement, and strengthen effective grievance redress mechanisms. The Uttarakhand Urban 
Development Project illustrates how a functional GRM strengthens engagement with affected 
communities. 44  The project implementation unit (PIU), through community mobilization officers, 
established a credible GRM which included a toll-free number, a free WhatsApp group, and billboards 
informing communities of their rights and avenues to file a grievance. This strategy created transparency 
with the community and facilitated its continued engagement. Continuous consultation and awareness 
campaigns helped gain the confidence of the people. Pamphlets were distributed and people’s consent 
was secured before any work was started. The PIU noted the satisfaction of the people towards the 
project in terms of its benefits as well as the effectiveness of the mitigation measures. 
 

3. Strengthening of Client Capacity for Environmental and Social Management 
 

76. In the portfolio review, 73% of projects were found to have taken measures to enhance safeguard 
capacity. The SPS recognized the importance of institutional capacity for effective safeguard 
implementation. Since clients are responsible for assessing and managing the environmental and social 
risks associated with their projects, the SPS also highlighted ADB’s commitment to helping the borrowers 
to develop capacity to deliver the safeguards. In this section, the discussion is focuses on the capacity for 
delivery and implementation of individual projects. Capacity strengthening with a view to eventually 
using country systems is discussed in Chapter 4. Across modalities, project performance in capacity 
development was similar.  Most projects identified limitations, although these were often expressed in 
general terms. Support for implementation was highest for MFFs where there appears to have been more 
emphasis on capacity development in addition to implementation support. 
 

 
43  ADB. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental 

Improvement Project. Manila. 
44  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 

to India for the Uttarakhand Urban Sector Development Investment Program. Manila.  
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77. Most project preparation, including for safeguards, is supported by PPTA, which typically funds 
consultants to help the borrower with the preparation and due diligence work. The evidence from the 
portfolio review suggests that executing agencies and/or implementing agencies have made extensive 
use of PPTA to augment their capacity to support safeguard-related work. However, much of this support 
has gone toward meeting ADB’s processing requirements rather than to develop institutional capacity 
and preparing executing agencies and/or implementing agencies for sustainable implementation. The 
upfront focus on processing requirements leaves few resources for preparing the executing agency and/or 
implementing agency to implement the proposed safeguard requirements and various management 
plans. This low level of readiness is in part attributable to the unintended consequences of a PPTA-driven 
preparation approach, which reduces the incentive for an executing agency to develop in-house capacity 
or to treat safeguards as a core project function.  
 
78. During project preparation, most projects recognized that client capacity to manage 
environmental and social risks was an issue and made provisions to support the client, but broader 
institutional and capacity assessments and support were limited. In almost all the projects reviewed, 
there was a general recognition that the sector executing agency and/or implementing agency capacity 
should be strengthened. However, ADB’s analysis of the institutional organization, capacity, and agency 
track record to ensure safeguards compliance and outcomes was weak. As a result, there was little 
specificity provided in terms of supportive actions, such as referencing existing or new technical 
assistance for support. Assessments were project-focused and there was little attention paid to the 
broader country context for building national safeguard systems. Few assessments recognized the needs 
and capacity of other important stakeholders (e.g., ministries of the environment).  Projects in Uzbekistan 
provided an example of this gap, since the Ministry of Environment has largely been excluded even 
though it has the responsibility for reviewing and clearing major infrastructure projects.  Viet Nam 
provides an example of how this can be overcome by combining project and technical assistance 
resources at two levels (Box 2).  
 

 
 
79. Although documents at the preparation stage recognized the need to strengthen capacity, few 
project supervision reports documented any progress made in capacity development and training 
programs.  There was little evidence in the monitoring and supervision reports as to whether the capacity 
and institutional gaps were being closed. In all the countries visited, the evaluation found some 
government staff and in some cases staff from nongovernment organizations (e.g., India) who had 
received training from ADB and in all cases the participants valued the training they had received. 
However, while training is important, it is only one factor in ensuring sustained safeguard capacity among 
ADB’s implementing partners.   
 

Box 2: Viet Nam’s Multipronged Approach to Strengthening Capacity  
 

In Viet Nam, ADB has used national and project-level approaches to strengthen client capacity for safeguards. 
ADB targeted the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment for its capacity development efforts because it 
is responsible for the preparation and management of environmental standards. ADB also committed to 
providing technical support to establish the Viet Nam Learning Center on Environmental and Social Sustainability 
to address the need to strengthen capacity at project management units (PMUs), including skills enhancement 
of PMU professionals, local government officers, and consultants. One outcome has been the development of a 
cadre of professional safeguard consultants, with some graduates filling in national expertise gaps in donor-
financed projects. The learning center was established in April 2015 under a memorandum of understanding 
between the Asian Institute of Technology in Viet Nam, the World Bank, ADB, the United States Agency for 
International Development, and the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. At the project level, several ADB 
technical assistance projects have aimed to improve project design and implementation, and to professionalize 
the PMUs, including their capacity on safeguards issues. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PMU = project management unit. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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80. Despite ADB support, all the countries visited still needed significantly enhanced safeguard 
capacity. In Viet Nam and Nepal, for example, resident mission staff spent a lot of time training their 
counterparts but this had resulted in only limited improvements to the national system. Training often 
had to be repeated as a result of high staff turnover. As a result, only a limited number of government 
staff, often project staff, have been trained.  Many other staff responsible for safeguard functions across 
government have not received any training. ADB could more consistently target both environmental 
ministries and centralized ministries and local government units responsible for land acquisition for such 
training. More capacity and training are needed at province, district, and commune agencies, especially 
for lower level staff responsible for day-to-day safeguard preparation, implementation, and monitoring. 
Contractors and national consultants also often need more capacity and training.  
 
81. Private sector clients appear to have consistently internalized ADB-supported safeguard 
management in their operations. Two private sector clients that IED visited said that they had benefited 
not only from ADB finance but also from ADB’s support in developing their corporate safeguard 
framework. However, they also considered ADB’s requirements on land acquisition to be too demanding. 
According to these clients, technically private companies never acquire land by themselves but purchase 
land from the government. However, under ADB requirements, the borrower still has to provide 
documentation of the land acquisition process, including the justification for land acquisition and proof 
that affected people have been adequately compensated.  

 
B. Effectiveness in Addressing Environmental and Social Impacts 
 
82. The portfolio review found that only 65% of project reports provided evidence of environmental 
and social outcomes having been achieved through risk reduction and satisfactory implementation of 
mitigation and compensation (Appendix 2). An important reason for this limited evidence relates to the 
underreporting of the results, due to absent or inadequate monitoring of impacts. Thus, while this section 
uses evidence from the portfolio review, it is primarily based on the country missions and in particular 
the 28 projects which underpinned the country analysis (Appendix 1). 
 
83. The evaluation examined implementation of each of the three safeguard requirements: 
environment (SR1), involuntary resettlement (SR2), and indigenous peoples (SR3). The country missions 
and project assessments were selected to ensure a diverse range of sectors and lending modalities 
(Appendix 1).   
 
84. On aggregate, safeguard risks were relatively modest, despite the large share of infrastructure 
lending in the sample countries. Nonetheless, the proportion of projects classified as having high risk for 
environment was small, with the exception of the PRC portfolio where 28% of projects were classified as 
category A.  In India, which has the largest number of projects, over 70% of which are from the three 
infrastructure sectors, only 6% of projects were classified as category A. For IR, about one-third of the 
projects in the PRC and Viet Nam were classified as category A, while in India 13% were category A, the 
share being much greater in sovereign operations than in NSO. However, the numbers drop precipitously 
for IP and the evaluation country missions identified risk aversion as a major issue in this area.  
 

1. Safeguard Requirement 1: Environment  
 
85. Environmental laws and regulations in most DMCs are relatively well aligned with the 
environmental requirements in the SPS. Among the three safeguard requirements in the SPS, the core 
objectives and principles of environmental safeguards (SR1) were relatively similar to those in the 
environmental legislation in most DMCs. The objectives of SR1 laid out in the SPS were: “To ensure the 
environmental soundness and sustainability of projects and to support the integration of environmental 
considerations into the project decision-making process.” This objective was refined by 11 policy 
principles to assess and address potential direct, indirect, cumulative, and induced impacts and risks to 
physical, biological, socioeconomic, and physical cultural resources in the context of the project’s area of 
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influence, as well as potential transboundary and global impacts, including climate change. The SPS also 
recommended the use of strategic environmental assessments where appropriate.  
 
86. The country and project cases covered a number of environmental themes. These included: 
pollution prevention and management, including construction-related pollution and disturbances such 
as dust and noise; management and protection of biodiversity and habitats; the treatment of physical 
cultural heritage; occupational health and safety; stakeholder engagement and information disclosure; 
and provisions for the management of risks to communities from project activities, such as safety of 
infrastructure and safety related to construction activities. While specific regulations and institutional 
responsibility for environmental regulation may vary across DMCs, their environmental requirements are 
similar, with the exception of more robust requirements in some countries on stakeholder consultation 
and GRMs. 
 

a. Pollution Prevention and Abatement  
 

87. Environmental safeguards have generally addressed direct environmental degradation and 
pollution from the construction phase of projects. The SPS expects the environmental safeguards to 
consider and address “indirect, cumulative and induced impacts and risks” generated by the project’s 
area of influence. While some of these impacts do occur during the project period, environmental impacts 
and risks may also arise beyond the physical footprint of the project and after the project cycle has ended. 
Immediate impacts and risks arising during the construction phase tend to receive more attention than 
the longer-term, induced, or cumulative effects on affected households or the environment that may 
arise from the use of the infrastructure. In Uzbekistan, for example, the Housing for Integrated Rural 
Development Investment Program financed mortgages for pre-constructed houses in peri-urban 
locations as part of the government’s rural housing program (footnote 28). Each house was treated as 
an individual unit for solid waste management, with little attention paid to the cumulative impacts of 
pollution, even though some of these housing settlements had up to one thousand housing units. 
 
88. Poor contractor compliance has been an important contributing factor to the limited 
achievement of pollution prevention and abatement. The role of the independent environmental monitor 
has been crucial to ensuring compliance by contractors whenever impacts have been significant. 
Contractor capacity to manage and monitor environmental impacts has been a problem in the Central 
Mekong Delta Region Connectivity Project. 45 In the Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh 
Expressway Project numerous environmental infringements during construction were identified. 46 
Internal monitoring by the contractor supervision consultant (CSC) was weak. The external environmental 
monitoring consultant report identified systematic non-compliance and erroneous reporting by the CSC, 
putting in doubt the status of construction EMP implementation: "The major infringements related to 
dust; noise pollution; improper disposal of spoils; no segregation of hazardous and non-hazardous 
wastes; poor management of hazardous wastes; and safety management". 47 Corrective actions had to 
be undertaken to address these issues.  
 
89. A project with a state-owned enterprise (SOE) in India benefited from monitoring and illustrated 
the advantages of introducing and maintaining robust systems to monitor longer-term pollution risks. 48 
Although sovereign projects have struggled with pollution risk management during construction, some 
private sector companies that were supported by NSO financing from ADB have mainstreamed systems 
to monitor long-term risks. IED found that Zhongran Investments Limited, which is implementing the 

 
45  ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Loan and Administration of Grant to the 

Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Central Mekong Delta Region Connectivity Project. Manila. 
46  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors:  Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 

to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc–Long Thanh Expressway Project. Manila. 
47  ADB. 2018. Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project-Tranche 1 and 2.  Semi-annual Environmental 

Monitoring Report, July–December 2017. Manila. 
48  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans to India for the Power Grid 

Corporation. Manila. 
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Municipal Natural Gas Infrastructure Development Project, Phase 2 in the PRC maintained comprehensive 
tables on environmental performance, covering air emissions, energy consumption, materials use, water 
use, wastewater, and waste generation. 49 Similarly, during the IED visit to one of the smaller substations 
in Tamil Nadu, the Power Grid Corporation of India was able to produce monitoring reports and provide 
answers on environmental monitoring data, noise, and air quality, indicating that it had a functioning 
environmental and social management system (ESMS).  
 
90. Pollution prevention and abatement can be a challenge in many FI projects which often lack of 
adequate verification and monitoring systems to ensure that pollution risks are well managed and 
addressed. In the private sector, a FI project on Strengthening Rural Financial Inclusion and Farmer Access 
to Markets in India 50 targeted both microfinance for rural women’s groups and small farm households. 
The use of chemicals and hazardous materials is a well-understood risk in the Indian agricultural sector 
yet, although the project had an ESMS and an exclusion list, Axis Bank Limited did not provide any 
evidence to show that loans were not supporting the purchase and use of banned chemicals or that 
chemicals were being stored and used properly by borrowers. ADB funds supported hundreds of small, 
short-term loans to rural farmers, but there is no evidence of any effort to verify the effectiveness of the 
screening activity under the ESMS, nor of ADB requesting the FI to do sample verification at the field 
and/or farm level. 
 

b. Biodiversity Conservation and Natural Resources Management  
 

91. Significant impacts on biodiversity and natural resources management were relatively infrequent 
and biodiversity impacts in the direct area of impact were generally acknowledged and addressed. A 
large proportion of ADB-financed operations during the evaluation period were linear projects (roads, 
transmission lines, irrigation canals) whose physical footprint tended to be small. For the most part, these 
projects avoided traversing parks and protected areas and therefore had minimal or no biodiversity 
impact. As few of the projects reviewed anticipated having significant biodiversity impacts, it was not 
possible for the evaluation to fully consider the objective of “no net loss” and outcomes such as the 
maintenance of natural habitats. These are complex issues that are difficult to monitor and assess 
particularly without baselines and indicators for “no net loss.” 
 
92. Replanting or compensatory planting of vegetation and reforestation was a frequent measure to 
protect biodiversity especially in the PRC and Viet Nam. While this is an appropriate response, 
afforestation often occurred, as in the Power Transmission Investment Program, 51 without baselines and 
monitoring to ensure the environmental integrity and value was maintained.  Removal of trees has been 
contentious and was not adequately dealt with in several projects in PNG. Tree removal was deemed 
necessary in the Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program,52 and for the Kimbe-Bialla 
transmission line under the Town Electrification Investment Program. 53  Both projects have been 
challenged by the compensation for trees not being provided to individuals. 
 
93. Acknowledging and addressing the biodiversity impacts of existing facilities has not been ideal 
and limited potential benefits from safeguards application. The Northern Chu and Southern Ma Rivers 
Irrigation System Project in Viet Nam financed the construction of irrigation main canals adversely 

 
49  China Gas Holdings Annual Sustainability Report, 2017/2018. ADB. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the 

Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the People’s Republic of China for the China Gas Holdings Limited Natural Gas for Land 
and River Transportation Project. Manila. 

50  ADB. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans and Technical Assistance 
to India for the Grant Axis Bank Limited and YES Bank Limited Strengthening Rural Financial Inclusion and Farmer Access to 
Markets Project. Manila. 

51  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed: Multitranche Financing Facility 
to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Power Transmission Investment Program. Manila. 

52  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 
to Papua New Guinea for the Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program. Manila. 

53  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 
to Papua New Guinea for the Town Electrification Investment Program. Manila. 
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affecting 46 hectares (ha) of modified habitat (footnote 31). The project provided a biodiversity offset by 
financing the planting of high-value native plant species on ha of land in the nearby Xuan Lien Nature 
Reserve, going beyond government regulations. But none of the safeguard assessments (the IEE, the 
resettlement plan, or the IPP) included the Cua Dat Dam and 4000 ha reservoir on Northern Chu River 
inside the Xuan Lien Nature Reserve. In this legally protected area 1,200 ha of forest area were inundated, 
and another 1,000 ha were converted from protected forest to economic (production) forest. The dam 
and reservoir were completed in 2009, just before the project started, and their primary use is water 
storage for the Cua Dat irrigation system, clearly making this an existing facility.  
 
94. In at least some cases, ADB-financed projects have impacted portions of sensitive protected 
areas. In the South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation Road Connectivity Project, the most 
significant environmental challenge lay in the East-West Highway Project component, which included the 
construction of a bypass road through a highly sensitive protected area with a wild elephant corridor 
(footnote 35). There has been a long-standing conflict between communities in the area and the herds 
of wild elephants making it difficult to discern the impacts of the project. However, given the likely impact 
on biodiversity assets, the decision to allow the construction of a road segment in a critical habitat and 
to require additional (unspecified) programs to promote and enhance the conservation aims of the 
protected area was a very risky decision, given the well-known weaknesses in safeguard management 
and enforcement capacity in the implementing agency. ADB should require a stricter approach to projects 
that have impacts on critical habitats. Such projects should provide for offsets that would achieve a net 
gain for the high-value biodiversity that is at risk.   
 
95. A few projects have been active in supporting biodiversity conservation through education and 
action plans. The nonsovereign Uz-Kor Gas Chemical LLC and/or Surgil Natural Gas Chemicals Project in 
Uzbekistan prepared a biodiversity action plan for the saiga antelopes living in a national park 30 km 
from the project site. 54 The park is not within the project site’s direct area of impact and the project will 
not impact the saiga directly. However, the main problem is poaching as the saiga migrate back and 
forth across the border with Kazakhstan where they are particularly vulnerable, so the company is trying 
to prevent them from crossing over the border. Uz-Kor is raising awareness about conservation and 
organizes a special event (Saiga Day) annually at a local school to raise awareness among children to 
protect the endangered species.  

 
96. Environmental safeguard assessments typically focus on impacts up to and during the on-site 
construction stage. An approach that recognized the links among interrelated ecosystems would more 
accurately identify the likely impacts of ADB’s development efforts beyond the project sites. Such an 
approach could benefit from spatial and digital tools such as the Spatial Data Analysis Explorer (SPADE) 55 
which Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) has recently developed. 
 

c. Health and Safety Impacts on Workers and Communities 
 

97. The most common occupational health and safety (OHS) issues were found in worker camps and 
workplace safety in all the countries visited. For these issues, adherence to SPS requirements depended 
heavily on the contractor or private sector client, and on the extent to which labor regulations are 
enforced by national authorities. OHS is included in SR1 and specific guidance for its application can be 
found in the World Bank Group’s Environment, Health and Safety Guidelines. 56 Most of the emphasis is 
on workplace safety and on avoiding accidents at construction worksites. The evaluation found numerous 
examples of OHS issues in the country and project assessments and related impacts and risks are 

 
54  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Political Risk Guarantee 

Uz-Kor Gas Chemical LLC Surgil Natural Gas Chemicals Project. Manila. 
55   SPADE is an online geospatial data platform for project preparation, production of maps, and analysis of climate change 

impacts. 
56  World Bank Group. 2007. Environment, Health and Safety Guidelines. Washington, DC. 
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emerging. ADB staff report that there is insufficient guidance to address these risks; in most countries, 
the practice has been to expect clients to follow national laws.  
 
98. Leverage and partnership are important for ensuring worker rights. The Uz-Kor Gas Chemicals 
Project, a high-profile joint venture of Republic of Korea and Uzbekistan, highlights the importance of 
enforcing national regulations on labor and working conditions. In the project, an onsite labor audit by 
the Uzbekistan Department of Labor identified issues with the working conditions for Uzbek workers and 
recommended several remedial actions but the company was not responsive. This was brought to ADB’s 
attention by the independent environmental monitor and necessitated mobilization of the nine-member 
financing consortium to put pressure on the investor from Republic of Korea.  
 
99. The nonsovereign projects that were visited generally displayed higher competence with OHS 
issues.  In India, Power Grid Corporation (PGC), an SOE supported by sovereign and nonsovereign lending, 
proved adept in handling construction related OHS in a responsible manner (footnote 48). The presence 
of international contractors used by PGC, and financing from multilateral development banks (MDBs) 
increased the focus on OHS and introduced well-established systems that covered all of the relevant risk 
factors. In the Amu Bukhara Irrigation System Rehabilitation Project in Uzbekistan, a well-structured 
worker camp was constructed by the contractors and at the irrigation pumping station where 
rehabilitation work was ongoing, on-site safety equipment was used by all workers and provided to 
visitors (including the evaluation team), and elaborate safety instructions were prominently posted at the 
site entrance, with clearly signed safety instructions throughout the pumping station. 57 However, the 
evaluation team received feedback was that ADB’s requirements on monitoring of labor and working 
conditions were less stringent than those followed by the private sector and some other government 
projects on issues such as waste disposal and registering accidents requiring medical attention.  
 
100. Where capacity is low, worker safety suffers. In Nepal, the evaluation team observed construction 
sites throughout the country that were generally poorly managed in terms of safety gear, signage, 
fencing, and securing materials. ADB has tried to build capacity through training and by trying to 
introduce local good practices such as the use of green mesh netting as a barrier around construction 
sites.  Such netting is also now identified with work sites of ADB projects. Similar challenges were 
observed in the Assam Urban Infrastructure Investment Program, 58 where the construction worker camp 
at one of the main water tanks in Guwahati still had elements of a temporary camp (e.g., no proper front 
door, no protection from insects or vermin, dangerous electrical connections), although appropriate 
sanitation facilities had finally been built. However, as the project envisions a multi-year construction 
period, the deficiencies in housing should be addressed to ensure adequate long-term accommodation 
for those workers residing at the construction site.  
 
101. OHS was often overlooked by contractors. For example, in the Central Mekong Delta Region 
Connectivity Project, the contractor did not report fatal accidents that occurred during construction to 
the government or to the project’s funders ADB and the Australia Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade (footnote 45). It was only when a Detailed Design and Implementation Support (DDIS) consultant, 
acting as the Engineer, accidentally overheard a mention of the fatalities that the contractor 
acknowledged them. ADB then convinced the Ministry of Transport to hire two full time OHS consultants 
using Australia Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) funds to provide weekly reports on 
contractor compliance. Even so, the contractor prematurely terminated the safety officers and safety 
engineer when the construction started winding down, even before works had been completed. This 
indicates that there is a systemic problem with OHS because of the current inability to enforce compliance 
by contractors. 
 

 
57  ADB. 2013.  Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans to the Republic of 

Uzbekistan for the Amu Bukhara Irrigation System Rehabilitation Project. Manila.  
58  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 
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102. Community health and safety (CHS) issues are relevant and significant both during and after 
project construction. Compliance with CHS norms has depended excessively on self-policing and self-
reporting by contractors. CHS impacts often extend beyond the life of a project but to the extent that 
they receive any attention in ADB-financed projects this is usually only until the construction or 
rehabilitation works have been completed. The Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) 
Road Investments Project in Uzbekistan, which otherwise paid good attention to environmental 
safeguards, was brought to a premature end at each site when the respective contractor completed 
physical construction of its portion of the road (footnote 25). There was no concern for how the highway 
would be used. The high-quality construction created perverse incentives for speeding, but no speed 
limits were enforced, even in areas crossed by pedestrians and used by slow farm equipment such as 
tractors. Several years after completion of some road segments, the roadside amenities, gas stations and 
rest stops were not yet in place. In the Viet Nam Central Mekong Delta Region Connectivity Project, 
houses suffered cracks due to vibrations from road construction (footnote 45). This issue has only been 
partially resolved with direction from ADB.  

 
d. Physical Cultural Resources 

 
103. The evaluation found that the physical cultural resources safeguard was infrequently applied, but 
it added value and protected important sites when it was used. In most cases, project documents 
provided very little indication of how physical cultural resources would be considered during project 
preparation and implementation. But a few examples from the country missions offer good practices and 
lessons, such as the ADB-financed Jaipur Metro Rail Project in India (Box 3). 59 A similar example was 
found in the Kathmandu Valley Wastewater Management Project (Nepal) where the SPS required and 
ADB supported a heritage impact assessment when planning the laying of wastewater pipes in Patan 
Durbar Square, a UNESCO World Heritage site. 60  
 

 
 
104. Ignoring physical cultural resources can be costly. The Yunnan Integrated Road Network Project 
(footnote 38), provided a good example of the cost of not identifying cultural issues. Land acquisition 
was expected to affect 27,500 persons, 38% of who were members of ethnic minorities with a strong 

 
59  ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors Proposed Loan India: Jaipur Metro Rail Line 

1-Phase B Project. Manila. 
60  ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Grant and 

Administration of Loan and Grant Nepal: Kathmandu Valley Wastewater Management Project. Manila. 

Box 3:  Good Practice Related to Cultural Heritage 
 

Jaipur, the capital of the Indian state of Rajasthan, is India’s 10th largest city and one of its fastest growing.  It 
is also a very popular tourist destination because of its cultural heritage and historic architecture. Rapid 
population and economic growth alongside intense tourist traffic places a heavy burden on the city’s 
infrastructure. The ADB-supported Jaipur Metro Rail Line 1-Phase B Project intends to alleviate congestion in the 
central business district by constructing 2.3 km of underground rail infrastructure and two stations in the core 
of the historical part of the city. The main safeguard risks of the project relate to environmental aspects, 
particularly risks to and impacts on cultural properties because of vibration and land subsidence due to tunneling 
work. These risks were identified early on, including through extensive stakeholder consultations during project 
preparation. With ADB support, the Jaipur Metro Rail Corporation (JMRC) mobilized the necessary expertise from 
state and national institutions to develop a comprehensive management and monitoring plan for the cultural 
heritage aspects of the project. There were significant archeological chance finds during the excavation work 
which JMRC has showcased in a new museum located within the underground metro station. JMRC implemented 
best practice with regards to the identification and management of cultural heritage risks which proved to be a 
key element of project feasibility. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, JMRC = Jaipur Metro Rail Corporation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department; ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of 
Directors: Proposed Loan to India for the Jaipur Metro Rail Line 1-Phase B Project. Manila. 
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cultural association with the project area. Over 10,000 tombs and a local shrine ultimately had to be 
relocated to respect these cultural assets. The cost of the tomb relocation, in addition to the adjustments 
in compensation rates and road alignment, increased the total land acquisition costs by 141%. This could 
have been anticipated early on during project preparation by a more realistic environmental assessment 
which might even have led to modifications in the project’s alignment. 
 

2. Safeguard Requirement 2: Involuntary Resettlement  
 
105. Involuntary resettlement arising out of land acquisition has been the most contentious area but 
the one where ADB’s value addition has been most evident. The objectives of IR safeguards (SR2) are: 
“To avoid involuntary resettlement wherever possible; to minimize involuntary resettlement by exploring 
project and design alternatives; to enhance, or at least restore, the livelihoods of all displaced persons in 
real terms relative to pre-project levels; and to improve the living standards of living of the displaced 
poor and other vulnerable groups.” The  safeguards cover physical displacement and economic 
displacement as a result of: (i) involuntary acquisition of land, or (ii) involuntary restrictions on land use 
or on access to legally designated parks and protected areas, regardless of whether such losses or 
restrictions are full or partial, permanent, or temporary. Borrower systems tend to differ on such issues 
as compensation rates, entitlements to non-title holders, definitions of vulnerable or severely impacted 
households, livelihood restoration, consultation and disclosure requirements, and grievance redress 
mechanisms. Yet most borrower and client representatives acknowledged the value added by ADB in 
helping to clarify many of these concepts and in setting standards to benefit affected households that 
were higher than most national policies.  
 
106. With ADB support, several DMCs have improved their legislation and regulations for land 
acquisition and resettlement. These changes have brought them into closer alignment with the 
requirements of the SPS. In Indonesia, new legislation on land acquisition (Law No. 2/2012) was approved 
in 2012 and became fully effective in January 2016 after all the necessary regulations for its 
implementation were issued. ADB supported the drafting of this law which has increased the alignment 
of Indonesia’s laws with the SPS and includes provisions for compensating non-title holders. Similarly, 
recent legislation in India has helped bridge the gap between the country’s legal requirements on land 
acquisition and IR, particularly the eligibility of non-title holders and compensation rates. Most of these 
gaps have been filled by the Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, 
Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 and its amendments. ADB now considers this act to be broadly 
equivalent to the core objective of SR2, including in its treatment of non-title holders. In Viet Nam, ADB 
and the SPS have had a significant impact on laws and regulations. ADB assisted the government through 
a regional technical assistance project (RETA) to revise the Land Law, 2003 and its implementing 
decrees. 61  The 2013 law has significantly reduced the gap between Vietnamese law and the SPS, 
especially on compensation for land being paid at replacement cost. However, because land acquisition 
is delegated to the Provincial Peoples Committees, implementation of the new law has been challenging.  
 
107. Despite ADB support through RETA and loan projects, streamlining environmental and social 
regulations to support economic growth can weaken them. Modifications to national regulations in some 
DMCs, motivated by governments’ desire to expedite infrastructure development, has undermined the 
strengthening of national systems. For example, in Indonesia, Presidential Decree No. 62/2018 has 
modified some provisions of the Land Acquisition Law, 2012 as part of government’s infrastructure drive. 
The decree states that a person who has occupied land for less than 10 years is not entitled to 
compensation, which is against the principle of SR2. In India too, despite the comprehensive nature of 
the Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013, it included an ordinance to speed up 
the process of land acquisition by removing the requirement for a SIA and consent clause for five 
categories of projects. The ordinance lapsed in August 2015 and the bill replacing it was not passed by 

 
61  ADB. 2010. Regional Technical Assistance for Strengthening and Use of Country Safeguard Systems. Manila. 
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Parliament. Yet, the government is still considering changes to environmental and land acquisition 
legislation 62 to expedite clearances for infrastructure projects. 
 

a. Involuntary Resettlement (Land Acquisition and Compensation) 
 
108. In Nepal, ADB’s insistence on fair market value for land acquisition has led to better outcomes 
for affected peoples.  Reliance on the concept of fair market value has resulted in more generous 
compensation than under the provisions of Nepal’s Land Acquisition Act, 1977. 63 The payment of higher 
compensation rates for land acquisition than under the national law in the South Asia Subregional 
Economic Cooperation Road Connectivity Project (footnote 35) resulted in a smooth process of 
engagement with affected peoples. Even in cases where the road alignment had to be adjusted and new 
affected peoples were identified during the detailed engineering phase, there was no significant 
resistance to the proposed land acquisition. This project also supported preparation of guidelines for 
GESI that contributed to the mainstreaming of GESI guidelines for the entire ministry. 64    
 
109. In Uzbekistan, most projects succeeded in avoiding resettlement. The projects financed 
rehabilitation of infrastructure for highways, irrigation, and urban water supply and, in most cases, used 
the existing right of way. While the first principle of the mitigation hierarchy, safeguard avoidance, seems 
to have worked for the Amu Bukhara Irrigation Project and largely for the Water Supply Rehabilitation 
Project (which involved a marginal amount of land acquisition) as well, applying the same approach to 
the CAREC Corridor Project was problematic. IED visited three adjacent segments financed by the three 
tranches of the MFF, covering 175 kilometers of the inter-provincial highway rehabilitated with ADB 
financing. This is roughly half the distance between Bukhara and Urgench, the two cities it connects but 
no significant land acquisition was involved since all three segments are located on the existing right of 
way located on desert land in the middle of the highway between the cities. Tranche 1 was category C, 
while tranches 2 and 3 involved acquisition of less than 1 ha from four affected people or roadside cafes 
in each tranche. Extending the rehabilitation to the cities at either end of the highway would have 
involved substantial IR, without which the ADB-financed segments could not have been considered to 
have achieved development effectiveness. By financing the uninhabited road segments, and leaving out 
substantial adjoining segments of the highway which would have connected the rehabilitated segments 
to the cities, ADB may have avoided the challenges of safeguard risks but it also missed the opportunity 
to upgrade client safeguard capacity and delayed the realization of project benefits as key sections of the 
road have yet to be rehabilitated.  The more challenging section of road was scheduled to be taken up 
as part of tranche 3 of the MFF but was subsequently canceled (see para. 136 for a fuller discussion).  
 
110. In PNG, projects also tried to avoid resettlement risks due to complications with customary land. 
In the evaluation team’s meeting with the Department of Lands and Physical Planning, it was noted that 
over 97% of PNG land was under customary ownership for which leases or other arrangements are 
needed for project investments. For these, ADB and other development partner projects need to do 
surveys and genealogical tracing of land ownership and land use in order to identify the legitimate owner, 
which is often time-consuming. The Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program and Highlands 
Region Road Improvement Investment Program selected sections of the highway and rural roads in areas 
where resettlement was minimal, leaving the urban or more densely populated road sections such as the 
roads in Mount Hagen city (which adjoin the project roads) to other development partners (e.g., Exim 
Bank of China) and to contractors that did not have to abide by the safeguard requirements of ADB 
(footnote 29). Selecting less complicated segments for ADB financing, limits complexities of applying 
safeguards but also reduces the value of ADB’s contribution and delays development effectiveness until 
the higher-risk urban portions have been completed, which in effect makes them linked or associated 

 
62  See for example, draft EIA Notification 2020, intended to replace the EIA notification 2006, which has been released in the 
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facilities. Instances were cited in PNG where roads were rehabilitated and paved to narrow existing 
dimensions, e.g., less than the design standard of 5.5 meters, in order to avoid land acquisition and 
compensation issues. The Rural Primary Health Services Delivery Project indicated that land acquisition 
tended to be easier for social sector investments where an immediate and tangible benefit to affected 
communities is clear; although, even with a willing community, the land acquisition process still 
contributed to delays in the project. 65 
 
111. In contrast to Uzbekistan and PNG, the Viet Nam portfolio did not shy away from IR, although a 
number of challenges with compensation arose. Eight of the 10 projects covered by the portfolio review 
sample involved IR. A government study found that determining specific land prices for calculating 
compensation was problematic as land prices are controlled by the land price coefficients and updated 
annually, resulting in lower prices than market transactions. 66 The study also concluded that the overall 
land acquisition process had resulted in significant delays for energy projects in Viet Nam. 
 
112. In some cases, preliminary estimates of magnitude of impact were lower than those when the 
detailed designs and resettlement surveys had been completed. The actual cost of land acquisition and 
resettlement of the Yunnan Integrated Road Network Project increased by 141% over initial estimates 
and yet by the end of the project all resettlement activities had been completed and income restoration 
achieved. Another project in the PRC, Hubei Huangshi Urban Pollution Control and Environmental 
Management Project, also faced substantial increases in land acquisition and resettlement costs, due to 
general inflation and adjustments to the national compensation policy. 67 While borrowers in the PRC 
were willing to bear the additional cost and to comply with the requirement, those in other countries 
may not have access to similar resources and may be less willing to accept cost increases. These examples 
demonstrate the importance of realistic environmental assessments, which may even lead to 
modifications in the project’s alignment. 

 
b. Livelihood and Income Restoration Programs 

 
113. Most projects rely primarily on compensation for livelihood restoration. Only a few provide 
additional support through an income restoration program (IRP).  The evaluation analyzed the 31 
category A IR projects in the sample that included an IRP, 74% of which provided for compensation, 
income rehabilitation and livelihood measures, while the rest did not have a livelihood component. The 
projects with IRPs were mostly in Viet Nam and PRC. Some mixed the reporting of compensation for lost 
assets with livelihood restoration, although these serve different purposes. Almost half reported some 
evidence of positive contributions to the income of affected households and 39% recorded that the 
income of the affected household had been restored or improved. But only 16% of projects, all in the 
PRC, confirmed incomes had been restored by comparing incomes with baseline data or incomes from 
earlier years. This highlights the difficulty in achieving livelihood restoration within a limited project 
period. In terms of vulnerable households, 72% of the 29 projects that provided special assistance to 
vulnerable affected households gave an additional flat rate cash allowance, which was granted regardless 
of the severity of impact on the affected household. Two projects offered special assistance that was 
commensurate to the severity of the impact experienced by the household, and six provided additional 
non-cash assistance such as skills training.   
 
114. The projects reviewed in the country missions highlighted the difficulties in implementing income 
restoration programs. In the PRC, the Hubei Huangshi Urban Pollution Control and Environmental 
Management Project highlighted the challenges with income restoration (footnote 67). While affected 
households were satisfied with the replacement apartments in nearby high-rise buildings in exchange for 
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their village houses, livelihood restoration was more difficult. While the younger members of the affected 
households were able either to retain their jobs or to find new employment, those above 50 who lost 
their farms found it more difficult to find new jobs. They were not yet eligible for the government 
supplemental pension at the age of 60 (55 for women), and even that may have been less than their pre-
project earnings. In Nepal, livelihood training opportunities in the Tanahu Hydropower Project exhibited 
gender bias (footnote 41). Training targeted at men offered skill enhancement as electricians or masons, 
clearly linked to potential employment in the project. Training for women was in skills such as cooking 
and beauty treatments although there were few prospects of using those skills to earn an income in 
those remote villages. In Viet Nam, a number of recurring issues limited the benefits from IRPs, including 
grant amounts that were driven by administrative budgets rather than on an assessment of the resources 
required to restore livelihoods, a limited menu of training options complicated by rapidly transitioning 
local economies, and delays in implementing livelihood activities.   
 
115. The lessons from the weak results of project-administered IRPs suggest there is a need to rethink 
ADB’s approach to the restoration of livelihoods and incomes. Most IRPs have not been sufficiently 
responsive to the preferences of affected households, nor have they been flexible enough to adapt to 
the rapidly changing local economy. IRPs need to recognize that the projects themselves are contributing 
to rapid economic change. Traditional land-based solutions may no longer be viable or preferred by 
affected households, who may instead be eager to benefit from new economic opportunities. At a 
minimum, IRPs should be based on proper baselines and market assessments and offer a wider range of 
options that can meet people’s expectations. Executing and/or implementing agencies or local 
governments may not be the most appropriate institutions to design and implement IRPs. Projects may 
be better outsourcing these services to agencies or nongovernment organizations specializing in local 
business development.     
 

3. Safeguard Requirement 3:  Indigenous Peoples 
 

116. Unlike the well-recognized value addition of ADB’s IR safeguards (SR2), the application of the IP 
safeguard requirement (SR3) has been minimal. The evaluation team found numerous examples of risk 
avoidance, which is counter to good international practices. In the vast majority of cases, projects 
asserted that the primary impact on IPs was IR and they have therefore assumed that it would be 
sufficient to address these impacts by applying IR provisions. The IP safeguards requirement was often 
not even triggered. By contrast, other MFIs routinely categorize all projects involving displacement of IP 
communities, or having adverse impacts on IP culture or natural resources on customary lands, as high-
risk projects. 68 The SPS recognizes the vulnerability of IPs and requires ADB borrowers or clients to obtain 
the consent of affected IP communities for project activities that involve: (i) commercial development of 
the cultural resources and knowledge of indigenous peoples; (ii) physical displacement from traditional 
or customary lands; and (iii) commercial development of natural resources within customary lands under 
use that would impact the livelihoods or culture of indigenous peoples. 69 In such cases, the SPS requires 
consent to be ascertained through broad community support which needs to be clearly documented by 
the borrower or client in the IPP. ADB is expected to review the documentation and undertake its own 
investigation to assure itself that broad community support for project activities has been demonstrated 
by the affected IP. The SPS states that ADB will not finance a project if such broad community support 
does not exist (footnote 1, p. 20, SPS). However, broad community support cannot be established by the 
client without a SIA to assess the likely impacts on IPs The process must be documented in the IPP which 
then has to be independently verified by ADB, whenever such adverse impacts on IP  are expected. As 
highlighted in Chapter 2, the share of projects triggering SR3 has dropped significantly since the SPS was 
approved. Of the 172 projects in the portfolio review, 35 (seven category A, and 28 category B) triggered 

 
68  At other MFIs, including IDB, IFC and the World Bank, projects are classified as high-risk if they generate impacts on Indigenous 

Peoples  involving: (i) physical displacement (relocation), regardless of the magnitude of displacement; (ii) adverse impacts on 
the land and natural resources in IP areas; or (iii) adverse impacts or commercial exploitation of the cultural heritage of IPs. 
Such projects require free, prior, informed consent from affected Peoples communities. 

69  See policy principle 4 for indigenous peoples safeguards in the Safeguard Policy Statement. Footnote 1, p. 17. 
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SR3.  These projects were further analyzed and compared with seven projects identified as good practice 
by ADB management in terms of IP safeguard planning and implementation and these were used as a 
benchmark for the comparison and assessment of the 172 projects in the review sample (Appendix 5). 70 

117. The use of the IP safeguard requirement has been very limited, despite the presence of IPs in 
many project locations. The application of SR3 across countries was highly skewed and could not be 
explained by the distribution of IPs.  Nepal had the largest number of projects affecting IPs: 10 out of a 
total of 16 projects. Of these, three were category A, while seven were category B. In contrast, the India 
portfolio had 158 projects, but very few of them included IPs, even in locations where IPs were a large 
percentage of the population. The India sample contained only three IP projects out of the 158 projects, 
and one more was self-identified as a best practice case by the regional department. The PRC and Viet 
Nam had five projects each that involved ethnic minorities. In PNG, which has the largest share of tribal 
groups in its population, with 800 distinct languages, only two projects identified IP as a relevant issue, 
both classified as IP category B.  In the absence of a thorough SIA, it is not possible to establish whether 
there was broad community support for the projects.

118. The projects triggering SR3 in the review sample of 172 projects did not perform well compared 
to the projects used as benchmarks on the practices and processes considered critical for the IP safeguard 
requirement. Fewer than half of IP category A projects, and only one-third of the category B projects in 
the review sample undertook an SIA, although all the benchmark projects included these assessments. 
Although two of the seven category A projects reported that IPs had been integrated into the mainstream 
population, implying that in five they had not, only two of the category A projects provided evidence 
that IPs had been treated as distinct from other affected households. The gap was smaller in category B 
projects but was still present. While consultations with IPs were widely reported, only two category A 
projects, and four category B projects made provisions for consultations to be conducted in an 
atmosphere free from coercion. Although GRMs were reportedly established for IPs in about four-fifths 
of  category A and category B projects, grievances were filed in only two of the category A projects, and 
eight of the category B projects, indicating that most of the GRMs were not used.

119. The most frequent impact on IPs was due to land acquisition and the majority of mitigation 
measures were directly related to resettlement. Four category A projects, and nine category B projects 
caused physical displacement of IPs. Yet only one of the category A projects, and four of the category B 
projects sought consent from IP groups. Although 19 of the projects SR3 caused the economic 
displacement of IPs, only one of the seven category A projects, and seven of the 28 category B projects 
incorporated views of affected IPs in the project; most projects did not document whether or not 
adequate consent was obtained. Examples from the evaluation team’s country missions confirmed the 
limited application of SR3. The Chhattisgarh State Road Sector Project is being implemented in a state 
where scheduled tribes (who are equivalent to IP) constituted 31.8% of the population, and some road 
projects were expected to pass through areas where IP lived. 71 An indigenous people planning 
framework (IPPF) was prepared prior to Board consideration. However, there were no subprojects that 
passed through IP communities, which was a missed opportunity to provide development benefits to 
potentially one third of the state’s population. The Northern Chu and Southern Ma Rivers Irrigation 
System Project (Viet Nam) involved significant land acquisition impacts on IPs—1,228 households 
from ethnic minorities lost land and 94 households were relocated. The SIA of the Muong and Thai 
communities did not assess any impacts other than IR, nor were there separate consultations with 
these communities. Due diligence was inadequate and limited to IR impacts for ethnic minority and 
other affected households alike. A final example of risk avoidance on IPs comes from the Electricity Grid 
Strengthening—Sumatra Program, which was the first results-based loan approved in Indonesia. 72 The 

70  Two of the seven projects identified as good practice were already part of the review sample. 
71  ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Technical Assistance 

Grant to India for the Chhattisgarh State Road Sector Project. Manila. 
72  ADB. 2015. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors:  Proposed Results-Based Loan Perusahan 

Listrik Negara Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program. Manila. 
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report and recommendation of the President (RRP) stated that “Although Sumatra is inhabited by a 
variety of ethnic groups, the program will not be in areas where indigenous peoples are present.” This 
reasoning is flawed and reflects ADB’s desire to avoid risky issues. Unlike investment projects, an RBL 
does not have a clearly defined physical footprint since RBL funds are comingled with the government 
program. The World Bank and the Government of Indonesia are cofinancing the program, and both have 
included IPs within the program boundary. Somewhat belatedly, ADB rectified this in a second similar 
RBL in another part of the country. 
 
120. These examples of risk avoidance or minimization of impacts on IPs reduced the development 
effectiveness of ADB’s programs but it does not need to be so. Perhaps the best way of illustrating 
effective implementation of SR3 is by highlighting the achievements of the Yunnan Integrated Road 
Network Project (PRC) which deliberately targeted development benefits and employment opportunities 
at ethnic minorities (footnote 38). Of the 7,077 affected households, an estimated 38% were members 
of ethnic minorities, some of whom faced adverse impacts and risks, including through land acquisition 
and resettlement, communicable diseases, and changes to traditional culture and value systems. Special 
mitigation and enhancement measures were targeted at the most vulnerable groups to address these 
risks. The project established a hotline for complaints and specific grievance resolution mechanisms, in 
cooperation with local authorities. Ethnic minorities were reportedly prioritized in the hiring of 
construction workers: 61% of local hires were from ethnic minorities, housing conditions improved, and 
poverty incidence among rural ethnic minorities in Longling, Mangshi, and Ruili counties was reduced 
significantly between 2012 and 2015. The associated technical assistance for community-based rural 
road maintenance by female members of ethnic minority groups was also well-received. The client 
acknowledged the role of ADB in enhancing its safeguard capacity demonstrating that strong ownership 
and client commitment can be engendered by ADB. 
 
121. Avoidance of IP issues seems to have been driven by two technical concerns and a reluctance by 
some DMCs to provide special entitlements to IPs. The two technical arguments are that (i) not all IP 
and/or ethnic minorities are vulnerable, and (ii) many IP or members of ethnic minorities have already 
been mainstreamed into the economy. The circumstances of  IPs are very location-specific and can only 
be ascertained through a thorough SIA, as provided for in the SPS, to determine the significance of the 
self-identification, distinct language, separate institutions, and collective attachment to land of the 
people and the extent of their vulnerability and mainstreaming. A systematic SIA is invaluable for a 
substantive dialogue with government counterparts and could also inform meaningful consultations with 
IP groups. Stronger evidence of the vulnerability of IPs could encourage borrowers to design more 
appropriate risk management measures to deal with the risks they face.   
 
C. Summary 
 
122. ADB’s performance during project preparation was generally satisfactory, despite a number of 
observed weaknesses, but deficiencies could be seen in ADB’s supervision and results.  The frontloading 
of ADB support ensures that basic processes are followed. Examples from the structured review and the 
31 project cases confirm that the low incidence of category A projects may be due in part to risk 
avoidance. There were issues of quality in some social assessments and in the disclosure and consultation 
processes. ADB has shown a preference for a narrow application of safeguards that may have missed out 
on potential associated facilities and cumulative impacts. This narrow approach may also have affected 
categorization, particularly for IP. ADB needs to be commended for mainstreaming client monitoring of 
environmental and social safeguards implementation under the SPS but the quality of monitoring reports 
indicates that clients need more systematic guidance to improve the quality of monitoring. Despite the 
larger number of staff available to manage the growing portfolio, supervision by ADB was less 
satisfactory. In most countries, ADB support to borrowers has been transactional rather than aimed at 
systemic capacity development. ADB support has been either for preparing the safeguard documents 
necessary during project processing or for meeting the client’s needs to produce supplementary 
management plans and monitoring reports during implementation. By and large, ADB’s consultant-
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driven delivery model leaves relatively little space and resources for actual capacity development within 
client agencies. However, a few examples were found where capacity had been strengthened when there 
was enlightened leadership and ownership for environmental and social sustainability, and a clear focus 
by ADB on client capacity development. 
 
123. Results were generally satisfactory for IR, generally satisfactory for environment, and less than 
satisfactory and limited for IP. Although generally positive, the results are commensurate with the 
safeguard risks, which were relatively modest. Environmental results have been stronger on core 
environmental impacts and risks of pollution and biodiversity, but less so on OHS and, to a lesser extent, 
on CHS. This variation is not surprising given the longer engagement of ADB staff and borrowers with 
core environmental impacts and risks. OHS and CHS are doubly challenging because they are not solely 
environmental issues. Both involve environmental and social risks and consequently require guidance and 
expertise that cover both kinds of risks.  The narrow focus on immediate environmental effects limits the 
application of tools such as SEAs, which can identify broader issues and serve as a basis for supporting 
capacity development beyond the project. Involuntary resettlement is ADB’s strongest suit and is likely 
to remain important in the medium term; however, it should not be allowed to crowd out other aspects 
of social sustainability. ADB adds most in the determination of fair market value for land and assets 
acquired, entitlements to non-title holders, and strengthening of culturally appropriate and gender-
sensitive consultations and grievance redress mechanisms. However, ADB has had few successes in 
implementing income restoration programs, which will need more attention given the increasing scarcity 
of land-based livelihoods. ADB’s approach to IP has been characterized by risk avoidance. In many 
projects, there has been an assumption that IPs have been mainstreamed and a presumption that the 
only impact on them is that caused by IR. The majority of projects affecting IPs did not undertake a 
detailed and robust SIA as a basis for determining if IP safeguards were triggered. Nor did they carry out 
meaningful, gender-sensitive consultations separately with IPs or establish functioning grievance redress 
mechanisms for IPs, as required by the SPS. In some projects where IP areas were screened out in order 
to not trigger SR3, IPs were excluded from development benefits.  
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124. ADB uses a variety of investment instruments and modalities and this chapter examines how 
safeguards have been applied outside stand-alone sovereign investment projects. It assesses areas of 
growth, real or anticipated, and safeguard challenges and issues. Private sector financing is discussed 
given its importance to ADB and the unique issues it poses with regard to safeguards. The evolution of 
private sector safeguards at other MFIs is discussed. Finally, the chapter examines how the SPS has been 
applied in different country situations, including the pursuit of CSS and evidence from countries with 
fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS).  
  
A. Modalities 
 

1.  Financial Intermediary Lending  
 
125. Financial intermediation is an important activity for ADB, particularly for NSO. ADB’s number of 
new loans to FIs decreased slightly from 15% of new approvals in 2005–2009 (pre-SPS) to 10% in 2015–
2018, the decrease coming primarily in nonsovereign loans to FIs. In the sovereign portfolio, the annual 
average share of loans to FI increased from 3% of the portfolio in 2005–2009 to 5% in 2015–2018 in 
number of projects, and from 3% to 6% in approved volume. In the nonsovereign portfolio, loans to FIs 
decreased from 66% to 25% in number, and from 49% to 19% in approved volume. The largest recipient 
of FI projects during 2010–2018 was India with approvals amounting to over $1.7 billion, representing 
39% of ADB’s total nonsovereign approvals for FIs. Financial intermediary projects accounted for 13% of 
the evaluation’s desk reviews (23 of 172), of which 7% were sovereign FI projects (9 of 133) and 36% 
were nonsovereign projects (14 of 39). The scope of activities financed through financial intermediaries 
covered a variety of sectors, from large-scale activities in infrastructure, particularly renewable energy, to 
small-scale lending to small and medium-sized enterprises, farmers, and women entrepreneurs. India and 
PRC received most of the FI infrastructure loans. The nature and size of the loans determine the 
requirements of the financial intermediary’s environmental and social management system (ESMS) and 
its reporting requirements.  
 

Highlights 
• ADB lending to the private sector has increased significantly in recent years and will continue growing. The 

safeguard performance of nonsovereign projects is as good as or better than sovereign projects.  
• Although the nonsovereign portfolio is relatively low-risk in terms of safeguards, the nature of ADB’s private sector 

transactions and modalities is not aligned with the sovereign focus of the Safeguard Policy Statement and other 
ADB procedures, particularly compared with policies at other institutions. 

• It is difficult to apply safeguards in FI intermediary projects, given that the investments to be funded are unknown 
at approval and the responsibility for monitoring and reporting rests with the client. 

• Multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) have performed on par with stand-alone projects with regard to 
safeguards. The longer time commitments have been an incentive to borrowers to strengthen their safeguard 
capacity. But the use and risk profile of MFFs has declined over time.  

• Results-based lending (RBL) is a new modality that offers potential to strengthen country capacity and to use 
safeguard systems of national agencies. To date most of the emphasis has been on supporting RBL preparation 
and relatively little attention has been paid to safeguards during implementation.  However, implementation of 
RBL programs needs to be different from the compliance-based approach used in stand-alone projects. Field-level 
monitoring and an independent verification agency with safeguard expertise is essential for all RBL programs that 
trigger safeguards. 

• The SPS’s approach to the use of country safeguard systems (CSS) in ADB-supported projects has been to rely on 
equivalence and acceptability assessments and gap-filling plans and this has not been successful. Strengthening 
agency capacity and working through modalities like RBL offer greater potential for strengthening country 
safeguard systems. 
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126. An IED synthesis note in 2019 summarized the validation of extended annual review reports 
(XARRs) that are prepared by PSOD upon early operating maturity of projects. 73 The key findings and 
recommendations of the note are presented in Table 1. There has been a recent drop in FI performance 
on the safeguards front although ADB’s work quality at project preparation remains largely satisfactory. 
ADB’s work quality for supervision and monitoring requires further improvement, in particular it needs 
to ensure better and more relevant borrower reporting through the annual environmental performance 
report (AEPR). The synthesis note also highlighted the need for ADB to provide more comprehensive 
guidance to FIs on operational procedures. The findings and recommendations of the note were 
consistent with those of an IED corporate evaluation study in 2014 (footnote 6). 
 

Table 1: Main Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations of the IED Synthesis Note on Safeguard 
Assessment of Nonsovereign Operations Projects  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, AEPR = Annual Environmental Performance Report, ESMS = environmental and social management 
system, FI = financial intermediary, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PEF = Private Equity Funds, PSOD = Private Sector 
Operations Department, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: IED. 2019. Synthesis Note No.1. Safeguard Assessment of NSO Projects. Manila: ADB. 
 

127. Of all the main lending modalities, projects implemented through financial Intermediaries were 
the weakest performers on safeguards, for both sovereign and NSO. However, due diligence through the 
ESMS, a key consideration with regard to FI operations, was reasonably strong in these projects, with an 
80% satisfactory rate. ADB safeguards oversight and monitoring of FI projects was below average for the 
sovereign and nonsovereign portfolios. Supervision of social safeguards and information disclosure 
during implementation were particularly weak. Financial intermediary projects performed poorly on 
development of borrower capacity and on environmental outcome and occupational health and safety 
indicators. When compared with other instruments, the FIs had the lowest scores for the pollution 
prevention and abatement indicator (56%). With regard to the effectiveness of implementing the risk 
and impact mitigation hierarchy, the desk review provided limited insights because the information 
available in project monitoring reports was limited. This is closely related to the general weakness of FI 
reporting identified in the Safeguards Review in 2014 and the Synthesis Note in 2019. 
 

 
73  IED. 2019. Synthesis Note No.1. Safeguard Assessment of NSO Projects. Manila: ADB. The extended annual review report (XARR) 

includes an evaluation of the implementation of safeguard plans and the degree of compliance with safeguard-related 
covenants. These XARRs are validated by IED through either desk-based review of XARR validation reports (XVRs), or in-depth 
evaluation project performance evaluation reports (PPERs) which are based on field visits.  

Main Findings and Conclusions 
For 2009–2017, financial institutions and private equity funds (PEF) projects each had 83% of projects rated satisfactory. During the 
2018–2019 period the shares dropped for these sectors, to 56% for the 18 financial institutions projects and 50% for the six PEF projects. 
There were shortfalls in the ESMSs that were submitted by the financial intermediaries and/or problems with ESMS implementation 
based on the AEPRs submitted. This  suggests that greater clarity on subproject screening and detailed reporting requirements is needed. 
ADB’s work quality during project preparation for private sector financial intermediary projects was adequate. 
In recent years PSOD has implemented a risk-based FI audit program in conjunction with an external auditor. Each year PSOD identifies 
a subset of banks and PEFs which PSOD considers to be higher risk and conducts audits which lead to corrective action plans that are 
subsequently implemented. 
Further improvements are needed in ADB’s work quality for supervision and monitoring.  For most of the projects reviewed, there was 
little evidence that ADB provided feedback to the FIs regarding the quality of their ESMSs and/or AEPRs.  The result is that the AEPRs 
generally suffered from information or reporting gaps, particularly on how the financial intermediaries reviewed and documented the 
subprojects’ ESMSs, including the progress that was made. In all, only about 30%–40% of the 2018–2019 nonsovereign operations 
projects reviewed had AEPRs of good quality, in particular concern was raised about the determination of the subproject safeguards 
categories. 
Main Recommendations (relevant to financial intermediaries) 
There is limited procedural guidance in the SPS or the Operations Manual on how ADB’s safeguard requirements apply FIs.  An 
interpretation note to guide ADB staff is needed. 
Support for FI projects’ safeguards aspects needs a holistic approach that combines technical, procedural, and capacity-building 
elements. Three interrelated components need to be integrated: (i) technical ground support, (ii) standardized procedures, and (iii) 
coordination between ADB and financial intermediaries. 
The quality of AEPRs is critical to the quality of supervision. 
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128. Sovereign financial intermediary projects performed less well than nonsovereign FI projects. 
Sovereign FI projects significantly underperformed nonsovereign FI projects with regard to the due 
diligence of the ESMS. Much sovereign FI lending was to small financial institutions with limited 
experience with ADB’s safeguards framework and limited in-house capacity and this translated into weak 
performance overall. Sovereign FI projects was were the poorest performer for monitoring of safeguard 
implementation.  
 
129. Project visits provided useful examples of some of the operational challenges associated with 
financial intermediaries. One sovereign and one nonsovereign project from the desk review sample were 
included in the project site visit, including engagement with the project sponsors. Select findings from 
these projects are discussed in Box 4. 

 
130. The first project, the Second India Infrastructure Project Financing was a sovereign lending 
operation delivered through an MFF to the India Infrastructure Finance Company Limited (IIFCL). 74 The 
second project was a nonsovereign loan to Axis Bank Limited for Strengthening Rural Financial Inclusion 
and Farmer Access to Markets (footnote 50).  This project illustrated some of the recurring challenges of 
FI on-lending to small enterprises and individuals in rural areas who are active in agriculture and 
associated small-scale industries and enterprises. 
 

2. Multitranche Financing Facility 
 

131. Demand for new MFFs has slowed in recent years due to their complexity, the likelihood that 
they will be unfinished when they reach the 10-year duration limit, and the availability of financing 
modalities. Nevertheless, the MFF is still the second largest modality in the ADB portfolio after stand-
alone sovereign loans. ADB introduced the MFF in August 2005. After a 3-year pilot period, MFFs were 
mainstreamed in June 2008, 75 resulting in an immediate surge in new MFF approvals. During 2009–
2011, there was an annual average of 12 new approvals valued at $5.6 billion. Since then, MFF lending 
declined to an annual average of five new approvals and $3.37 billion during 2016–2018, 76 which 
amounted to 18.4% of the $18.30 billion in new annual average commitments by ADB during that 
period. This apparent reduction in interest, as highlighted in IED’s evaluation of the MFF in 2019, was 
due to a number of changes in both the internal and external operational conditions that reduced some 
of the initial advantages of the MFF, one of them being its 10-year time frame for implementation 
(footnote 76).    
 
132. The safeguard risk profile of MFFs has declined. The share of MFF first tranches classified as 
category A for IR declined from nearly half during the 2005–2008 pilot period to about 20% in 2009–
2015. The share of MFF first tranches classified as category A for environmental impact fell from 28% 
during the pilot period to 7% in 2016–2018 (footnote 76). The decline in environment category A for 
MFFs between the pilot phase 2005–2008 and 2016–2018 is much more pronounced than for stand-
alone projects, which dropped from 30% to 18% over the same period. The pattern is similar for IR 
category A (which declined from 48% to 33% for MFFs, compared with 37% to 24% for stand-alone 
projects), although the difference was less acute than for environmental risks. 
 

 
 

 
74  ADB. 2005. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to India for the Infrastructure 

Development Finance Company. Manila. 
75  ADB. 2008. Mainstreaming the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila. 
76  IED. 2019. ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered. Manila: ADB. 
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Box 4: Findings from Financial Intermediary Project Visits 
 
A. Strengthening Rural Financial Inclusion and Farmer Access to Markets 
 
This was a nonsovereign financial intermediary project implemented by Axis Bank Limited of India. The approach 
to managing environmental and social risks was incomplete and lacked the necessary depth of oversight during 
the implementation phase. ADB decided that an environmental and social management system (ESMS) was 
required for this project and, in doing so, it effectively concluded that the environment and social risks were not 
minimal, placing the project into environment category B. In light of the requirements for a borrower ESMS, 
ADB’s approach should have required a more comprehensive approach to reviewing the effectiveness of the ESMS 
as well as a more in-depth approach to verifying that the risks associated with environmental pollution (use of 
chemicals) and social risks (child labor) were being managed effectively. ADB policy requirements with regard to 
FIs are narrow, and are mainly focused on categorization, screening, and higher-risk subprojects. ADB provides 
only limited guidance on implementation oversight ADB would benefit from supporting FIs to establish a more 
holistic approach and robust reporting systems. This would assist ADB in assessing risk and verifying ESMS 
effectiveness during implementation.  
 
Progress reports for the project were inadequate and did not provide enough information to allow ADB to form 
an opinion on safeguard issues and performance. The agreed reporting framework proved to be inadequate as 
it did not provide the necessary verification of the effectiveness of the screening mechanism nor did it attempt 
to provide any confirmation that the operational assumptions (that the subprojects were of a low-risk nature) 
remained valid as the project moved into implementation. The underlying assumptions (low environmental and 
social risk, compliance with national labor laws, compliance with the SPS) were never verified during 
implementation to confirm that they remained valid. 
 
B. Accelerating Infrastructure Investment Facility (AIIF) in India, Tranches 1 and 3 
 
This was a sovereign financial intermediary project implemented by India Infrastructure Finance Company Limited 
(IIFCL). The ESMS captured the environment and social safeguard requirements of both ADB and Indian safeguard 
policies and associated regulatory policies. The role and nature of financing provided by IIFCL put it in a difficult 
position to enforce requirements as it only undertook a secondary appraisal of the lead bank’s primary safeguard 
documents, which made it difficult for IIFCL or ADB to enforce SPS requirements. For example, meeting 
consultation and information disclosure requirements proved to be very challenging because projects were 
brought to IIFCL toward the later stage of the subprojects’ financial closure process. 
 
Notwithstanding the above constraints, the project supported a number of borrowers to develop infrastructure 
projects in different sectors, in particular renewable energy projects. These borrowers adopted environmental 
and social standards that reflected international good practice and participation in the project helped them 
develop an understanding of issues and themes that might not have happened under existing Indian regulatory 
policies. All required government clearances were secured, including safeguard-related clearances. IIFCL was 
innovative by offering financial incentives to encourage its borrowers to achieve and maintain compliance with 
safeguard and reporting requirements. 
 
IIFCL is a large institution with significant capacity that is able to internalize the requirements of ADB safeguards 
and that of other development finance institutions. But for many other financial intermediary institutions, 
achieving safeguard-related compliance in subprojects that they are financing is difficult. Additional efforts are 
needed to develop realistic operational policies and practices that can achieve sustainable and cost-effective risk 
management. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, AIIF = Accelerating Infrastructure Investment Facility; E&S = environment and social, ESMS 
= environmental and social management system, FI =financial intermediary, IIFCL = India Infrastructure Finance Company 
Limited, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department; ADB. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of 
Directors: Proposed Loans and Technical Assistance to India for the Grant Axis Bank Limited and YES Bank Limited Strengthening 
Rural Financial Inclusion and Farmer Access to Markets Project. Manila; ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the 
President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility India: Accelerating Infrastructure Investment 
Facility in India. Manila. 
 



Financing Modalities and Special Assessments (Adaptation to Country Context)  49 
 

 

133. The portfolio review found the MFF safeguard performance to be the same as that for stand-
alone investment projects. The overall proportion rated satisfactory in the performance assessment was 
85% for each.  This is consistent with the finding in country and project case studies in the MFF evaluation 
there were no fundamental differences between MFFs and stand-alone projects in the application of ADB 
safeguards. The initial preparation of resettlement frameworks for the facility helped in the preparation 
of specific resettlement plans prior to tranche approval. Sometimes, when complex social and 
environmental issues were encountered and could not be resolved in time, the MFF format provided 
sufficient flexibility for the concerned subprojects to be rescheduled to a later tranche to allow time for 
these issues to be addressed. Overall, MFFs showed a somewhat lower inclination to tackle projects with 
high safeguard requirements. During 2009–2018, on average only 17% of MFF first tranches were 
environment category A and 30% were IR category A, compared with 23% environment category A and 
33% IR category A for stand-alone projects. The average impact rating in subsequent MFF tranches was 
slightly lower: 16% were environment category A (26 out of 165 tranches) and 22% were IR category A 
(37 out of 165) (footnote 76). 
 
134. The trend toward lower environmental and resettlement safeguard categorizations has been in 
inverse proportion to the size of MFF loan amounts. The average loan amount of MFFs increased from 
$467 million in 2009–2011 to $673 million in 2016–2018. It is surprising that, despite this growth in MFF 
financing for large-scale infrastructure, the share of MFFs with tranche 1 classified as category A for 
environment and for IR declined significantly over the same period. MFFs were conceived so that key 
institutional activities, such as the establishment of project implementation units and systems, including 
those for safeguards and procurement, would be concentrated in the period of the first tranche, which 
is less likely if a lower risk category is assigned to the first tranche.  
 
135. An advantage of the MFF approach is that it provides more time to develop client safeguard 
capacity and provides an incentive to invest in that capacity. In the portfolio review, MFFs scored better 
than the average for sovereign operations for capacity support. Upfront investment in safeguard capacity 
during the early stage of an MFF benefits both ADB and the client. The in-house capacity ensures that 
safeguard needs of subsequent tranches of the ADB-financed program are addressed in a timely manner 
and the learning that occurs enhances client ownership and leads to the mainstreaming of safeguards 
within other borrower programs (Box 5). 
 

 
 

136. However, when MFFs choose to delay or avoid safeguard risks, the opportunity to strengthen 
client capacity is missed. In some cases, MFFs avoided safeguard risks or delayed subprojects with higher 
risks to later tranches, missing the opportunity to develop the safeguard capacity needed for subsequent 
phases of the program. One of the good practices for MFFs identified by the MFF evaluation was: “front-

Box 5: Strengthening Safeguard Capacity through Multitranche Financing Facilities  

In Viet Nam, the MFF for the Power Transmission Investment Program was designed and implemented carefully 
to enhance safeguard capacity in the National Power Transmission Corporation and the regional project 
management boards (PMBs). Limited safeguard capacity was found to be an issue early on. Performance 
improved after project implementation support consultants were mobilized to support safeguard 
implementation and monitoring. The two regional PMBs established safeguards departments and by 2019 these 
had 28 and 27 staff respectively. A four-person working group was dedicated to carry out safeguard activities 
for ADB-financed projects. The PMBs felt that the consultants were very useful and appreciated the regular 
support from ADB staff and the significant amount of ADB training received over the years. The long-term 
capacity development that was possible under an MFF provided the necessary time frame to develop sustainable 
capacity. 
 
MFF = multitranche financing facility, PISC = project implementation support consultants, PMB = project management board. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department; ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of 
Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Power Transmission Investment 
Program. Manila. 
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loaded tranches in order to address complex issues (e.g., safeguard compliance)” in the initial design 
stage (footnote 76). That is only possible when tranche 1 is selected as the subproject with the highest 
potential risk or at least when the MFF is classified according to the highest risk for possible subprojects 
to be financed in the future. Assigning the highest potential risk to the first tranche provides more lead 
time for the preparation of safeguard risk assessments, design of mitigation plans and risk management 
plans, and timely implementation to allow the project to be completed on schedule. Examples from 
Uzbekistan illustrate this well.  In the CAREC Corridor 2 transport MFF in Uzbekistan, the lower risk 
subprojects consisting of 175 km of highway along the existing right-of-way in uninhabited desert terrain 
were completed first. 77 The subproject with 47 km in Karakalpakstan involving more complex land 
acquisition and safeguards impacts was deferred to the last tranche. Tranche 1 was classified as 
environment category B and IR and IP category C. Tranches 2 and 3 were IR category B due to the small-
scale of the land acquisition but the 47 km subproject under tranche 3 had to be dropped and the 
corresponding loan amount cancelled because there was insufficient time left to address land acquisition 
and resettlement. The Rural Housing MFF in Uzbekistan was classified as category C for all three 
safeguards because the RRP explicitly excluded all sites which had any safeguard impact from ADB 
financing (footnote 28). This meant that all sites that involved safeguards were left for government 
financing. ADB therefore missed the opportunity to develop safeguard capacity early during the program. 
The subsequent loan for the Rural Housing Program was processed as an RBL program, meaning that 
risk-averse site selection was not feasible since RBL funds cofinanced the entire program. Consequently, 
in this third phase of the program, ADB is rushing to develop safeguard capacity in the executing and 
implementing agency.  
 

3. Results-Based Lending 
 
137. Results-based lending is included in this evaluation because of its potential for growth, although 
as RBL was only recently introduced, it was not included in the portfolio review sample. Demand for RBL 
is growing, and by, the end of 2018, ADB had approved 18 RBL programs with an approval amount of 
$4.79 billion. However, as RBL was introduced on a pilot basis in 2013, none of these programs triggered 
safeguards that could have been included in the sample for the portfolio review. RBL programs directly 
link disbursements to the delivery of agreed results through the use and strengthening of program 
systems. The value or RBL is that it can help strengthen development effectiveness by linking loan 
disbursements to intermediate and final results achieved, and by using and improving the borrower’s 
systems for safeguards, procurement, and financial management. The programmatic nature of RBL 
programs implies that they are expected to be implemented over a large geographic area with 
implementation often delegated to subnational or subsidiary entities, sometimes involving multiple 
institutions with different reporting requirements and accountabilities. Effective safeguard 
implementation in RBL programs is therefore more challenging than in stand-alone investment projects. 
 
138. The review of RBL programs reinforced the findings of an earlier evaluation regarding their 
potential for value addition, the value of the program safeguard systems assessments, and the need for 
greater attention to be paid to safeguard monitoring and supervision. 78 The two RBL programs in 
Indonesia are the Perusahaan Listrik Negara Electricity Grid Strengthening Program—Sumatra Program 
($575 million), 79 and the Integrated Participatory Development and Management of Irrigation Program 
($500 million). 80 For comparison, IED also conducted a desk review of a second ongoing RBL program 
to the state electricity company (PLN) for the Sustainable Energy Access in Eastern Indonesia—Electricity 

 
77  To assess the RBL experience, the evaluation visited three RBL programs during the country missions in Indonesia and 

Uzbekistan.  
78  IED. 2017. Corporate Evaluation: Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early Assessment. Manila: ADB. 
79  IED also conducted a desk review of a second ongoing RBL program to PLN for the Perusahaan Listrik Negara Sustainable Energy 

Access in Eastern Indonesia ($600 million). Footnote 81. 
80  ADB. 2017. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Results-Based Loans to the 

Republic of Indonesia for the Integrated Participatory Development and Management of Irrigation Program. Manila. 
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Grid Development Program ($600 million). 81 In Uzbekistan, the IED team reviewing the Rural Housing 
MFFs was also able to discuss the Affordable Rural Housing Program ($500 million), 82 which was a 
follow-up to the two rural housing MFFs, and to visit one of the RBL field sites. The review of RBL 
implementation experience offers a number of lessons.  
 
139. The potential benefits of RBL programs are reduced when they engage in risk avoidance. The PLN 
Sumatra Program in Indonesia was classified as category C for IP. The RRP stated that “although Sumatra 
is inhabited by a variety of ethnic groups, the program will not be in areas where indigenous peoples are 
present.” This exclusion is surprising, given that, by design, RBL financing is comingled with the 
government program and with financing from other donors. The Sumatra program is financed by a World 
Bank Program-for-Results loan in parallel which includes IPs as being in the area of impact, implying that 
ADB’s exclusion was not justified. The ADB classification meant that ADB held no dialogue with PLN on 
specific IP issues, instead providing only routine capacity development training on safeguard 
requirements. The subsequent RBL for PLN Eastern Indonesia did include IPs within the area of impact 
and had to undertake relevant capacity development. Safeguard risk avoidance was also evident in the 
Uzbekistan housing MFFs which were categorized as FI programs with a C subcategory for environment, 
IR, and IP because the program decided to exclude any housing sites that would trigger another 
safeguard category. In doing so, although the participating banks established an ESMS, they lost the 
opportunity to develop meaningful safeguard capacity in Uzbekistan. When the Rural Housing RBL was 
approved it was required to cover all the sites included in the government’s program and was therefore 
assigned environment category B. Although this was the third ADB operation supporting the rural 
housing program, the RBL had to bear the burden of recruiting an environmental specialist to help 
upgrade safeguard capacity in its client agencies.  
 
140. RBL programs demonstrated learning from previous programs, leading to improved program 
design. Warehouse management and industrial waste disposal were included in the program action plan 
(PAP) for the PLN Sumatra Program. While warehouse quality was found to have improved at Banda 
Aceh, there was little progress on industrial waste management since PLN had not yet worked out the 
administrative procedures for disposing of government assets, leading to an ever-growing stockpile of 
industrial waste at the warehouse. Learning from the slow progress on warehouse management in the 
first RBL program, the second for Eastern Indonesia upgraded this action to a disbursement-linked 
indicator (DLI): “Asset and waste management improved, with 90% of used PLN-owned equipment from 
the 2016 disposal inventory safely disposed of by 2021.” The PLN Eastern Indonesia Program also 
recognized that the omission of indigenous peoples from the program boundary had been a mistake 
since this also excluded them from program benefits. The Uzbekistan Rural Housing Program also learned 
from omissions and design weaknesses in the previous MFF programs and upgraded the safeguard risk 
category in the rural housing RBL program. The new program also seems to have responded to IED 
criticism about inequity in the rural housing program by replacing large single-family rowhouses with 
smaller multistory apartments. It also included playgrounds for children, demonstrating greater attention 
than the previous program to community and cumulative impacts. 83 
 
141. Although RBL programs have been adopting and upgrading the client’s safeguard systems, 
implementation capacity remains weak because of decentralized institutional structures and insufficient 
safeguard capacity in field units. The PLN Sumatra Program is managed by the company regional business 
department headed by an executive vice president. The company has a central Division for Health Safety 
Security & Environment (HSSE) at its headquarters, which is responsible for monitoring and reporting on 
environmental issues and another unit, headed by an executive vice president for land acquisition and 

 
81  ADB. 2017. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Results-Based Loan Perusahaan 

Listrik Negara Sustainable Energy Access in Eastern Indonesia for the Electricity Grid Development Program. Manila. 
82  ADB. 2017. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Results-Based Loan and Technical 

Assistance Grant to the Republic of Uzbekistan for the Affordable Rural Housing Program. Manila. 
83  IED. 2018. Performance Evaluation Report: Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment Program, Tranches 1, 2, and 

3 to the Republic of Uzbekistan. Manila: ADB.  
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permits, which oversees and reports on all land acquisition. The evaluation found this unit had greater 
resources and capacity to provide oversight.  HSSE was less well resourced, although ADB has helped to 
strengthen its capacity to prepare the monitoring reports required for the program. The problem is that 
HSSE specialists have neither the mandate nor the resources to conduct any onsite visits to check data or 
validate any of the reports submitted by PLN field units. Their role is primarily to collate the information 
received from the field units and to produce the reports required for the program, but the field units do 
not have qualified and experienced staff in safeguard issues. The responsibility for validation falls on the 
independent verification agency (IVA).   
 
142. The problem is more acute in the Integrated Participatory Development and Management of 
Irrigation Program because of the nature of the program and the institutional complexity of the agencies 
involved in implementation. The program is supporting rehabilitation of irrigation systems in 74 districts 
across 16 provinces, each of which has a different set of irrigation design issues and related safeguard 
issues. These include land acquisition due to encroachment along the right-of-way and water theft by 
commercial enterprises who are not entitled to water from the canal. The RRP did not sufficiently assess 
the institutional complexity of the governance issues in managing the irrigation system. The Directorate 
General of Water Resources (DGWR), a national agency, is responsible for the physical rehabilitation of 
national irrigation channels through the river basin organization (which reports to the DGWR), while 
provincial and districts water resources agencies are responsible for irrigation systems of less than 3,000 
hectares and are coordinated by the Ministry of Home Affairs). The Ministry of Environment and Forestry 
also has a role to play in managing water resources and providing permits for water use. Consequently, 
interagency coordination is crucial if the program is to succeed. 
 
143. The success of RBL is predicated on credible evidence of the achievement of results. RBL programs 
assign the key role of validation of client monitoring reports and verification of results to the IVA. IED’s 
RBL evaluation emphasized that verification should be carried out by independent public or private 
agencies, or by independent verification agents. To avoid conflict of interest, it should not assign this 
task to the executing and implementing agencies or the technical assistance consultants recruited to 
develop client capacity. It is good practice to ensure that the terms of reference of the IVA go beyond 
verification of DLIs and that it reviews and validates the client’s progress report on program 
implementation, including on safeguards. Castle Rock is the IVA for both the RBL programs being 
implemented by PLN. Initially the IVA’s terms of reference were limited to DLI verification, but in 2018 
they were expanded to include verification of PAP activities as well, including safeguards. The IVA had to 
expand its staff to add safeguard expertise. It now conducts verification twice a year, covering random 
field locations in every wilayah (region), and provides feedback on safeguard issues to ADB and PLN.  
 
144. In contrast, the Integrated Participatory Development and Management of Irrigation Program 
does not have an IVA that can undertake substantive verification of safeguards aspects. Results 
monitoring and the measurement of outcome and output indicators (including DLIs) relies on the 
reporting system of the Directorate General of Water Resources, the implementing agency. The Financial 
and Development Supervisory Board (BPKP) is the IVA. The BPKP is an internal auditor of the government 
and a separate agency from the executing and implementing agencies. It has a decentralized 
organizational structure and is mandated to verify government financial and development activities, but 
its expertise lies primarily in financial audits. IED was informed 84 in Indonesia that BPKP has declined to 
accept responsibility for verification of safeguard issues on the grounds that this did not fall within its 
mandate or area of expertise. Compared with the PLN program, the irrigation program has far greater 
and more complex safeguard issues, but it does not have an IVA that can validate and verify client 
performance and safeguards outcomes.  
 
145. ADB has not articulated the supervision responsibilities for safeguards in RBL programs. The RRP 
for the Integrated Participatory Development and Management of Irrigation Program says: “ADB will 

 
84  BPKP letter to IED’s meeting request dated 13 August 2019. 
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conduct review missions to confirm the achievement of DLIs.” There was no explicit mention of a division 
of responsibility between the client and ADB regarding the supervision responsibility for safeguard 
implementation. Given the scale and complexity of safeguard issues in this program, this seems 
inadequate, especially when there is no provision for independent verification of safeguard performance. 
The two PLN programs have made arrangements for the IVA to cover safeguards, but ADB’s role appears 
to be limited to oversight and to confirming that the DLIs have been met. ADB has not mobilized sufficient 
staff resources to undertake field supervision of safeguard performance. While it is entirely appropriate 
to leave the responsibility for verification of DLIs and the PAP to the IVA, ADB still needs to conduct 
periodic field visits and spot checks to understand the safeguard challenges in the field and to validate 
the reports received from the IVA. The importance of field supervision of RBL programs, especially with 
regard to safeguard risks and implementation should not be underestimated. To do this well, ADB needs 
to mobilize the appropriate expertise. 
 
146. RBL programs have the advantage of using borrower systems to manage safeguards and fiduciary 
risks. Effective implementation of RBL programs can enhance borrower ownership and facilitate 
mainstreaming of improvements across the entire program. RBL programs can be a relatively efficient 
way of using borrower safeguard systems and contributing to client capacity development, although 
they are not suitable for high- risk category A situations. The use of program safeguard systems 
assessment (PSSA) was a relatively efficient way of assessing the PLN systems and capacity, enabling the 
RBL program to use PLN’s safeguard systems, identify gaps, and agree on an action plan to address 
identified gaps and enhance capacity. This is a contrast with the multi-year effort to assess the PLN 
agency-level CSS discussed below (paras. 162–167).  
 
B. Private Sector 
 
147. The role of the private sector in development finance continues to grow. A significant 
development since the approval of the SPS in 2009 has been the ramping up of private sector finance in 
development and the growth of ADB lending to the private sector. The private sector is expected to play 
a central role in the achievement of the SDGs and therefore to become a key player in sectors that were 
once considered the responsibility of the public sector, from infrastructure to human development. As 
was recognized in ADB’s Strategy 2030, this has significant strategic implications for MFIs as they work 
to maintain their relevance in a world where roles and responsibilities for economic growth, poverty 
alleviation, and more equitable sharing of development benefits are increasingly shared among public 
and private institutions including, increasingly, through public–private partnerships (PPPs).  
 
148. ADB lending to the private sector has grown rapidly over the past decade. ADB approved a total 
of 284 private sector projects amounting to $20.76 billion in lending over the 2010–2018 evaluation 
period. This was 15% of the total ADB loan portfolio for the same period. 85 The annual average number 
of NSO approvals grew from 21 in 2005–2009 to 37 in 2014–2018, and from $1.01 billion to $2.69 billion 
in approved amount over the same period. The share of nonsovereign stand-alone investment projects 
jumped from 34% in 2005–2009 to 76% in number, and from 51% to 79% in approved amount, while 
nonsovereign FI projects declined proportionately. By 2018, nonsovereign stand-alone investment 
projects had reached $2.65 billion, and FI lending had reached $0.78 billion in new annual approvals. 
Almost 30% of nonsovereign approvals during the review period were FI projects, representing 22% of 
total NSO financing of $4.47 billion.   
 
149. Nonsovereign lending is concentrated in a few sectors and countries. The portfolio review of 
nonsovereign lending found a heavy concentration of lending in the energy and finance sectors, which 
captured 76% of both project approvals and financing. The next three sectors (agriculture, natural 
resources and rural development; water and other urban infrastructure and services; and transport) 

 
85  By contrast, IFC and Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) commitments represented 27% of World Bank Group 

commitments of over $60 billion. They totaled over $16 billion in 2017 alone. 
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accounted for 20% of both project approvals and financing. The top five recipients in terms of numbers 
of projects were India, PRC, regional, Thailand, and Indonesia (representing 64% of projects). The same 
countries (in the same order) were also the main recipients in terms of approval amounts (69%). 
 
150. The reviewed nonsovereign project portfolio was characterized by a low safeguard risk profile. 
However, higher safeguard risks, particularly for category A environment projects, have been taken in 
recent years. PSOD is also responsible for three of the four ongoing projects that ADB classifies as highly 
complex and sensitive. Despite this, the profile of safeguard categories for the environment, IR, and IP 
for the nonsovereign portfolio captured in the evaluation period revealed: (i) category A safeguard risk 
designations—environment (12.0%), IR(3.9%), and IP (1.4%); (ii) FI  projects—environment (28.9%), IR 
(19.7%), and IP (19.0%); and (iii) category A safeguard risk designations for the top three country 
classifications (India, PRC, and regional)—environment (0.7%), IR (0.4%), and IP (0%). This distribution 
of risk categorization indicates: (i) a low safeguard risk profile for the environment; (ii) a very low 
safeguard risk profile for IR and IP ; (iii) a low safeguard risk profile for the three largest country recipients 
of nonsovereign financing; and; (iv) a significant proportion of the portfolio (29%) with no clear 
safeguard risk profile due to the FI designation (82 projects), which does not convey the likelihood or 
significance of risk.    
 
151. The NSO safeguard performance for project preparation, implementation, and capacity support 
was as good as or better than that for sovereign projects. Nonsovereign projects are undertaken in three 
broad sectors: (i) infrastructure; (ii) financial institutions; and (iii) private equity funds. 86 Safeguards are 
applied to the infrastructure investments and frameworks are used for financial intermediaries and 
private equity funds. The portfolio review included 39 nonsovereign projects (23% of the projects 
reviewed and 14% of total nonsovereign approvals for the evaluation period). Five projects were visited 
by IED as part of the country reviews. With regard to implementation performance, review results 
suggested that there was generally high alignment between sovereign and NSO, with nonsovereign 
slightly outperforming sovereign operations on most evaluation criteria. This is likely to have been at least 
partially due to the greater capacity and commitment of private sector clients. The weakest performance 
area for NSO was related to ADB processes and practices associated with implementation phase 
oversight, particularly information disclosure and stakeholder consultation and participation. Only 35% 
of nonsovereign projects had social safeguard issues of sufficient significance to warrant due diligence, 
compared with almost 80% for sovereign projects. With regard to the effectiveness of ADB’s support for 
borrower capacity development and enhancements in borrower capacity, nonsovereign outperformed 
sovereign operations. Finally, the desk review results related to outcomes and the achievement of 
environmental and social objectives were stronger for NSO, driven in large part by the much stronger 
performance on the occupational health and safety criterion, a difference of 30% over sovereign 
operations. 
 
152. Nonsovereign FI projects performed less well on safeguard management than other 
nonsovereign projects. Nonsovereign projects with financial intermediaries represented 15 of the 39 
nonsovereign projects captured in the desk review sample, with the remaining 24 projects being mainly 
stand-alone investment projects. If FI projects are taken out, the remaining subset of 24 nonsovereign 
projects performed better than any other subset, sovereign or nonsovereign.   
 
153. Project site visits provided important insights into nonsovereign safeguard performance. The 
evaluation team’s engagement with company management and executives confirmed that these private 
sector companies took their commitment to safeguard implementation seriously. In many cases, ADB 
relied on the companies’ existing ESMS, with some gap-filling measures to meet SPS requirements. 
Several projects provided useful examples of good international practice with regard to environmental 
and social risk management. While the number of projects visited was small, the visits provided insights 

 
86  This is consistent with the PSOD organization: two infrastructure finance divisions, one financial institutions division, and one 

private sector investment funds division. 
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that could not have been made through desk reviews and highlighted the specific circumstances and 
challenges of safeguards implementation by private sector borrowers in developing countries (Box 6). 
 

 
C. Tailoring the Safeguard Policy Statement to Different Country Situations  
 

1. Support for Strengthening Capacity and Use of Country Safeguard Systems 
 
154. The SPS gave prominence to the strengthening and use of country safeguard systems. The SPS 
defines CSS: as “a country’s legal and institutional framework, consisting of its national, subnational, or 
sector-based implementing institutions and relevant laws, regulations, rules, and procedures that pertain 
to safeguard policy areas.” In response to demand from DMCs, the SPS allowed for the strengthening 
and use of CSS in ADB-supported projects and spelled out the special requirements for countries 
requesting this option (footnote 1, para. 68, SPS). The SPS recognized that: “supporting DMCs’ efforts 
to strengthen and effectively use their own systems would enhance country ownership, reduce 
transaction costs, and extend development impacts over the long term. ADB is committed to supporting 
the strengthening and effective application of the DMCs' CSS with a focus on the capacity development 
of borrowers. At the same time, ADB needs to ensure that application of CSS in ADB projects does not 
undermine the achievement of ADB’s policy objectives and principles.” The SPS emphasized the need for 
a phased approach and expected that: “use of CSS will include a limited number of DMCs with a focus 
on subnational, sector, or agency levels during the first 3 years after this policy [the SPS] becomes 
effective.”  
 
 

Box 6: Selected Findings from Nonsovereign Projects  
 
ADB’s engagement with Power Grid Corporation (PGC) of India provided a useful example of the use of an effective 
corporate-level environmental and social management system and of progress being made in challenging areas, in 
particular occupational health and safety.a This was also the only significant implementation of the SPS provisions 
related to country safeguard systems, a notable achievement that required a strong commitment by the company 
on the policy front and sustained attention during implementation. PGC successfully built on its early experience 
with development finance institutions and leveraged its corporate environmental and social management system to 
deliver on its environmental and social risk management commitments.  
 
The project implemented by Axis Bank Limited of India provided a useful example of the challenges associated with 
safeguard implementation by financial intermediaries where there is a presumption of low environmental and 
safeguard risk.b In these cases, the absence of early and sustained ADB support and oversight of project 
implementation was an important factor in the less than satisfactory safeguard implementation performance. The 
review noted implementation gaps in borrower oversight, ADB oversight of borrower performance, and borrower 
reporting. These meant ADB did not have the information it needed to form an opinion on safeguard 
implementation performance and highlights the importance supporting capacity development of FI safeguard 
systems 
 
More generally, IED reviews concluded that additional attention was needed for monitoring and supervision and 
that there were weaknesses in ADB’s approach to working with financial institutions. The low risk profile of the 
private sector portfolio may have also led to implicit confidence in the borrower’s abilities to manage safeguards 
and expectations of performance that did not materialize. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PGC = Power Grid Corporation. 
a ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans to India for the Power Grid 
Corporation. Manila.  

b ADB. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans and Technical Assistance to 
India for the Axis Bank Limited and YES Bank Limited Strengthening Rural Financial Inclusion and Farmers Access to Markets 
Project. Manila. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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a. Strengthening Borrower Capacity 
 

155. IED’s Safeguards Operational Review in 2014 (footnote 6) included an assessment of technical 
assistance to strengthen CSS. ADB provided almost $26 million in technical assistance for CSS in 2009 to 
2014. This helped DMCs to apply good practices through country-driven subprojects covering: (i) 
assessing gaps in legal frameworks or implementation capacity, and recommending gap-filling measures; 
(ii) preparing guidance material for government agencies and project implementation units; and (iii) 
conducting capacity development activities through regional safeguard learning centers. 
 
156.  A review of technical assistance activities found that much of the support was focused on 
immediate implementation needs rather than on capacity development. 87 Figure 14 covers 26 technical 
assistance projects totaling $37 million in 2012–2019 88 and highlights the breakdown of activities under 
ADB technical assistance projects supporting CSS. It shows that significant resources were diverted to 
supporting project readiness and implementation. These technical assistance projects can support 
safeguard capacity when they are focused on capacity and on-the-job training, but many of them 
provided consultant resources as a substitute or gap filler for government deficiencies. In ADB’s 
consultant-driven and efficiency-focused business mode, there is an inherent tension between 
strengthening institutional capacity and supporting the borrower in the implementation process. As a 
result, project readiness and implementation become priorities. While this could still strengthen capacity, 
more often than not technical assistance was primarily to meet immediate project needs. To support the 
equivalence and acceptability of country systems, technical assistance projects assessed gaps in legal 
frameworks or implementation capacity, prepared client guidance materials, and conducted capacity 
development through regional safeguard learning centers. The learning centers have been supported by 
a partnership between ADB, the World Bank, Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), and DFAT 
since 2013.   
 

Figure 14: Activities Conducted by Technical Assistance Projects  
Supporting Country Safeguard Systems, 2012–2019a 

 
a  The figure covers 26 technical assistance projects to strengthen country safeguard systems with 

483 processed contracts from 2012 to 2019. ADB approved 29 technical assistance projects during 
2005–2017 (information on three projects was not available and these were not included in the 
figure). The 29 technical assistance projects amounted to $46 million to strengthen and effectively 
implement CSS. Twenty were capacity development technical assistance (CDTA), five were policy 
and advisory technical assistance (PATA), two were knowledge and support technical assistance 
(KSTA), one was advisory technical assistance (ADTA), and one was regional technical assistance 
(RETA).  

b  Others included contracts for a website developer, security management and/or system interface, 
content editor, information technology, management information system, office assistant. 

Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
87  These are technical assistance projects that have been identified by ADB as supporting safeguards CSS.  There are many more 

technical assistance projects for basic project support, including safeguards, that are not included as it is difficult to identify 
the share supporting safeguards. 

88  Data for analyzing technical assistance contracts were only available in the consultant management system beginning 2012. As 
such, the evaluation has only assessed in detail those contracts after 2012.  
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157. IED’s evaluation of technical assistance for capacity strengthening in the Pacific assessed the 
overall performance of the technical assistance projects less than successful. 89 The evaluation reviewed 
eight technical assistance projects for Kiribati, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, and 
Vanuatu. The total value was $2.60 million. The technical assistance projects helped strengthen domestic 
regulations by providing inputs on various technical and implementation guidelines. The technical 
assistance outputs helped improve the knowledge and capacity of individual government staff on how 
to conduct proper environmental impact assessments. However, most of the legal amendments that were 
proposed have yet to be integrated into national legislation. Lack of government staff and funding to 
oversee safeguard processes remains a significant problem in most cases. A systematic framework for 
coordination of safeguard issues among development partners remains elusive. 
 
158. Despite interest in technical assistance from some DMCs, the approach ADB has taken and the 
requirements for the use of country systems means that the technical assistance was costly and resulted 
in few benefits. One of the limitations of ADB’s current approach is that most of the effort to develop 
capacity is targeted at individual projects where the primary interest is to ensure that project 
implementation proceeds smoothly. The use of country environmental analysis (CEA), which was more 
prevalent in the mid-2000s, has been discontinued, and strategic environmental and social assessments 
(SESA), which may be more suitable for MFFs and sector loans, are rarely used. IED found that in India, 
Nepal, and Uzbekistan, for example, there was very little engagement with regulatory agencies at 
national and subnational levels although this might have helped to set the stage for more wider adoption 
and effective implementation of CSS.  
 

b. Use of County Safeguard Systems 
 
159. To date, despite ADB’s significant efforts in Indonesia to pursue the use of the CSS approach as 
outlined in the SPS, the only successful use of country systems was at the agency level, in India. In 
February 2017, the ADB Board approved the first request for the use of CSS at the agency level for PGC 
of India (Box 7). Another agency-level CSS proposal appears to be near the final stage of approval in 
Indonesia with the State Electricity Company (PLN). In this case, ADB has moved away from the original 
CSS approach, which was based on establishing equivalence and acceptability of country systems across 
agencies and sector programs at the national or even subnational level with the SPS requirements. 
Assessments for an agency-level approach have also been initiated in Sri Lanka with the Roads 
Development Authority. 
 
160. IED’s review of the PGC experience suggests that agency-level adoption of CSS is possible but 
that it requires sustained commitment and a very high level of existing capacity. This is not often found 
in public sector institutions. Even though PGC is a high-caliber company and a long-time client of the 
ADB, it took several years of collaboration with the World Bank and the ADB and several projects for the 
company to demonstrate that it had developed the necessary capacity and track record.  
 
161. Apart from PGC, which may be an exceptional case, there has been little progress in expanding 
the CSS agency approach in India. IED’s review found significant evidence of capacity development at 
the project level, but more effort is needed among regulatory agencies at national and subnational levels. 
Unfortunately, capacity development efforts have not led to any sustained engagement or a strategic 
approach to CSS. Since 2009, only one Indian organization, PGC, has passed the equivalency test and 
achieved an agency-level approval for use of CSS. The first ADB project to use the PGC safeguard system 
was a solar energy transmission project that is currently ongoing. 90 There are no other prospects in the 
pipeline, which raises questions as to the general feasibility of the agency approach given the very high 
threshold that is implied in achieving SPS equivalency.  
 

 
89  IED. 2019. Performance Evaluation Report: Strengthening Safeguard Capacity in the Pacific. Manila: ADB. 
90  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans to India for the Power Grid 

Corporation. Manila. 
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162. In Indonesia, ADB has been helping develop the capacity of PLN and other sector agencies in the 
areas of environmental and social safeguards. 91 Over the last decade, ADB has lent $2.58 billion to PLN, 
focusing on infrastructure development and energy sector reforms. This has been complemented by 
direct and regional technical assistance totaling $2.50 million for social safeguards, including support for 
preparation of the draft of Law No. 2 and/or 2012 on Land Acquisition for Development in the Public 
Interest. Technical assistance on environmental safeguards included strengthening the capacity of the 
national EIA system (AMDAL). As part of their CSS partnership, 92 ADB and the World Bank are providing 
technical assistance to the Ministry of National Development Planning (BAPPENAS) for a learning center 
in Indonesia, financed by DFAT, which will be part of a regional network of safeguard learning centers in 
Asia and the Pacific.  A new Land Law (Law 2/2012) adopted by Indonesia with technical assistance from 
ADB aligned government requirements much more closely with the SPS on IR. However, further 
amendments in the regulations for the Land Law placed restrictions on compensation to non-title 
holders 93 for land acquisition increasing the difference between Indonesian law and the SPS. This has 
created uncertainties at the local level over whether ADB’s safeguard policy or the government’s 

 
91  ADB. 2007. Technical Assistance for Capacity Development on Involuntary Resettlement. Manila; ADB. 2007. Technical 

Assistance to the Republic of Indonesia for Enhancing the Legal and Administrative Framework for Land Project. Manila; ADB. 
2012. Technical Assistance for Strengthening and Use of Country Safeguard Systems: Capacity Development for Social 
Safeguard Preparation and Implementation in Water Resources Management and Energy. Manila; and ADB. 2012. Technical 
Assistance for Strengthening and Use of Country Safeguard Systems: Strengthening Capacity of Indonesia’s Environment Impact 
Assessment (AMDAL) System. Manila.   

92  ADB, DFAT, the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), and the World Bank forged a CSS partnership in 2016 to 
collaborate on the strengthening of CSS and share diagnostic work. This partnership has supported the establishment of 
safeguard learning centers across the region, with centers that focus on strengthening national safeguard implementation in 
Indonesia, the Philippines, and Viet Nam. 

93  Under the 2018 regulation, non-title holders have to demonstrate a presence of at least 10 years in order to be eligible for 
compensation for land acquired.  

Box 7: The Road to Use of Country Safeguard Systems: The Case of Power Grid Corporation  

Power Grid Corporation (PGC) of India is a long-standing partner of the ADB with a series of projects going back 
to 1995. PGC proved to be a prime candidate for the adoption of an agency-level country safeguard system (CSS). 
The World Bank began such discussions in 2008, with an initial focus on environmental safeguards. ADB’s long-
standing collaboration with PGC as well as the company’s strong track record with regard to safeguard 
implementation provided the basis for an assessment of the equivalency of PGC and ADB safeguards, with the 
objective of moving toward using PGC’s safeguard system for ADB projects. ADB responded positively to a 
government request for an agency-level CSS approach with PGC and published an equivalency assessment report 
with recommendation in January 2017. The report concluded that “…there is a very high level of equivalence of 
PGC ESPP with ADB’s SPS and acceptability of PGC ESPP implementation capacity and effectiveness in project 
operations. There are few minor gaps identified that can be filled through the corrective action plan adopted by 
PGC.” The equivalency assessment report recommended the following actions: “For equivalence, the required 
actions include (i) undertaking an assessment of cumulative impacts, if required; (ii) contributing to the 
government’s strategic environment assessments, if applicable; (iii) including cost estimates in environment 
management plans; (iv) ensuring disclosure of safeguard documents and monitoring reports; (v) enhancing 
transparency of negotiated land purchases; (vi) ensuring cultural appropriateness and gender inclusiveness in the 
preparation of Indigenous Peoples plans; and (vii) obtaining the consent of the Indigenous Peoples if there is any 
commercial development of tribal lands. For acceptability, required actions include improvements in consultation, 
disclosure, monitoring, and reporting protocols.” Overall, these additional requirements were not significant as 
PGC does not regularly encroach onto areas where indigenous peoples might be negatively impacted. The most 
significant upgrades were linked to consultations and information disclosure, areas where PGC has strengthened 
its practice over the years in part through the application of SPS requirements. Therefore, these did not represent 
a significant change in its practices. PGC also agreed to report on progress with regard to the CSS action plan as 
part of its reporting on a solar transmission project. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CSS = country safeguard systems, ESPP = environmental and social policy and procedures, 
PGC = Power Grid Corporation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department; ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of 
Directors: Proposed Loans to India for the Power Grid Corporation. Manila. 
 

 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/project-document/65428/39341-reg-tar.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/project-document/65406/37304-ino-tar.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/project-document/65406/37304-ino-tar.pdf
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legislation should be upheld. The government has expressed a preference for using country systems for 
ADB-supported projects, dispensing with the need to follow both government and ADB rules and 
requirements on procurement and safeguards. 94 This illustration of the difference in national law and 
the SPS highlights the difficulties with using the legal equivalence as a starting point for CSS. This is 
further complicated by the fact that the laws and their application evolve in practice.  This requires 
continuous updating of the equivalence assessment, making for a cumbersome process where little 
progress is made.   
 
163. ADB has received one request for the use of CSS at the sector level. In November 2013, the 
Government of Indonesia asked ADB to consider the use of Indonesia’s CSS for environmental and IR 
safeguards in future ADB-financed projects and programs in the transport, energy, urban water, and 
agriculture sectors. IP safeguards were not included in the request. In response, ADB provided technical 
assistance to conduct a country safeguard review and equivalence assessment, which showed that 
Indonesia’s policy and legal framework for environmental and resettlement safeguards was broadly 
equivalent to the objectives, scope, triggers, and policy principles of the SPS. ADB also prepared an 
overview acceptability assessment for four sectors: energy and power, water resources, road and 
transport, and urban planning. During the process, civil society raised a number of concerns that were 
also considered in the assessment. 95 The final assessment recognized that pursuing this approach across 
multiple agencies and levels of government in a decentralized context would be difficult and found that 
sector agencies had varying capacity in safeguard implementation. PLN, the lead implementing agency 
in the energy sector, demonstrated the highest level of implementation effectiveness of the four agencies 
assessed.  
 
164. The government and ADB agreed to conduct more detailed assessments of the suitability of using 
agency-level CSS for environment and IR in future ADB-financed projects with PLN. ADB has engaged 
with PLN since the 1970s through 27 investment projects totaling more than $4 billion. The partnership 
has deepened in recent years since the government has permitted direct lending to PLN with a sovereign 
guarantee. At the time of the IED mission in August 2019, ADB had four ongoing loan projects with PLN, 
including investment loan projects and RBL, worth over $1.20 billion, with another five loans worth $2.48 
billion in the 2019−2023 pipeline. The final equivalence and acceptability assessments have been 
completed and gaps have been identified. ADB and PLN have agreed on measures to address these gaps 
which are laid out in an action plan to be implemented by PLN. A draft Board Paper is pending Board 
discussion and approval.  
 
165. Despite the considerable effort and technical assistance invested by ADB over many years, 
adoption of CSS in Indonesia has proved much more difficult than anticipated. Unlike the Power Grid 
Corporation in India, there are still significant differences between the PLN safeguard system and the 
ADB SPS, both at the level of substantive equivalence and in implementation capacity. To support the 
action plan, ADB helped PLN produce updated Guidelines for Environment and Involuntary Resettlement 
for use by PLN. However, at the time of the IED mission (in August 2019) these guidelines had not been 
finalized or formally approved and disseminated to the PLN staff who are expected to implement them. 
It appears that the system and guidelines have been designed but PLN’s readiness for CSS implementation 
has yet to be established. All of this assistance has come at considerable cost to ADB which is keen to 
finalize a way of using the PLN safeguard system for ADB projects.  
 
166. Evaluation findings support the conclusions of IED’s safeguards operational review in 2014 that 
investing in strengthening client systems adds more value and is more cost-effective than adopting the 
SPS’s approach to the use of CSS (footnote 6). The review concluded that ADB’s support had resulted in 
domestic legislation becoming more aligned with international safeguard best practices in many 
countries. Since such legislation applies to all projects, regardless of their source of financing, the review 

 
94  IED. Country Assistance Program Evaluation. Indonesia, 2005–2018. Manila: ADB, p.25. 
95   Civil society representatives continue to have reservations about the prospective use of CSS including the agency approach 

being considered by ADB for PLN. 
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therefore found that strengthening domestic legislation in DMCs was yielding good results and had very 
significant development potential. However, regarding the use of CSS in ADB projects, the review 
expressed concern at the limited progress made in Indonesia. ADB had been unable to stimulate demand 
for use of CSS across most of its DMCs. Nor had it succeeded in using new country partnership strategies 
(CPS) to begin the dialogue with countries on CSS, as had been anticipated. As articulated by PLN officials, 
it was more cost-effective to use ADB’s safeguards in ADB-funded projects than to proceed with the 
equivalence and acceptability testing needed to use CSS. The CPSs that did address safeguards tended to 
discuss the capacity development needs of the countries in question, which was also less controversial 
than the legalistic equivalence and acceptability assessments. 

 
167. Given the considerable PLN lending program being implemented through a series of RBL 
programs, the potential value added from the proposed use of the PLN CSS is unclear. The agency 
approach being pursued is limited, making it not much different from the use of safeguards in RBL 
programs in practice. RBL programs are designed to work with borrower systems for safeguards, 
procurement and financial management. Three RBL programs supporting transmission and distribution 
systems implemented by PLN had already been approved and were ongoing at the time of the IED 
mission. These programs had low environmental and social risks but there is scope to implement RBL 
programs with higher risk as agencies gain experience and capacity. ADB may want to consider using 
agency CSS in RBL programs and using CSS as intended by the SPS in other types of projects, in terms of 
strengthening and using country safeguard systems.  
 
168. As it currently stands, the framework for the country-wide application of the use of CSS in ADB 
projects appears to be extremely difficult to implement. The approach is oriented toward ADB’s given 
the bank-centric requirements, and its broad-based utility is questionable. Three key lessons arise from 
this experience. First, establishing the equivalence and acceptability of country systems across agencies 
and sector programs at the national or even subnational level has proved to be nearly impossible. As a 
result, ADB has fallen back on an agency approach, which has also achieved limited application. Second, 
the approach taken in the equivalence assessments of the policy scope, triggers, and applicable principles 
of the SPS has been less effective than the technical assistance that has been invested in several countries 
in strengthening the borrower’s own laws, regulations, and systems. These outcomes are likely to have 
greater impact beyond ADB-financed projects. Third, the emphasis of the acceptability assessment has 
been on the implementation practice, track record, and capacity and commitment of the relevant agency 
to implement applicable laws, regulations, rules, and procedures in line with SPS principles and 
procedural requirements. These requirements are not necessarily the same as those embedded in national 
regulations and procedures, which weakens borrower ownership and may further help explain the 
mounting frustration and declining interest in the use of CSS intended by the SPS.  
 

2. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations 
 
169. Countries containing FCAS face a variety of challenges, including weakened governance capacity, 
economic and social disruption, geographic isolation, and insecurity, all of which affect safeguard 
implementation performance.  For ADB’s operations during 2019, 10 DMCs were classified as FCAS. Two 
were affected by conflict (Afghanistan and Myanmar), while the remaining eight were Pacific small island 
developing states demonstrating the effects of fragility: Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Nauru, Papua New Guinea, 96 Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, and Tuvalu. 97 The portfolio 
review assessed 14 projects in FCAS countries. PNG was the only FCAS country included in the country 
missions. 
 
170. Safeguard implementation in FCAS countries was less satisfactory than in other countries in both 
the quality of project preparation and the implementation and supervision support. Adequate screening, 

 
96  PNG was not classified as FCAS from 2013 to 2015. 
97 ADB. 2019. Governance Issues: Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila. Accessed at 

https://www.adb.org/sectors/governance/issues/fragile-situations on 17 December 2019. 

https://www.adb.org/sectors/governance/issues/fragile-situations
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categorization, and disclosure at the country level were the major issues in project preparation. The 
quality and frequency of reporting and monitoring were major challenges in implementation along with 
disclosure of information and consultation. These issues were very apparent in Afghanistan, given the 
security challenges associated with the conflict. As a result, ADB’s Afghanistan country partnership 
strategy final review in 2015 98  found the following safeguard issues: (i) land acquisition and 
resettlement delays, (ii) insufficient budgeting for land acquisition by the government, (iii) delays in 
government disbursement of funds for land acquisition, and (iv) resettlement and gender action plans 
that failed to meet ADB safeguard requirements. Afghanistan’s government ministries and agencies had 
limited capacity, particularly in contract administration, project management, and financial 
management. 
 
171. There was little evidence of adapting the SPS requirements to FCAS country contexts. In 
Afghanistan and Myanmar, for example, the SPS did not seem to have been adapted to undertake 
consultations with tribal or ethnic minorities in conflict areas. Afghanistan offers a particular challenge 
given the local context, characterized by persistent violent conflict, corruption, and low capacity, and the 
nature of ADB’s lending portfolio, which heavily focused on infrastructure. In Myanmar, the challenges 
are different as it has limited infrastructure management capacity or direct experience with ADB 
safeguard requirements. The evaluation found no evidence of attempts to adapt procedures in 
preparation or implementation. In India, where there are localized conflicts (footnote 71), there was little 
guidance or additional resources to support working with IPs in areas with security concerns. The only 
provision in the SPS is for use of emergency procedures but that is not sufficient to allow tailoring to 
client capacities in countries with FCAS. This lack of adaptation is supported by the safeguard staff survey 
where only 30% of respondents felt that safeguards are sufficiently tailored to client capacities and 
contexts. Despite this generalization, there are positive examples of adaptation, the Highlands Region 
Road Improvement Investment Program adapted to the FCAS environment when compensation was paid 
on Kotna-Lapram section of road in the form of community improvements. Interviews reiterated that this 
type of adaptation is critical for the Pacific DMCs. 
 
172. While ADB’s portfolio performance in PNG has improved in recent years, procurement, and 
safeguard compliance remain major constraints on improving development outcomes. Social and 
environmental safeguards were identified as key risks to the delivery of the PNG country partnership 
strategy, 2016-2020, and the strategy outlined a plan to overcome challenges. 99 ADB undertook the risk 
mitigation measures largely as planned and primarily engaged in Category B and C projects, mostly 
avoiding Category A projects. Despite this, in 2019 three MFF projects were deemed noncompliant with 
the 2009 SPS, and this was raised by the resident mission with the government at the Tripartite Country 
Portfolio Review. PNG is an FCAS country and the markers of fragility include (i) weak governance and 
institutional capacity combined with corruption, (ii) inadequate security and service delivery functions, 
and (iii) high vulnerability to natural disasters and climate change. About 97% of the land in PNG is 
owned by clan-based structures and developing the land requires compensation to affected or displaced 
people, but poor land administration systems hinder land compensation and land access.  The financial 
cost of delivery across PNG’s difficult terrain is high and the costs are increased through the government’s 
limited capacity and weak management of safeguards. External safeguards monitoring reports on the 
Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program Project 2 showed that the Department of 
Works and Implementation pre-cleared some sections of the road’s rights-of-way in advance of the IEE 
preparation and other processing work. This artificially reduced the level of perceived risk but ultimately 
led to a deluge of subsequent complaints and grievances, resulting in the GRM receiving more complaints 
on some sections of project roads than the number of affected people originally estimated. This also 
indicates that the PNG government will continue to require significant levels of ADB support for 
safeguard capacity development across executing and implementing agencies. The same is true for other 
fragile Pacific countries: country systems need to be strengthened, particularly in the areas of project 

 
98    ADB. 2015. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review: Afghanistan. Manila 
99  ADB. 2019. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review: Papua New Guinea, 2016–2020. Manila. 
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management, financial management, procurement, environmental and social safeguards, and other 
critical operational skills. 
 
173. Although the principles of engagement for FCAS countries are broadly similar in terms of the 
need to adapt to the country context and weak institutions, the experiences of Afghanistan and the small 
island developing states are very different. The SPS and other guiding documents such as the FCAS 
Operational Plan, 100 do not provide explicit guidance on how ADB should adapt to the local context and 
the political economy, or on how to customize implementation arrangements to support countries in 
conflict and countries with weak institutional capacity. The SPS offers some flexibility in terms of 
frameworks for conflict situations, but there has been little documented learning based on ADB’s 
experience or good practices for supporting capacity development to ensure safeguards are implemented 
in Afghanistan, which is the main conflict-affected country ADB supports. This challenge is not unique to 
ADB; other development partners such as the World Bank face similar challenges in conflict-affected 
countries. The specific policy and guidance for emergency situations at the World Bank 101 allows it to 
address some of these challenges when preparing emergency loans but that does not apply to all FCAS 
lending, and does not cover small island developing states, except to deal with natural disasters. 
  
174. To date there has been insufficient attention to documenting and reporting on support for 
safeguards in the 11 smaller Pacific islands countries (PIC-11), 6 of which are defined as FCAS 
countries. 102 The ADB Pacific Approach, 2016-2020, serves as the operational framework of the ADB for 
the Pacific region and the overall country partnership strategy for the PIC-11. 103 The strategy has a 
section relating to safeguarding the environment but it does not mention IR or IP. It states that 
“recognizing the extreme fragility of island and remote environments, ADB will work closely with relevant 
government partners to strengthen country systems for environmental safeguards.” The Pacific 
Approach Country Partnership Strategy Final Review in December 2019 referred to the need for additional 
training of ADB country office staff in applying safeguards to the Pacific, confirming that ADB’s own 
internal capacity needs to be enhanced. It also stated that technical assistance had been used to improve 
efficiency by providing on-the-ground assistance and capacity development for implementing 
safeguards, although no evidence of strengthening country systems was reported. Despite these 
deficiencies and the less than successful rating of the technical assistance evaluation report of safeguards 
capacity development in the Pacific (para. 157), ADB as the regional development bank remains well 
placed to continue supporting these countries to strengthen the capacity and address the unique 
challenges of the Pacific small island developing states, in partnership with other MFIs. 
 
D. Summary 
 
175. Safeguard results and issues vary greatly across lending modalities. Projects implemented 
through FIs were the weakest performers on safeguards. In FI projects, it can be difficult to apply 
safeguards, given that the investments to be funded are unknown at approval and the responsibility of 
monitoring and reporting belongs to the client. MFFs have performed on par with stand-alone projects. 
MFFs provide an incentive to strengthen safeguards capacity because of their longer time commitments, 
although the evaluation examples found cases of MFFs avoiding areas that would have benefited from 
the application of the SPS. As RBL programs are grounded in the country’s safeguards system, the 
processes and resources to ensure good safeguard outcomes differ from those of other modalities, 
requiring more third-party monitoring and ADB supervision of implementation than would be expected 
at first sight. If done well, RBL programs can enhance country capacity. Nonsovereign projects performed 
as well or better than sovereign projects in terms of safeguard performance, in part due to stronger client 
capacity and commitment. The nonsovereign portfolio reviewed is also relatively low risk with regard to 

 
100  ADB. 2013. Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila 
101  World Bank. 2014. OP/BP 8:00 Rapid Response to Crises and Emergencies. Washington, DC. 
102  The PIC-11 include the Cook Islands, Kiribati, the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Samoa, 

Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu.  
103  ADB. 2019. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review: Pacific Approach, 2016–2020. Manila. 
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safeguards and is concentrated in a few sectors (energy and finance) and countries. The nature of the 
nonsovereign transactions and modalities were not aligned with ADB’s sovereign focused SPS 
procedures, particularly when compared with other institutions. 
 
176. The SPS approach to the use of CSS in ADB projects, which was based on equivalence and 
acceptability testing and agreements on gap filling action plans, has not been successful. There has also 
been little tailoring of the SPS to support environmentally and socially risky projects in FCAS countries. 
The use of the CSS approach has proven to be difficult and time consuming to implement and countries 
have shown little interest in it. Examples from the field indicate that strengthening national safeguard 
systems is more likely to be achieved by strengthening agency capacity and working through modalities 
like RBL.  There has been little tailoring of the SPS to different country contexts in terms of the guidance 
offered. The SPS did not include sufficient provisions on how it was to be adapted to different country 
contexts and the evaluation found little evidence of SPS requirements being adapted to FCAS country 
contexts, where it is most needed.  
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A. Overview 
 
177. This chapter examines ADB’s institutional arrangements, processes, and systems in place to 
deliver SPS results. A structured safeguard compliance review process was undertaken to assess all three 
safeguard requirements in achieving the objectives of avoid, minimize, mitigate and/or compensate for 
adverse project impacts on the environment and affected people. While Chapter 3 assessed 
implementation performance in terms of procedural compliance, this chapter examines the efficiency of 
delivery as it concerns the adequacy of staffing 104 and skills, how staff are organized and located, the 
role of the central oversight body, and the adequacy of guidelines and tools. It also assesses the key 
functions of quality assurance and approval clearance of due diligence assessments and action plans, 
with respect to the clarity and consistency of roles and responsibilities, both within ADB and with its 
clients. The assessment draws on several sources of information: an online survey of safeguard staff; 105 
focus group discussions with staff in resident missions and headquarters; semi-structured interviews with 
clients in case study countries; historical staff information for the period 2005–2018 provided by the 
Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems Department (BPMSD); and technical assistance contracts 
for the period 2012–2019 106  provided by the Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management 
Department. 
 
178. ADB has invested considerable time and resources in developing technical expertise, business 
processes and procedures, and institutional frameworks to support SPS implementation. Since the 
approval of the SPS in 2009, the SDCC Safeguards Division (SDSS) has provided safeguard training to 
interested staff. The training has evolved from fundamental to more specialized training programs to 
address emerging issues. It is supplemented by technical assistance and tailored training to ADB clients 
and executing agencies to strengthen safeguard implementation capacity and compliance, delivered 
largely by ADB’s six operations departments. 107  With the emergence of the streamlined business 
processes 108 and the evolution of more complex lending modalities, several tools to enhance the clarity 

 
104  This assessment is based on the experience of ADB since the SPS. While the evaluation considered staff requirements and 

changes in other MFIs, no direct comparison was made. The organizational structure, staff resources and location, and use of 
consultants varies significantly, making it methodologically difficult to reach a definitive conclusion. 

105  An online survey was undertaken by IED in June 2019 of 121 safeguard staff, identified by SDCC, from ADB headquarters and 
resident missions and a member of staff from the Office of the Special Project Facilitator (OSPF) identified by IED. Of the 123 
surveyed staff, two elected to be removed from the list as they were not practicing safeguards, and 90 (74%) responded. Details 
of the survey are available in Supplementary Document 3 (upon request). 

106  Data from Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department’s contract management system is available from 
2012 onwards. 

107  ADB’s operations departments are organized by region with a separate department to manage private sector operations.  
108  ADB. 2010. ADB Strengthens Business Processes to Boost Quality, Responsiveness of Work. News Release. 11 January. The 

President’s message on streamlined business processes highlighted the need to increase business responsiveness in order to 

 

Highlights 
• The number of ADB safeguard staff increased after the approval of the Safeguard Policy Statement, matching 

increases in project approvals: however, the increase has not been sufficient to capture the range of increased 
demands on staff. 

• ADB organizational structure is not well suited for effective and efficient safeguard delivery. Independence of 
reporting, decision making, and budgets are the key elements for effective safeguard risk management. 

• ADB’s monitoring of safeguard risks and performance at the corporate level remains inadequate. Risks need to 
be identified early, monitored, and mitigated, and an effective risk-based monitoring approach adopted. 

• The roles and responsibilities of ADB and its clients can become blurred, with ADB or consultants often filling 
gaps in client commitment and responsibility by undertaking their tasks. 

• Streamlined business processes have adversely affected downstream safeguard processes and actions.  
• There is scope for ADB to improve the integration of environmental and social risk management to address 

inefficiencies and improve safeguard outcomes. 
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of procedures and processes have been developed to support application of the SPS. Finally, individual 
operations departments have developed their own organizational architecture for safeguard delivery to 
meet their business needs.  
 
179. The SPS committed ADB to allocate appropriate resources to ensure the effective implementation 
of the SPS. It identified three efficiency criteria: 109  
 

(i) safeguard staff skill mixes, competencies, and distribution across headquarters and 
regional and sector operations; 

(ii) ADB and client roles and responsibilities; and 
(iii) ADB business processes. 

 
180. These considerations have guided practice to only a limited extent. Limitations were observed in 
terms of achieving the optimum number, location, and skills mix of safeguard specialists in managing an 
SPS risk-based approach; client roles and responsibilities often undertaken by ADB; and the impact of 
streamlined business processes in achieving ADB’s safeguard objectives. This chapter is structured around 
the extent to which these three efficiency criteria have been applied in order to achieve efficient SPS 
delivery. The final section considers how a more integrated approach could improve efficiencies in 
safeguard delivery and outcomes as well as support Strategy 2030 more broadly. 
 
B.  Safeguard Staff and Organization for Delivery 
 

1. Staff Profile 
 

181. The increase in safeguard staffing levels in proportion to expected increases in total lending 
volume is not sufficient. Before the adoption of the SPS, ADB estimated the human resource requirements 
to implement the new SPS by calculating the number of available safeguard specialists’ staff-weeks per 
year for due diligence, review, and supervision tasks. The resulting staff coefficients were multiplied by 
the estimated number of projects to be supported (footnote 6). Safeguard staff numbers were 
significantly increased from 65 in 2009 to 92 in 2011, following SPS effectivity, to address the new 
requirements. 110 The evaluation noted that staffing numbers shared by BPMSD were generally consistent 
with those in the chief compliance officer reports (Figure 15). 111 Increases in safeguard staff based on 
increased project volume does not factor increased demands on staff time and efforts related to new 
generation of modalities, particularly implementation supervision. 
 

 
increase overall lending volume and to improve client response time. The previous business model was typically 2 years to 
project approval and an additional 1 year before first disbursement. 

109  Optimum resource allocation is determined by the following considerations: (i) efficient and effective apportionment of 
incremental resource requirements across internal administrative budgets, technical assistance, and loans, determined by the 
demarcation between ADB and borrower/client responsibilities; (ii) efficiencies and streamlined internal procedural 
requirements that achieve ADB’s safeguard objectives and adhere to the principles of the SPS; and (iii) efficiency measures, 
which will include improving skill mixes and competencies, optimizing the number of safeguard specialists at headquarters and 
at resident missions, and increasing sector specialization and pooling of specialist resources (SPS, para. 76). 

110   BPMSD and SDCC safeguards staff data. 
111   The following are the Chief Compliance Officer Reports on the implementation of the SPS: 2008 and 2009 (2 July 2010), 2010 

(09 November 2011), 2011 (9 October 2012), 2012 (7 October 2013), 2013 and 2014 (19 October 2015), 2015 and 2016 (8 
August 2017) and 2017 (20 December 2018). ADB. 2010. Implementation of the Safeguards Policy Statement in 2008 and 
2009. SDCC Memo to the President from Chief Compliance Officer. Manila (internal); ADB. 2011. Implementation of the 
Safeguards Policy Statement in 2010. SDCC Memo to the President from Chief Compliance Officer. Manila (internal); ADB. 2012. 
Implementation of the Safeguards Policy Statement in 2011. SDCC Memo to the President from Chief Compliance Officer. 
Manila (internal); ADB. 2013. Implementation of the Safeguards Policy Statement in 2012. SDCC Memo to the President from 
Chief Compliance Officer. Manila (internal); ADB. 2015. Implementation of the Safeguards Policy Statement in 2013 and 2014. 
SDCC Memo to the President from Chief Compliance Officer. Manila (internal); ADB. 2017. Implementation of the Safeguards 
Policy Statement in 2015 and 2016. SDCC Memo to the President from Chief Compliance Officer. Manila (internal); and ADB. 
2018. Implementation of the Safeguards Policy Statement in 2017. SDCC Memo to the President from Chief Compliance Officer. 
Manila (internal). 
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182. Operations departments recognize that determinants of safeguard staff resources must extend 
beyond the number of projects expected to be approved or projects in the portfolio. The South Asia 
Department, for example, considers a range of factors, including DMC and resident mission capacity, the 
safeguard experience level of international and national staff at headquarters, and the complexity of the 
project risk. SARD has 31 safeguard staff, the most for an operations department. It works with BPMSD 
to cover international staff positions by training up national staff and establishing safeguard analysts. It 
maintains flexibility in managing portfolio risk and three national staff in the front office support sector 
divisions and resident missions as needed. SARD has determined that approximately 20 projects 
(processing and administration) per member of staff at any given point in the year is desirable, based on 
current practices for effective safeguard risk management. PSOD has undertaken a similar in-house 
assessment and projected, based on the expected increase in commitments and projects under 
administration,  that the number of staff will need to increase by roughly 33% from the current 21 to 30 
staff by 2022 in order to maintain the current ratio of under 25 projects (approximately 3.5 projects 
under processing and 20 projects under administration) per member of staff (Table 2). SDCC recognizes 
the need for it to undertake a more systematic examination of its staffing and has been working with 
BPMSD to reassess the current staff coefficient model, including evaluation of current safeguard staff 
numbers, roles and responsibilities and deployment arrangements.  
 

Table 2: Private Sector Operations Department: Projects and Safeguard Staff  

Year 

Project Pipeline Processing Project Administration and 
Implementation 

Project Commitments Staff Ratio Projects Staff Ratio 
(a) (b) (c = a/b) (d) (e) (f = d/e) 

2019 32 9 3.6 251 12 20.9 
2020 37 11 3.4 272 14 19.4 
2021 42 12 3.5 295 15 19.7 
2022 47 14 3.4 320 16 20.0 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department and data shared by Private Sector Operations Department 
as of December 2019. 

 
183. ADB safeguard staff are distributed unevenly across departments. Safeguard staff are organized 
in ADB’s six operations departments and one centralized Safeguards Division, under SDCC. As of 10 June 
2019,  there were a total of 14 safeguard staff assigned to the Safeguards Division in SDCC and 107 
safeguard staff assigned to operations departments. 112 As of 10 June 2019, there were 58 environment 
safeguard staff and 63 social safeguard staff (Table 3). 113 Both CWRD and EARD have heavy international 
staff complements compared with national staff, with ratios of approximately 70:30 for CWRD and 65:35 
for EARD. By contrast, the ratio in SARD is 25:75. The national and international staff complements in 
PARD, PSOD, and SERD are evenly distributed. There does not appear to be a link between the 
organizational model of the operations department and the ratio of international staff to national staff 
(Table 4). While it was originally envisioned that priority for staff increases would be given to resident 
missions, there has been no observable trend in that direction. In terms of country coverage, the ratio of 
safeguard staff to the number of countries varies widely. PARD’s six safeguard staff cover 14 countries 
while SARD’s 31 staff cover six countries. Consideration should be given to the total portfolio of the 
department and the complexity of projects (i.e., their safeguard categorization), for example, in 
determining the staff allocation and distribution. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
112  The information was obtained from SDCC’s list of 121 survey respondents as of 10 June 2019. Note that BPMSD’s number of 

safeguard staff based on titles and job descriptions was lower than the 121 identified by SDCC. SDCC’s numbers indicate the 
number of staff with safeguard roles regardless of titles and job description. 

113  Data received from SDCC and assessed by position and/or title of designation. The information was obtained from SDCC’s list 
of 121 survey respondents as of 10 June 2019. 
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Table 3: International and National Safeguard Staff by Department (as of 10 June 2019) 
Designation 

CWRD  EARD  OSPF  PARD  SARD  SERD  PSOD  SDCC  International 
Environment                  

Principal Environment 
Specialist   1          1 1 
Senior Environment 
Specialist 1 3   1 1 1  2 1 
Environment Specialist 3 2    1 2 3  3 3 
Young Professional               1 
Subtotal 4 6 0 2 3 4 6 6 

Social                  
Principal Social 
Development Specialist  1   1 2 2 1 
Senior Social 
Development Specialist 3 3   1  1 2  2 3 
Social Development 
Specialist  2       3  3     
Principal Facilitation 
Specialist     1           
Subtotal 5 5 1 1 5 7 4 4 

Total, international 9 11 1 3 8 11 10 10 
% of Total IS by RD 69.2% 64.7% 100.1% 50.0% 25.8% 55.0% 52.6% 71.4% 
National CWRD EARD OSPF PARD SARD SERD PSOD SDCC 
Environment                 

Senior Environment 
Officer    1     4 2   2 
Environment Officer   1    1   2  2   
Associate Environment 
Officer    1     5    1   
Safeguard Analyst       1 1       
Project Analyst         1       
Associate Safeguard 
Analyst         2       
Subtotal 0 3 0 2 13 4 3 2 

Social                  
Senior Social 
Development Officer   1  2     2  1  2   
Social Development 
Officer   1      1  3 3 3  2 
Associate Safeguard 
Officer 2  1     4  1  1   
Associate Safeguard 
Analyst         1       
Subtotal 4 3 0 1 10 5 6 2 

Total, national 4 6 0 3 23 9 9 4 
% of Total NS by RD 30.8% 35.3% 0.0% 50.0% 74.2% 45.0% 47.4% 28.6% 
 Grand Total, IS and NS 13 17 1 6 31 20 19 14 
Ratio of IS to NS 9:4 11:6 1:0 3:3 8:23 11:9 10:9 10:4 

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EARD = East Asia Department, IS = international staff, NS = national staff, 
OSPF = Office of the Special Project Facilitator, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD = Private Sector Operations 
Department, RD = regional department, SARD = South Asia Department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department 
Source: List of survey respondents, data from the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department’s (SDCC) 
Safeguards Division as of 10 June 2019. 

 
184. The number of safeguard staff positions has increased steadily over time, matching overall 
increases in project approvals and portfolio. The number of operations department safeguard staff 
positions rose from 46 in 2009 to 108 in 2018. Figure 15 shows that the number of operations 
department staff has increased while the number of SDCC staff has remained relatively unchanged 
around 16 since 2012.  Many more staff have been recruited for operations departments, compared with 
SDCC, as envisioned in the SPS. Although there has been an increase in safeguard staff based on overall 
project volume, this does not take into account increased demands on staff given the new generation of 
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lending modalities (e.g., RBL) and the expansion of existing instruments (e.g., FI projects), particularly 
given the lack of supporting guidance documents. The introduction of streamlined business processes 
has compounded this situation (paras. 211–215). 
 

Figure 15: Project Approvals, Ongoing Projects and Safeguard Staff (3-year Rolling Average) 

 
OD = operations department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change. 
Note: Ongoing projects were calculated using Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department 
average implementation period of projects from 2014 to 2018. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
185. While most safeguard staff who participated in the staff survey were relatively new to ADB, they 
typically had general environmental and social science qualifications and on average they have brought 
almost 10 years of prior work experience to ADB (Figures 16 and 17). 114 See Appendix 3 for a breakdown 
and distribution of the qualifications mix and safeguard designation. 
 

Figure 16: Respondents' Years Working on Safeguards        Figure 17: Respondents' Years Working on  
                                      in ADB                                                                       Safeguards Prior to ADB 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 

 
114  Applied sciences includes urban and regional planning, remote sensing, project management, geographical information system, 

environmental management and policy, engineering, ecology and environmental science, and agricultural economics 
qualifications. Social sciences include sociology, social work, social statistics, public administration, psychology, mass 
communications, law, international relations, geography, development studies and anthropology. Natural sciences include 
science, physics, natural resources management, marine biology, hydrogeology, chemistry, biological oceanography and 
biodiversity. Business and economics includes economics and business administration. References:https://esrc.ukri.org/about-
us/what-is-social-science/social-science-disciplines/ and https://www.britannica.com/science/physical-science. Independent 
Evaluation Department SPS staff survey. The methodology on participation rates is detailed in Chapter 1. The information was 
obtained from SDCC’s list of 121 survey respondents as of 10 June 2019.   

https://esrc.ukri.org/about-us/what-is-social-science/social-science-disciplines/
https://esrc.ukri.org/about-us/what-is-social-science/social-science-disciplines/
https://www.britannica.com/science/physical-science


70 Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

186. Ongoing demand for training from safeguard staff, regardless of their level of experience, 
suggests that additional guidance is needed over and above that available in the SPS and Operations 
Manual. While SDCC already offers a growing number of training programs, demands for more persist 
(Appendix 6). 115 Headquarters staff tended to request specialized training while resident mission and 
outposted staff request training in emerging areas or areas with persistent challenges (Appendix 3). The 
breakdown by topic (Figure 18) rated guidance in dealing with associated facilities (74%) as the most 
needed, followed by adaptation of the SPS to different lending modalities (62%), and vulnerability 
scoping and livelihoods restoration (58%). 116 With respect to different lending modalities (Figure 19), 
staff requested more guidance on FI lending (72%), followed by cofinanced projects (60%), and RBL 
(58%). While safeguard staff are highly dedicated, necessary conditions for safeguards risk management 
competence relies on judgement gained from increasing exposure to more complex issues and policy 
applications and availability of adequate guidance notes and tools. 
 

Figure 18: Areas Needing More Training: Safeguard Staff Perceptions 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 
 

Figure 19: Need for Guidance on Modalities: Safeguard Staff Perceptions 

 
MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 

 
115  Standard training courses provided by SDCC include SPS orientation and safeguards introductory courses and requirements. 

Specialized training courses include safeguard applications such as biodiversity impacts;  involuntary resettlement planning and 
development; livelihood restoration; health, safety and labor standards, and air, water and noise pollution.  Persistent 
challenges and/or emerging areas include grievance redress and mitigation management, stakeholder consultations, land 
legislation, heritage impacts, associated facilities, green financing mechanisms, climate change adaptation, carbon footprint, 
human rights, gender mainstreaming, indigenous peoples planning, and inclusive development.  

116  All survey results in this evaluation reflect the survey responses. Some respondents may have skipped this question or were 
undecided. 
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2.  Organization for Delivery 
 
187. Certain aspects of how ADB departments have set up their delivery of safeguards are not effective 
or efficient. ADB’s delegation of safeguard delivery to the six operations departments has resulted in 
different structures, processes, and procedures and a fragmented approach. When the SPS became 
effective in 2010, safeguard capacity in the operations departments was increased with the 
understanding the departments would structure themselves according to business needs. The 
assumption was that operations departments would place safeguard specialists in resident missions to 
enable them to engage directly with implementing agencies. 117 The SPS envisioned that most staff 
increases would be in resident missions. 118 However, survey respondents indicated that the most highly 
rated model was for safeguard staff to be organized in a centralized pool in the regional department 
front office supporting sector divisions (31%). By contrast, safeguard staff located in resident missions 
was the least preferred model (Figure 20). Survey respondents favored a centralized safeguard team to 
ensure quality control, mediate potential conflicts of interest, and coordinate policy and strategy work 
for the department. A centralized team also acted as a resource for the discussion of persistent issues 
and facilitated a more uniform approach to problem solving.   

 
Figure 20: Effectiveness of Organizational Arrangements: Safeguard Staff Perceptions 

 
FO = front office, OD = operations department, QA = organizational arrangement, SG = safeguards. 
Note: Survey results present the percent share of reviews to each model with respect to effectiveness and 
ineffectiveness. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 

 
188. ADB is unique among MFIs in having its six separate operations departments responsible for 
safeguards delivery. By contrast, comparator MFIs typically have one department with all the functions 
handled by a central unit and safeguard staff reporting to that unit, whether they are based at 
headquarters or elsewhere. Some MFIs separate responsibilities, with a central unit for safeguard policy 
and oversight and all other functions decentralized. Nevertheless, safeguard staff still report to one 
central unit. Chapter 6 provides a more detailed assessment of ADB’s alignment with other MFIs in terms 
of policy framework and scope. 
 

 
117  SDCC management focus group discussion (5 September 2019). 
118  ADB. 2015. Implementation of the Safeguards Policy Statement in 2013 and 2014. SDCC Memo to the President from Chief 

Compliance Officer. Manila (internal). 
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189. Safeguard staff located in operations departments are organized according to three different 
models: centralized, decentralized, and hybrid (Table 4). Under CWRD’s and PSOD’s centralized model, 
all safeguard specialists are located either in the front office or in a designated division managing 
portfolio risks, servicing all sector divisions, or project origination teams. SERD has experimented the 
most, shifting from a previous centralized approach (with staff embedded in sector divisions) to 
decentralized operations. This took place in the second quarter of 2016, with all safeguard international 
staff outposted to the resident missions. While maintaining this largely decentralized approach, in mid-
2018 SERD positioned two safeguard specialists in the front office to provide a staff gap-filling function 
and to offer an additional quality assurance role. From January 2020, SERD has been returning outposted 
international safeguard staff to headquarters’ sector divisions, following a hybrid model with front office 
safeguard oversight. EARD, PARD, and SARD also employ a hybrid model combining front office 
safeguard specialists, creating a second layer of quality assurance and technical backstopping for resident 
mission and/or sector division safeguard staff. CWRD, PARD, PSOD, and SARD have formalized overall 
supervision of portfolio risk management areas, including safeguards, in front office units or divisions 
led by a head and/or an advisor or director. The trend has been for operations departments to increasingly 
include a second safeguard quality control layer by placing a department safeguard focal point in the 
front office. 
 
190. Independence of reporting, consistent decision-making, and adequate budgets are key elements 
of effective safeguard risk management. ADB’s operations departments vary with respect to these 
factors. The centralized model permits a greater degree of independence in decision-making compared 
with both the decentralized and the hybrid models where safeguard specialists report to sector directors. 
The degree of independence is particularly relevant for category B safeguards, which currently account 
for the largest share of projects, where incentives to disassociate safeguards judgement with project 
approval expedience may be at risk. The checks and balance function of safeguard specialists embedded 
in sector divisions or resident missions can be compromised when they undertake both quality control 
due diligence and frontline approval clearance functions. The staff survey revealed that safeguard 
specialists reported receiving pressure from project officers and/or directors to expedite safeguard 
judgement. Operational department front office quality control specialists can be an important buffer, 
in formally providing an additional review and clearance role for proposed safeguards mitigation action 
plans. The hybrid model also allows greater independence in the due diligence and clearance functions, 
since sector division and resident mission staff are supported by front office specialists.  
 
191. Reporting lines and institutional budgeting arrangements create a potential conflict of interest 
between quality assurance and approval clearance functions. Critical decisions are taken early during 
project processing when safeguard categorization is determined. The categorization is linked to the 
downstream allocation of resources, and the scope of mitigation plan responses. Reporting lines, by 
definition, have a say in defining safeguard issues and the approach to those issues. A potential for 
conflict of interest exists when safeguard categorization forms are signed only by the safeguard specialist, 
the project officer, and the sector director. Some safeguard specialists reported receiving pressure to 
downgrade categorizations as preparation for higher risk projects can slow down processing and/or 
forward disbursement. A front office safeguards staff signature provides an opportunity for an effective 
checks-and-balance function by adding a quality assurance layer. However, this may be insufficient if the 
sector division or resident mission safeguard staff work in a culture, either formally or informally, where 
resolving safeguard issues and engaging externally (e.g., with front office specialists or with the 
Safeguards Division in SDCC) is discouraged. Safeguard specialists report that their performance review 
is rewarded for expedited resolution, even in cases where, perhaps, more detailed assessment and 
consideration of other options would have optimized safeguard outcomes.  The inclusion of a formal 
quality assurance requirement (e.g., an additional signature from front office safeguard staff on the 
safeguard categorization form, and on the RRP and linked documents before interdepartmental review, 
staff review meeting, and Board submission) would help to mitigate this risk. For example, SERD has 
adjusted its categorization template to include the signature of SERD safeguards focal points, in addition 
to the project officer, the sector director, and the safeguard specialist.  
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192. PSOD, unlike the other operations departments, relies on its clients to pay for safeguard-related 
requirements. The client finances safeguard impact assessments, preparation of safeguard action plans, 
and supervisory staff who participate in them. ADB staff report that clients sometimes limit the frequency 
of review missions and the number of staff participation. Where resources are not available, PSOD 
reported they would provide the necessary budget for staff so that essential safeguard review missions 
are fielded.  
 

Table 4: Safeguard Functions in ADB Operations Departments (as of 31 December 2019) 

Department and 
Structure 

Reporting and 
Safeguard Front 
Office Presence Decision Making Budget Source 

PSOD    
Centralized  
HQ-based PSTS 
safeguard specialists 
manage safeguards 
up to approval 
 
PSPM is responsible 
for project 
administration  

PAOD-PSTS division 
director a  
 
Front Office: PSTS 
E&S team leaders 

PSTS safeguard team proposes 
categorization to SDCC and undertakes 
routine decisions for quality assurance of 
safeguard documents.  
 
PSTS E&S team leaders consulted by 
safeguard team for contentious, complex, 
and/or sensitive safeguard issues.   
 
Director PSTS, PSTS E&S team leaders, and 
PEF focal points consulted by safeguard 
team for FI/projects and PEFs likely to have 
significant impacts or complex financing 
arrangements. 
 

Client finances safeguard studies and 
preparation of safeguard documents, 
recruitment of the lender’s technical or 
social advisor or and independent 
advisor panel (for highly complex 
projects) during due diligence stage. 
 
Client finances FI projects requiring an 
audit of ESMS of banks or private equity 
funds to assess potential and likely social 
and environmental risks or impacts 
associated with FI’s likely and future 
portfolio (audit undertaken by ADB).  
 
ADB may finance projects requiring 
audits or due diligence reports, 
especially those involving small deals and 
client has no E&S team or budget.  

CWRD    
Centralized  
HQ-based safeguard 
specialists allocated 
by geographic focus 

CWOD-PSG head or 
advisor c  
 
Front Office:  CWOD 
safeguard focal 
points 

CWOD safeguard specialists propose 
categorization and undertake routine 
decisions. 
 
CWOD safeguard focal points review 
categorization, category B safeguard plans, 
category B SPCM, and consulted for policy 
compliance in specific cases. 

CWOD budget finances safeguard 
specialists’ activities. 

SERD    
Decentralized  
Safeguard 
specialists assigned 
to resident missions  
 
(From January 2020, 
SERD has reverted 
to a hybrid 
structure)  

Country directors b 
for resident mission 
safeguard specialists 
+ DDG c for SEOD 
focal points  
 
Front Office: SEOD 
safeguard focal 
points (since mid-
2018) 

Project officer prepares categorization form 
for safeguard specialist review, followed by 
sector director before SDSS submission.  
 
SEOD safeguard focal points provide 
second quality assurance review and 
approval of safeguard documents, reviewed 
previously by safeguard specialists, before 
SDCC submission. SEOD focal points also 
support sectors without safeguard 
specialists. 

Sector division finances outposted 
resident mission international safeguard 
specialists’ activities and SEOD focal 
points’ gap-filling missions. 
 
(From January 2020, sector division 
budgets have financed international staff 
safeguard specialists and resident 
mission budgets have financed national 
staff safeguard specialists. SEOD 
finances SEOD safeguard focal points.) 

EARD    
Hybrid  Sector directors or 

country directors c 
for safeguard 
specialists + deputy 
director general for 
EAOD focal points  
 
Front Office: EAOD 
safeguard focal 
points 

Sector division and resident mission 
safeguard specialists undertake routine 
decisions and review and sign off on the 
proposed categorization forms.  
 
EAOD focal points are consulted on new 
and sensitive issues, or issues outside 
safeguard specialists’ experience. They 
provide a second quality assurance review 
and approval of safeguard documents 
reviewed by sector division and resident 
mission safeguard specialists; and prepare 

Sector division or resident mission 
budgets finance safeguard specialists’ 
activities. If staff are requested by other 
divisions for support, requesting division 
covers the budget. 
 
EAOD budget finances EAOD-ST sector 
division or resident mission support 
missions. 
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Department and 
Structure 

Reporting and 
Safeguard Front 
Office Presence Decision Making Budget Source 

and sign SPCM for submission and 
endorsement to DG. 
 

SARD    
Hybrid  Sector directors or 

country directors c 
for safeguard 
specialists + SAOD-
PR head/advisor for 
SAOD safeguard 
focal points  
 
Front Office: SAOD 
safeguard focal 
points, safeguard 
officers  

Sector division and resident mission 
safeguard specialists undertake routine 
decisions  
 
SAOD safeguard focal points and officers 
provide backstopping guidance for more 
complex issues and projects delegated to 
resident mission safeguard staff.  

Sector division or resident mission 
budgets finance safeguard specialists’ 
activities. 

PARD    
Hybrid  PAOD-PRQ head and 

advisor c 
Safeguard specialists sign off on 
categorization forms; undertake safeguard 
document quality assurance during 
processing; and provide backstopping 
support to resident mission safeguard 
officers leading project administration. 
 

Sector division or resident mission 
budgets finance safeguard specialists’ 
activities. Pooled sector division budgets 
finance review missions, which typically 
cover multiple projects. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CWOD = Office of the Director General, Central and West Asia Department, DG = Director General, EAOD 
= Office of the Director General, East Asia Department, E&S = environment and social, ESMS =  environment and social management system, 
FI = financial intermediary, HQ =  headquarters, PAOD-PRQ = Office of the Director General, Pacific Department-Portfolio Results and Quality 
Control Unit, PSPM = Private Sector Portfolio Management Division, PSOD-PSTS = Private Sector Operations Department-Private Sector 
Transaction Support Division, PEF =  Private Equity Funds, SAOD = Office of the Director General, South Asia Department, SDCC = Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department, SEOD = Office of the Director General, Southeast Asia Department, SPCM= Safeguard Policy 
Compliance Memo. 
a Supervises safeguards and has safeguards technical expertise. 
b Director General advised international resident mission safeguard staff to report to the Office of the Director General, Southeast Asia  
Department  from 1 April 2019. 

c Supervises safeguards but does not have safeguard technical expertise. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
193. SDCC does not have enough resources to fulfill its comprehensive mandate. It is responsible for 
SPS policy oversight and guidance as well as for knowledge management, corporate risk monitoring, and 
training and capacity development. The ADB portfolio has been increasing over time and the number of 
safeguard staff in operations departments have increased accordingly. By contrast, the role of SDCC has 
not changed although the volume of support needed has increased (Figure 15). While there is 
complementarity between SDCC’s Environment Thematic Group and the Safeguards Division, each 
requires a full-time dedicated chief and director respectively. With the departure of the Environment 
Thematic Group chief in February 2019, the SDSS Director remains the officer-in-charge. The central role 
played by SDCC has been weakened because it receives insufficient resources to fulfill its functions. 
 
194. At the corporate portfolio level, ADB’s monitoring of safeguard risks and performance during 
project implementation is inadequate. Monitoring requires critical information so that risks can be 
identified early, monitored, and mitigated for an effective risk-based monitoring approach. There is no 
self-generated ADB-wide performance monitoring system of safeguard risks and outcomes. ADB’s 
monitoring of project safeguard performance is reflected in review mission BTORs and a review of 
periodic monitoring reports submitted by the client. Both activities are weakened by the inconsistent 
documentation of safeguard performance in BTORs and the often incomplete, delayed, and generic client 
monitoring reports. SDCC reporting of ADB-wide SPS compliance is contained in the annual chief 
compliance officer report to the President. This compiles each department’s portfolio monitoring status 
(footnote 111).  
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195. Operations departments have developed portfolio level monitoring systems to track key risks and 
performance criteria, including safeguards, contract awards and disbursement, financial management, 
and gender. Safeguards tracking is typically in Excel format, based on BTORs and client reports, which 
limits more dynamic monitoring. SARD has developed a cloud-based system, having invested a year in 
establishing more than 100 indicators of procedural performance. Some other operations departments 
are seeking to replicate this. However, safeguard monitoring systems in operations departments remain 
focused on compliance (e.g., whether a GRM was established), rather than on outcomes, based on the 
mitigation hierarchy: avoid, minimize, mitigate, and compensate for adverse impacts. The variation in 
approach among operations departments in safeguard risk monitoring is described in more detail in 
paras. 211–215. In 2019, the Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department issued a 
revised project performance rating (PPR) methodology 119 intended to raise the visibility of the safeguard 
performance rating, amongst other portfolio parameters. It requires each regional department to cover 
safeguard tracking in its quarterly performance review report. The effect was to shift the PPR tracking 
approach from a single indicator (number of safeguard covenants complied with) to eight indicators, 
tracking the most critical safeguard areas and linking them to SPS procedural requirements. As with 
operations department level monitoring systems, it remains focused on compliance rather than safeguard 
outcomes. 
 
196. In the absence of support from the center, some operations departments have developed their 
own guidance and practice notes to address operational needs and emerging issues. SDCC prepared 
sourcebooks three years after the SPS became effective: Involuntary Resettlement Safeguards: A Planning 
and Implementation Good Practice Sourcebook (November 2012), Environment Safeguards: A Good 
Practice Sourcebook (December 2012), and Indigenous Peoples Safeguards: A Planning and 
Implementation Good Practice Sourcebook (June 2013). All remain in draft form. Safeguard staff report 
that the relevant Operations Manual guidance does not provide adequate instructions for the operational 
application of the SPS, often simply repeating the provisions already in the SPS. Operations departments 
have issued operational tools and guidance notes to address these gaps.  For example, SARD is finalizing 
a resettlement plan implementation guidance note and CWRD has prepared an environment monitoring 
manual (July 2018) and is updating its environmental management handbook. 120 In the absence of formal 
guidance for the private sector and given that the existing SPS workflow chart is more suited to sovereign 
projects, 121  PSOD has developed nonsovereign safeguards project processing and administration 
workflow charts for internal use. 122 As an example of a knowledge product produced by an operations 
department becoming widely replicated, the Safeguards Division in SDCC has synthesized SARD’s 
Guidance Note on Core Labor Standards for SARD Projects (December 2015) into a compact tool for use 
across ADB. For an SPS risk-based approach which relies increasingly on staff judgement, the issuance of 
corporate SPS guidance notes and tools will be critical if ADB is to optimize safeguard outcomes.  
 
197. The monitoring of safeguard risks is fragmented, and resource allocations do not reflect these 
risks. Some safeguard staff in operations departments report that supervision missions are treated the 
same way whether a project has significant impacts or not. For other operations departments, monitoring 

 
119  ADB. 2019. Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department Memo, 12 July 2019. Revision of Project 

Performance Rating Methodology under PAI 5.08. This covers three of the five indicators of the corporate project performance 
rating system: (i) technical, (ii) financial management, and (iii) safeguards. The project performance rating (PPR) system is 
expected to be rolled out for all projects in the active committed portfolio starting from the first quarter of 2020.  

120  ADB. 2012. Resettlement Plan Implementation: A How-to Guide for South Asia, Executing and Implementing Agencies. Manila 
(draft); ADB. 2012. Environmental Management for Construction Handbook: A How-to Guide for Preparation of Site-Specific 
Environmental Management and Monitoring Plans. Manila (internal). 

121  Appendix 1. ADB. 2013. Progress Report on the Asian Development Bank’s Safeguard Policy Statement (April 2013), prepared 
for the Asian Development Fund Donors Annual Consultation on 2 May 2013 in Delhi, India (page 16, Appendix 1). 

122  PSOD. Nonsovereign Safeguards Project Processing Workflow Charts (2019). The PSOD safeguard compliance steps to approval 
that are managed by the PSOD Private Sector Transaction Support Division (PSTS) cover project finance, corporate finance 
general corporate finance, and financial intermediaries (2016). Separately, the PSOD Private Sector Portfolio Management 
Division (PSPM) manages project administration with workflow charts based on events (e.g., extension of Board approval 
validity, covenants monitoring). 
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of category A projects is more intensive while safeguard staff participate in category B projects for major 
review missions only, otherwise relying on consultants for interim support and follow up. This 
inconsistent approach to implementation monitoring likely reflects the wide internal variation in the risks 
of category B projects, which, for example, represent almost 60% of projects with environment 
safeguards and almost 90% of projects in the water and other urban infrastructure and services sector. 
 
198. The standing practice of separating headquarters-led project processing from resident mission 
project administration, irrespective of staff capacities, has resulted in missed opportunities and potential 
inefficiencies. Safeguard staff in resident missions’ report that their expertise is underutilized when they 
are not included in processing teams, since these provide an opportunity to contribute during scoping 
and design processes with the client. Early resident mission staff engagement with the client is 
particularly important to ensure clients understand the SPS requirements and commitments in safeguard 
action plans, reducing misunderstandings and performance disruptions during implementation. 
However, the capacity of staff in resident missions varies and they may need additional support to 
manage the new generation of instruments such as RBL programs, particularly with new agency partners. 
In particular, financial intermediaries often require guidance during implementation and this needs to be 
adequately resourced. 

 
199. The staff survey responses generally agreed that safeguards have led to risk aversion in project 
selection. Of the respondents, 46% agreed with this statement, 24% disagreed, and 30% were not sure.  
Written comments by staff identified several recurring themes (Figure 21).  There is a tendency for project 
officers to avoid category A projects, given the additional resources and oversight needed for such 
projects, the limited time frame for project processing, and the potential complications of dealing with 
national systems. ADB is concerned about its reputational risk. Clients are also reluctant to use ADB 
safeguard systems for high-risk projects unless they see a clear benefit that outweighs the potential 
complications. The 120-day disclosure rule for category A environment projects is a deterrent for PSOD 
projects.  In particular, projects involving coal power plants or large-scale hydropower projects tend to 
be avoided. Staff answering “not sure” also pointed out that a range of factors influence the willingness 
to take on risk, including the amount of time to undertake due diligence to adequately address higher 
risks, ownership of executing agencies, and the capacity of counterparts.  
 

Figure 21: Impact of Safeguards on Risk Aversion in Project Selection:  
Safeguard Staff Perceptions 

 
Note: Based on responses of 78 of 90 respondents, 12 skipped the question. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
200. Survey respondents felt that project officers’ competence to manage safeguards was weak. They 
regarded ADB project officers as having limited knowledge, capacity, and competence in managing 
safeguard risks (Figure 22). This is important as management of safeguard risk is the collective 
responsibility of the project officer, safeguard specialist, portfolio risk management unit head, and the 
sector division director. 
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Figure 22: Assessment of Project Officers' Management of Safeguards: Safeguard Staff Perceptions 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 
 

C. Compliance Review Systems: ADB and Client Roles and Responsibilities  
 
201. A lack of clarity around the separation and complementarity of roles and responsibilities between 
ADB and its clients contributes to process inefficiencies. For the key quality assurance and approval 
clearance functions underlying the safeguard compliance procedures and supporting documents, the SPS 
defines ADB’s roles and responsibilities and its relationship to the client throughout the project cycle 
(Appendix 7). ADB is responsible for screening and categorization of projects; advising clients of SPS 
requirements;  quality assurance of environmental and social safeguard risk assessments and draft 
mitigation plans; clearance and disclosure of the main findings and approved safeguard action plans; 123 
monitoring and supervision missions to ascertain client compliance with mitigation plans and supporting 
legal agreements; and, if necessary, strengthening client capacity to implement safeguard action plans.  
 
202. The client also has a range of roles and responsibilities. These include engaging with consultant 
teams to undertake safeguard assessments and preparing action plans and/or frameworks; ensuring that 
domestic environmental and social safeguard requirements are aligned with ADB requirements; 
implementing agreed safeguard measures; monitoring and submitting reports on the performance of 
safeguard mitigation plans to ADB; and complying with national laws and the SPS. This section outlines 
key areas throughout the safeguard’s compliance workflow where the roles and responsibilities of ADB 
and its clients have diverged from this model, creating inefficiencies in practice. 
 
203. The roles and responsibilities of ADB and its clients have become blurred, with ADB or its 
consultants often undertaking tasks on behalf of clients. Given that executing agencies rely on PPTA 
consultants to prepare environmental and social assessments and safeguard documents, ADB staff report 
they often lack ownership of the subsequent environment and social management plans. This has 
downstream effects in client commitment to implementation of safeguard action plans where the 
executing agencies often delegate their responsibility for the implementation of safeguard action plans 
to project implementation support consultants or designate safeguard officers without appropriate 
qualifications within the executing agency. ADB staff report that governments often do not review 
reports before submitting them to ADB, reducing the effectiveness of safeguard risk management. In 
practice, ADB staff report they spend considerable time reviewing and rewriting a client’s safeguard 
management plans and monitoring reports before they are of an acceptable quality for disclosure. This 
is particularly the case when there has been poor PPTA preparation. ADB is essentially undertaking quality 
control due diligence review and approval clearance of documents they have contributed to writing. For 

 
123  SPS safeguard assessments and action plans include: EIA, IEE, environmental management plan, environmental assessment and 

review framework, resettlement plan, resettlement framework, IPP, and IPPF. 
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NSO, the role of the client is more clearly defined in the financing agreements. Since the client pays for 
the environmental and social impact studies and related management plans, ownership is often greater. 
  
204. Limitations in country systems affect client responsibilities. In the survey (Figure 23), the most 
common problem identified by staff the disconnect between the requirements of the SPS and national 
regulations (22.2%). Staff reported that different protocols can slow down responses from clients as they 
navigate their national and ADB compliance requirements linked with approval process, budget 
allocations, and implementation responsibilities. Client ownership of safeguards was seen as the next 
most common challenge in applying the SPS (17.5%). Personnel competency (14.4%) to support 
implementation of safeguard objectives was linked to clients’ lack of relevant training and/or high 
turnover rates.  
 

Figure 23: Safeguard Issues Encountered: Safeguard Staff Perceptions  

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 

 
205. Given the importance of client roles and responsibilities in safeguard compliance workflows 
(Appendix 7), their perceived performance by safeguards staff survey respondents is a concern. Figure 
24 identifies only “appraisal stage information disclosure” as having a satisfactory performance of over 
50%.  Process activities that are the responsibility of the client in preparing projects are not given 
sufficient attention, with meaningful consultation being the least satisfactory. 
 

Figure 24: Borrower Performance During Design: Safeguard Staff Perceptions 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 
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206. Early client deferral of responsibility affects their ability to undertake informed decisions and 
commitment to sign off on SPS requirements at loan negotiations. Further weakening at entry 
commitment is the practice of loan covenants have become increasingly becoming generic, reducing 
client safeguard risk monitoring capability, with general template statements (e.g., safeguard action 
plans fully resourced and implemented) replacing detailed requirements (e.g., conduct detailed 
assessment of forest resources). Monitoring of the detailed conditions that are expressed in safeguard 
action plans during regular review missions can be weakened if progress on loan covenants is the focus 
of supervision. When clients submit detailed safeguard monitoring reports this allows for more effective 
safeguard risk monitoring, but such reports are often prepared on a cut-and-paste basis or not submitted 
at all (paras. 60-64). For NSO, financing agreements often contain detailed sections on the environmental 
and social obligations of clients. 

 
207. ADB has shown limited ability to coordinate with its clients to ensure timely disclosure of 
information on social and environmental safeguards issues in a form and language understandable to 
affected people. The evaluation found limited evidence of effective local disclosure. The disclosure of 
safeguard documents in language(s) understandable to affected people may incur a translation cost that 
clients are reluctant to bear. Myanmar has addressed this by preparing a summary document in the local 
language. Compliance is easier if the client country has separate domestic document requirements, such 
as Indonesia’s EIA system (AMDAL) or other equivalents to EIAs.  
 
208. There is a procedural gap between project processing and implementation, after project 
effectivity, with ADB often undertaking the client’s responsibility. There are several steps between the 
issuance of the chief compliance officer’s safeguards policy compliance memo and implementation of 
safeguard actions plans after detailed engineering design. These include updating safeguard action plans 
(ensuring their provisions are included in bidding documents), providing sufficient institutional capacity 
in project management units, and ensuring the grievance redress mechanism has been established. In 
cases where PPTA consultants have demobilized and project implementation support consultants have 
not yet been recruited, intermediary steps are undertaken by ADB safeguard specialists or delayed. 
Alternatively, ADB staff consultant support is recruited to assist.  
 
209. SPS compliance workflows are a better fit for public sector operations than for private sector 
operations. Unlike the public sector, the entry point for private sector operations cannot be planned. ADB 
participation comes as and when investment opportunities are presented, often with limited time for 
preparation. It is not always possible for the SPS provisions to influence project designs. ADB often to 
enters after a project has been designed and it receives limited information based on summary risk 
profiles submitted to SDCC. Distinct from sovereign workflows, with additional category A upfront 
requirements, for example, nonsovereign workflow processes can use these requirements as a condition 
for prior release at first disbursement. To address these issues, PSOD developed nonsovereign safeguards 
project processing workflow charts in 2019 and workflow charts for specific financing instruments in 
2016 (footnote 122). 
 
210. High transaction costs, resulting in missed business opportunities, limit ADB’s potential impact 
on private sector practices related to environmental and social risk management. Unlike comparator MFI 
banks, private sector operations do not have the flexibility to defer compliance to after Board approval. 
As private sector operations typically engage post project development with no PPTA support, additional 
studies and assessments may be necessary to bring the national environmental and social impact 
assessment (ESIA), including environmental and social management plan (ESMP), up to SPS requirements. 
The due diligence focus is often on filling gaps in the national ESIA or ESMP and developing corrective 
action plans. Hence, the SPS requirement for alternative analysis (i.e., examining alternatives to the 
project location, design, technology, and components and their potential environmental and social 
impacts) is not feasible. Overall, the private sector safeguards role straddles the fence between project 
processing and implementation. PSOD safeguard staff report that their role more often focuses on gap 
identification and supporting gap-filling efforts for clients.  
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D.  Safeguards and ADB Business Processes 
 
211. The introduction of measures to reduce project processing times, such as streamlined business 
processes and project readiness requirements, has adversely affected downstream safeguard processes 
and actions. Since the introduction of the streamlined business processes in 2010 (footnote 108), ADB 
has attempted to reduce the time for project preparation from more than 2 years to 6 months. However, 
staff report that short processing times can discourage the preparation of category A projects, as there 
will be less time to undertake proper assessments and develop appropriate action measures. Staff report 
that this has contributed to the increase in the number of category B projects. The reduced use of 
reconnaissance missions, which are used to scope safeguard assessments, means that safeguard 
screening and project categorization is increasingly undertaken at the desk. This introduces an early 
element of reduced effectivity in safeguard risk management at concept paper stage, when proposed 
safeguard concerns and categorization inform future project preparation focus and budgeted resources.   

 
212. Increasingly the focus in project preparation has shifted to full project design before Board 
consideration. This has compounded the difficulties associated with reduced project processing timelines. 
Staff incentives for career development are largely aligned with project processing rather than with 
implementation, despite its importance. Safeguard staff report that because project readiness 
requirements must be defined upfront as per SPS requirements, this can create tensions with project 
officers who want to expedite processing. The increased use of transaction technical assistance (TRTA) 
for safeguard work has been an attempt to reduce transaction times. However, broad framework TRTA 
contracts, with one firm recruited to prepare several projects in the pipeline, introduces potential 
challenges where TRTA consultants are also required to prepare domestic assessments that need both 
clearance from ADB and the relevant domestic agency. These can include both domestic licensing 
(licensing and accreditations are usually for specific subjects with very few consultants holding all 
licenses) and contractual (i.e., domestic approval by local authorities can take months) issues. This can 
result in ADB revising the assessments where domestic agency comments usually arrive after TRTA 
contracts are completed. 
 
213. To overcome some of these challenges, ADB has introduced financing options to support better 
preparation, including for safeguards.  Since the SPS, project readiness financing and project design 
advance have been introduced to support project preparation, particularly feasibility studies; detailed 
engineering; and capacity development. These options can help close gaps in safeguard IR and 
environmental impact assessments and due diligence based on detailed design. The use of such advance 
facilities potentially provides a longer window for preparing projects and completing safeguard 
assessments.  This is particularly relevant for IR and identifying affected people before project approval.  
As more of this work is completed before approval, there are opportunities to provide additional 
guidance and consistency on safeguards in the subsequent bid documents and terms of reference. 
 
214. ADB teams place most of their efforts on front-loaded project preparation, irrespective of the 
financing modality. Survey respondents identified the allocation of effort at processing stage to be 
highest for PBL, where 75% of staff effort was on project preparation; closely followed by FI projects, 
65%; RBL programs, 65%; and general corporate finance, 63%. Only in cofinanced projects was there a 
more balanced effort between processing and implementation (48%). Respondents indicated that for all 
modalities the least effort was applied to the supervision of safeguards and implementation support 
(Appendix 3). 
 
215. The supervision needs of financing modalities with higher supervision expectations are not being 
met. Some modalities require significant post-approval efforts during implementation with the support 
of higher level national, subnational, or sector systems (MFFs and RBL programs); client screening, and 
monitoring of on-lending transactions (FI projects); and the identification, screening, and community 
support needed for community demand-driven projects. Survey respondents from resident missions 
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identified the level of supervision effort as lowest for financial intermediaries (9%), followed by MFFs 
(12%,) RBL programs (17%), and community demand-driven projects (32%)—Figure 25.   

 
Figure 25: Distribution of Efforts to Comply with SPS Requirements: Safeguard Staff Perceptionsa 

 
MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
a  Resident mission respondents only. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Safeguards Staff Survey. 

 
E.  Supporting Strategy 2030: An Integrated Approach 
 
216. There is scope for ADB to improve safeguard outcomes by integrating environmental and social 
risk management measures. The SPS recognized the importance of an inclusive risk management policy 
and mentioned core labor standards and gender, for example. However, explicit safeguard-related 
guidance on these elements has been limited and the Operations Manual defers to separate ADB 
strategies or policies and sections. 124 An integrated approach that identifies both “do good” aspirational 
measures and “do no harm”  mitigation measures in combined environment and social assessments 
would improve the capture of safeguard risk, providing more robust analysis for mitigation plans. 
 
217. An integrated approach to sustainable development underpins Strategy 2030. Such an approach 
will require environmental and social risks to be considered as part of a broader set of social and poverty 
issues. Strategy 2030 will require ADB to reconsider its institutional culture and structuring of resources 
(footnote 4). A shift in mindset is needed from regarding social, poverty, and environmental assessments 
as compliance-driven tasks to seeing them as part of social inclusion, poverty reduction, and 
environmental sustainability outcomes being considered essential in design and to achieve project 
outcomes. Social and poverty issues are currently outlined in a project strategy 125 which does not 
necessarily link level of risk and optimization of outcomes with project budgeted resources and is not 
monitored. ADB will need to consider rebuilding its body of social development and poverty specialists. 
The Poverty Unit, 126 for example, began reducing in size during ADB’s corporate downsizing exercise with 
the remaining poverty economist departing in 2016. There are four remaining social development 
specialists 127 with explicit responsibility for supporting broader social inclusion and poverty reduction 

 
124  Core labor standards and broader social protection issues are addressed in ADB’s Social Protection Strategy (2001). Social 

dimensions of projects are also addressed in Operations Manual Section C3; ADB. 2010. Implementation of Social Dimensions 
into ADB Operations. OM C3/BP. Operations Manual. Manila. Gender issues receive specific attention in ADB’s Policy on Gender 
and Development (1998) and Operations Manual Section C2: Gender and Development (2006). 

125  The summary poverty reduction and social strategy. 
126  The Poverty Unit was part of the previous Poverty, Gender and Social Development Division within the Regional and Sustainable 

Development Department (the precursor to SDCC).  
127  Data from Social Development Thematic Group generated from ADB staff finder, as of 14 January 2020. The number is a 

reflection of BPHR’s limited ability to reflect staff workforce complements based on job titles, without an analysis of job 
description. 
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operational outcomes across the bank, mostly positioned in SDCC. Most of ADB’s social development 
specialists (29 of 42) are located in operations and are recruited to focus on rather narrow crosscutting 
due diligence tasks (e.g., safeguards and gender mainstreaming) to support project compliance 
requirements for sector and department portfolios. They have limited time or access to funds to be able 
to optimize wider project development impacts beyond its traditional focus and balance of resources on 
infrastructure delivery. In future, the ADB Human Resources Division and the operations departments will 
need to conduct a more accurate assessment of available staff expertise using job descriptions rather 
than job titles, as evidenced by the varying jobs social development specialists hold in practice, to 
operationalize a more integrated approach. 
 
218. The separation of environment and social technical areas into separate thematic silos makes it 
difficult to implement a more integrated risk management approach. At the central oversight level, 
crosscutting issues related to safeguards are managed under four SDCC thematic groups, 128  the 
Safeguards Division, and the Climate Change/Disaster Risk Management division. Each of the thematic 
groups has separate operational plans, budgets, and technical leads. The separation of thematic 
responsibilities and due diligence activities is reflected across ADB in staff positions such as environment 
specialist, social development specialist (resettlement), climate change specialist, social development 
specialist (gender and development), and social development specialist (core labor standards).  
 
219. Emerging and persistent safeguard challenges in addressing safeguard-related objectives, 
currently undertaken as separate compliance activities and production of action plans, would benefit 
from a more integrated approach. These include environmental and social risk assessments, stakeholder 
engagement and meaningful consultation, gender equality, labor standards and working conditions, and 
climate change mitigation and adaptation. Recent MFI safeguard policy updates have elevated the 
following to separate policy standards:  stakeholder engagement and information disclosure (Inter-
American Development Bank [IDB], the World Bank, and the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development [EBRD]), gender equality (IDB), and labor (IDB, World Bank, and EBRD). 
 
220. Separation of assessment instruments for environment and social limits potential utility of risk 
management plans and strategies. Social and environmental impact assessments, which identify 
proposed project beneficiary concerns and needs, are the building blocks which are used to inform risk 
management action plans and to measure intended safeguard outcomes. Differential impacts are often 
multidimensional and intersect with other vulnerabilities. The separate impact assessments on 
environment, IR IP, gender, and poverty that are currently undertaken lead to separate risk assessments 
and management plans and strategies:  EMP, resettlement plan, IPP, gender action plan, and summary 
poverty reduction and social strategy. All these require monitoring reports. While the summary poverty 
reduction and social strategy provides an overview of a project’s social dimensions, it contains 
environmental CHS and OHS concerns which require attention from both environment and social 
specialists. EARD has sought to integrate broader social issues into the preparation of social development 
action plans and SARD had done the same with gender and social inclusion plans. However, these plans 
do not integrate environmental issues. Strategy 2030 acknowledges these complexities and intersections. 
Through two regional technical assistance projects, SDCC has responded to the need for improved 
assessments and integration of tools, and the need to build upon existing systems and indicators in 
operations department to establish and test a corporate monitoring system. 129 

 
221. Limited stakeholder consultation, especially during implementation, is a key contributory factor 
to safeguard compliance cases. 130 Effective stakeholder consultation underpins the identification of 
relevant stakeholders, promotes an understanding of their perspectives and concerns with respect to 

 
128  SDCC thematic groups related to safeguards risk management include those on social development, gender equity, climate 

change and disaster risk management, and environment.  
129  ADB. 2019. Supporting the Operational Priority 1 Agenda: Strengthening Poverty and Social Analysis. Manila; ADB. 2019. 

Strengthening Safeguards Implementation in ADB Projects. Manila. 
130  ADB. 2019. 2018 Learning Report on Implementation of the Accountability Mechanism Policy. Manila. 
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proposed development interventions, and enables the design of appropriate responses. The SPS requires 
that meaningful consultation be undertaken, 131 documented, and reflected in environmental and SIAs, 
including for FI projects with significant impacts. Identification of stakeholder groups and engagement 
activities is also a requirement for general corporate finance projects in the corporate audit of its 
environment and social management system (ESMS). Results are documented in separate assessments 
and monitoring reports, often containing descriptive information (e.g., number of men and women 
participating, and topics discussed) rather than a discussion of the issues raised and the decisions taken. 
The utility of project consultations to inform project risk management is reduced when they become 
separate compliance activities.  
 
222. The stakeholder communication strategy (SCS) is underutilized. The SCS is a mandatory project 
document meant to highlight key messages needed to support project outcomes and to enable 
continued stakeholder engagement throughout the life of the project. It is the client’s responsibility to 
prepare an SCS with due diligence oversight by ADB social development specialists. The SCS can provide 
a common platform to consolidate and communicate important safeguard messages from the various 
assessments and action plans, including eligibility cut-off dates, project entitlements, and compensation 
measures. However, the SCS is not mentioned in the SPS or tracked in ongoing project performance 
reviews, and it often it does not receive a specific budget allocation during project implementation.  

 
223. Emerging gender risks may require a more integrated approach. Issues such as sexual 
exploitation, abuse, and harassment (SEAH) at project work sites cut across environmental safeguards, 
health and safety, gender, and social protection. The SPS specifically addresses gender in three general 
compliance areas: consideration of females as a vulnerable group in social impact assessments, gender 
sensitive consultations, and gender-responsive grievance redress mechanisms.  Gender aspects of project 
health and safety provisions typically consider equal pay for equal work, separate facilities for men and 
women, and gender targets for civil works employment. ADB’s Social Protection Policy, 2003 132 offers 
guidance on labor markets and safeguards, while ensuring compliance with the country’s labor 
legislation on issues such as minimum wages and safe working conditions. ADB’s Gender and 
Development Policy, 1998 focuses on proactive actions that can be taken to promote gender equality 
and women’s empowerment, including screening for potentially adverse safeguard impacts related to IR 
and the environment, or impacts on indigenous women. Integrated analysis by safeguards and gender 
team members would enhance synergies and reduce duplication of efforts and responses in gender 
action plans and safeguard plans. SDCC has recognized that the channeling of SEAH concerns through, 
for example, the SPS grievance redress mechanism may not be appropriate and it is currently drafting 
Guidelines to Prevent, Mitigate and Respond to SEAH to address the lack of guidance in the SPS health 
and safety requirements and the Social Protection Policy. Current imbalances in staff expertise 133 and 
budgets to manage safeguard risks, gender mainstreaming, and core labor standards mean that 
integrated guidance notes, assessments, and accountability across action plans may be a practical way 
forward. 
 
224. The management of risks related to labor and working conditions is fragmented. With limited 
available ADB expertise (one social development and/or core labor standards position was created in 

 
131  Footnote 1. Meaningful consultation refers to a process that (i) begins early in the project preparation stage and is carried out 

on an ongoing basis throughout the project cycle; (ii) provides timely disclosure and relevant and adequate information that is 
understandable and readily accessible to affected people; (iii) is undertaken in an atmosphere free of intimidation or coercion; 
(iv) is gender inclusive and responsive, and tailored to the needs of disadvantaged and vulnerable groups; and (v) enables the 
incorporation of all relevant vies of affected people and other stakeholders into decision making, such as project design, 
mitigation measures, the sharing of development benefits and opportunities, and implementation issues.  

132  ADB. 2003. Social Protection Policy has Five Components: Labor Markets, Social Insurance, Social Assistance or Safety Nets, 
Micro and Area-based Approaches, and Child Protection. Manila. 

133 As of 2019, ADB employed 121 safeguard specialists, 4 social development specialists (whose job titles are not narrowly 
categorized with safeguards, gender and development, civil society, elderly care responsibilities), 11 gender and development 
specialists (of which one is on special leave without pay), and 1 social development specialist covering core labor standards 
(position created in October 2017). 
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October 2017), labor risk screening in projects is typically undertaken by project officers. 134 The screening 
of project-specific labor risks, which determines forward project preparation focus and the allocation of 
resources, amounts to a “tick the box” approach to outcome options (i.e., create decent jobs, adhere to 
core labor standards, result in labor retrenchment) often with little or no supporting evidence linked to 
action plans. In line with the SPS, the EIA progressively integrates health and safety concerns. 
Environment safeguard specialists report that assessing OHS and CHS concerns at the construction stage 
is difficult without more guidance. Staff report that they lack sufficient guidance notes on OHS and CHS 
risk assessments and appropriate action plans. The ADB and ILO Core Labor Standards Handbook 
(October 2006) remains a working document with expectations that as ADB gains more experience the 
handbook will be revised and/or updated. Related mitigation action plan responses to potential risks for 
labor and working conditions do not appear to have a common template or approach. Management of 
labor risks can range from a few indicators in a gender action plan (e.g., priority for jobs should be given 
to local residents where possible, including women) or elements of an EMP to a more robust stand-alone 
labor management plan more often seen in private sector operations (para. 254).  
 
225. The scope of an environmental safeguards specialist’s responsibilities has expanded to include 
climate change impacts. SDCC has separated these concerns into two separate divisions, the Safeguards 
Division and the Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management Division, which have separate 
operational strategies, workplans, and operations department assignments. Nevertheless, environment 
specialists are increasingly taking on wider tasks such as climate change screening, without the necessary 
expertise, and despite the presence of climate change specialists in the regional departments. Safeguard 
staff report that this is an additional burden when they are already stretched, and they do not receive 
adequate guidance. Climate change is referenced three times in the SPS, with only one of these being to 
the scope of work of environment safeguards. 135 Climate change specialists are reluctant to take on time-
intensive portfolio due diligence and document review tasks when their performance is judged by their 
how they meet department climate change cofinancing targets. It is also unclear from the projects 
reviewed how the climate screening tool is used to support safeguards and to determine whether a 
further climate risk assessment is needed. Finally, clarity is needed on the extent to which responsibilities 
between the Safeguards Division and the Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management Division should 
be integrated to respond to climate challenges.  
 
226. Comparator institutions implement a more integrated approach, with environment and social 
safeguards work undertaken jointly. For example, they produce integrated environmental and social 
impact assessments and have a single clearance process. A focus on integration has also resulted in some 
MFIs establishing specific standards on stakeholder engagement, gender, and labor in strengthening 
safeguard policy scope. An integrated approach also brings a shift in culture, from prescriptive 
compliance to a greater emphasis on using professional judgement, where safeguards delivery highlights 
social inclusion outcomes. Building an integrated safeguards management system (e.g., standards, 
procedures, monitoring and evaluation system) would not only take time it would also require 
considerable staff socialization, particularly for frontline staff engaged with clients and managing 
safeguard issues. World Bank senior managers report that it has taken 5 years to update the World Bank’s 
safeguards management system and that it required a corresponding commitment to training.  
  

 
134  ADB. 2010. Implementation of Social Dimensions into ADB Operations. OM C3/BP. Operations Manual. Manila. Labor issues 

must be assessed during project design and reported in the Initial Poverty and Social Assessment. 
135  Footnote 1. The SPS refers to climate change three times: (i) the Strategy 2020 refocus on five core specializations, including 

climate change; (ii) borrower and/or client guidance on estimation methodology provided by Integrated Panel on Climate 
Change, among others, in quantifying greenhouse gas emissions; and (iii) conduct of environmental assessments to assess 
potential transboundary and global impacts, including climate change. 
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F.  Summary 
 

227. ADB’s departmental organization and business processes for safeguard delivery are not optimal. 
The criteria for determining the number and distribution of staff across the six operations departments 
do not reflect the demands of newer lending modalities or the expansion of private sector financial 
instruments. The lack of a corporate safeguard risk management system means there is a lack of 
information to guide the distribution of staff to support DMCs’ needs for safeguard management of 
ADB-financed projects and programs. The three current organizational models in operations departments 
(centralized, hybrid, decentralized) need to be guided by key principles to contribute to more consistent 
safeguard outcomes across the bank. Basic principles should include independence of reporting lines, 
decision-making, and budgeting. Front office formal quality assurance safeguard officers are needed with 
signatory authority with respect to safeguard documents. The inefficiencies associated with different 
organizational models are further compromised by a weakened SDCC central oversight and guidance 
body unable to fulfill its wide mandate and the lack of clarity on the roles and responsibilities of ADB and 
clients. 

 
228. Inefficiencies in the delivery of the SPS could be addressed by integrating environmental and 
social risk management measures more effectively. The lack of clarity over client and ADB roles and 
responsibilities, the incentives for front-loading compliance efforts onto project preparation rather than 
implementation, and limited project preparation timeframes arising from streamlined business processes 
have led to an environmental and social risk management approach that cannot satisfactorily address 
project complexities. Lack of integration exacerbates the difficulties and challenges of these emerging 
and persistent safeguard concerns.  
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229. The safeguard policy update that led to the Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS), 2009 was meant 
to enhance the effectiveness of ADB’s three previous safeguard policies and to ensure that these 
remained relevant to changing client needs and new business opportunities. This chapter assesses the 
relevance and adequacy of the safeguard requirements and principles of the SPS. It also assesses the 
related safeguards management system in terms of achieving the reform objectives of the SPS to: (i) 
better articulate the safeguard policies to improve their clarity, coherence, and consistency; (ii) balance a 
front-loaded procedural approach with one that also focused on results during implementation; (iii) 
adapt policy implementation to an evolving range of lending products and innovative financing 
modalities; (iv) work toward greater harmonization with safeguard practices across MFIs and tailor 
safeguard approaches to different clients with varying capacities; and (v) improve internal processes and 
resource allocation (footnote 1,para. 2 of the SPS). While all five reforms relate to the policy intent and 
are considered appropriate metrics for answering the evaluation question about the relevance and 
adequacy of the SPS, this chapter assesses progress against the first four. The fifth reforms related to 
processes and resources was covered in Chapter 5.  
 
230. The SPS has several noteworthy elements that made it forward looking at the time it was 
approved.  It combined three previously distinct policies. The introduction made a useful distinction 
between procedural compliance and substantive compliance in terms of effective implementation and 
other aspects. The scope of the policy extended to all ADB-financed projects and lending modalities, with 
some adaptation in procedural requirements. The SPS made safeguard capacity an explicit objective to 
be addressed at project and country level through support for country safeguard systems. It recognized 
that pre-approval front-loaded requirements needed to be balanced with a focus on implementation and 
outcomes. It envisaged clients should produce environmental monitoring reports (EMRs) and social 
monitoring reports (SMRs) annually or biannually. It required independent advisory panels not affiliated 
with the project for highly complex and sensitive projects. However, although the SPS did refer to 
“adaptive management” 136—under the principles for environmental planning and management which 

 
136  For example, the Word Bank’s ESF provides for a process of adapting to proposed project changes or unforeseen circumstances 

with the borrower adopting a precautionary approach and applying adaptive management practices in which implementation 
of mitigation and management measures are responsive to changing conditions and the results of project monitoring. 

Highlights 
• The objectives of the Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) were and remain relevant. 
• Although the SPS was an improvement over the previous three policies and introduced a number of innovations, in 

today’s context it lacks the clarity, coherence, and consistency needed to guide ADB operations. ADB has not provided 
enough guidance to staff charged with implementing the SPS and it has followed an inconsistent approach to 
integration, including categorization. 

• Balancing a front-loaded approach with a focus on results during implementation has not been achieved as the 
incentive system within ADB continues to reward procedural compliance before project approval. 

• ADB has demonstrated some flexibility in adapting the SPS to different lending modalities but it has not provided 
sufficiently customized guidance on how to address particular implementation challenges. 

• The SPS contains insufficient guidance on labor and working conditions, occupational health and safety, community 
health and safety, stakeholder engagement, climate change, gender, and private sector financing. 

• The approach to managing safeguards in financial intermediary projects is incomplete at both policy and operational 
levels, particularly given the weaknesses in the quality of ADB’s monitoring and oversight of such projects. 

• Areas requiring greater clarity in the SPS and the Operations Manual include: roles and responsibilities of lenders and 
borrowers, the distinction between impacts and risks, and the separation of core policy objectives, principles, and 
safeguard requirements from procedures and prescriptive thresholds, which belong in staff guidance or guidance 
notes for borrowers and/or clients. 

• The SPS was quite forward-looking at approval, but now lags behind most of the safeguard policy frameworks at 
comparator multilateral financial institutions in its coherence, integration, thematic coverage and guidance. Other 
institutions have modernized their frameworks to increase the synergy between the environmental and social aspects 
of safeguards and to include new areas. 
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is increasingly being applied by other MFIs—it did not define the term or explain how it should be applied 
to safeguards.   
 
A. Improving the Clarity, Coherence, and Consistency of Safeguard Policies 
 
231. ADB’s safeguard policy consists of the SPS, the related sections on safeguards in the Operations 
Manual, and policy papers for new lending instruments. The SPS consists of an overarching statement of 
ADB’s commitment and policy principles, a description of the policy delivery process, and a statement of 
roles and responsibilities. This was preceded by a discussion of key policy issues and considerations and 
was followed by a discussion of implementation arrangements and resource implications. The SPS 
describes the objectives, scope and triggers, and policy principles for the three separate safeguard 
requirements—environment (SR1), involuntary resettlement (SR2), and indigenous peoples (SR3)—
corresponding to those in the individual policies it replaced. These are followed by a fourth special 
requirement covering different financing modalities (SR4). 137 Specific requirements for RBL, which was 
introduced after the SPS was approved, were included in the 2013 policy paper on piloting RBL. These 
are now an integral part of ADB’s safeguard policy system. 138 The SPS includes appendixes explaining 
the safeguard requirements that borrowers and clients are expected to comply with, including outlines 
of the EIA, resettlement plan, and IPP that are to be prepared when corresponding requirements are 
triggered. The SPS provides for projects to be categorized according to their environmental impacts, 
while the criteria for categorization of IR and IP aspects were elaborated in the Operations Manual 
(2013), 139 which is treated here as an integral part of the policy.    
 
232. The combination of the three previous safeguard policies on environment, IR, and IP into one 
consolidated policy framework sought to improve the clarity, coherence, and consistency of ADB’s 
approach to safeguards. In 2009, a consolidated policy framework was an innovative approach. The SPS 
identified key areas where improvements were needed, especially better integration and articulation of 
safeguard policies, and provided some directions for implementation. These positive steps are recognized 
by the evaluation and the staff survey where 60% of responses found the SPS to be an improvement over 
the previous policies (Appendix 3, Figure A3.5). However, over time, the limitations of the SPS system 
have become more evident. There are deficiencies in the links between the policy and its application to 
each of the safeguards: environment (ensuring there is “no net loss” to biodiversity and cumulative 
impacts), IR (livelihood restoration), and IP (dealing with customary land and negotiated settlement).   
The evaluation confirms the staff survey responses that suggested there is a need for greater clarity on a 
number of other issues, including associated facilities, existing facilities, other lending modalities, 
stakeholder consultation, and GRMs. In addition to clarity of specific policy applications, there is also lack 
of differentiation and level of guidance between similar policy applications. For example, both associated 
facilities and existing facilities refer to facilities not funded by the project, but essential for the project to 
achieve its development objectives, requiring due diligence consideration. The policy guidance for 
existing facilities provides specific areas that need to be audited and the measures that need to be taken 
by the client, including where noncompliance has been identified. By contrast, similar provisions are not 
detailed for associated facilities. In the staff survey more than 70% of respondents identified this as an 
issue (Figure 18). 
 
233. The objectives of the SPS were very relevant to the operational needs of DMCs at the time the 
SPS was developed. They remain important today, but the narrow scope and application of the policy 
have led to uncertainties and inconsistencies. The SPS stated that the objectives of the consolidated policy 
were 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 

 
137  SR4 includes special requirements for program lending, sector lending, MFFs, emergency assistance loans, financial 

intermediaries, and general corporate finance. 
138  ADB. 2013. Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
139  ADB. 2013. Safeguard Policy Statement. Footnote 1. Operations Manual. OM F1/OP, Section G, pages 1–3. Manila. 
 



Policy Relevance and Adequacy 89 
 

 

people where avoidance is not possible; and (iii) help borrowers and/or clients strengthen their safeguard 
systems and develop the capacity to manage environmental and social risks (footnote 1, para. 43 of the 
SPS).  These narrow objectives lend themselves to a limited “do no harm” approach, missing opportunities 
for the achievement of wider environmental and social benefits, including those referenced in the SPS. 
The SPS’s focus on compliance has created incentives for risk avoidance and ringfencing which has 
undermined its objective to strengthen client capacity.  
 
234. The SPS aimed to improve the clarity, coherence, and consistency of ADB’s approach to 
safeguards but this has not been fully achieved.  Although the SPS refers to policy principles, in reality 
these were prescriptive and they mixed the requirements for ADB staff with those for borrowers and/or 
clients. The SPS also contained a number of quasi-requirements for potentially adverse impacts on labor 
and working conditions, occupational health and safety, community health and safety, gender, and 
climate change. These requirements are contained in other strategies or policies (not the SPS) and pay 
little attention to safeguards. Staff and borrowers are expected to address them but there is limited 
guidance on how to do this. There are also other related topics that potentially need to be integrated 
such as human rights observance, disabilities and supply chains. Although the SPS safeguards focus is on 
“do-no-harm,” it goes much further than policies of other MFIs in requiring that, for people significantly 
affected by IR, the project should “improve the standards of living of the displaced poor and other 
vulnerable groups, including women, to at least national minimum standards and restore the livelihoods 
of affected people to at least pre-project levels.” 140 This has been very hard to achieve in practice, and 
there is little evidence that ADB is even assessing the degree to which this is being realized. The uneven 
treatment of different requirements mentioned in the SPS beyond the traditional three requirements has 
created ambiguity and led to inconsistent treatment across countries and projects, at times leading to 
suboptimal results on labor impacts and health and safety.  
 
235. The degree of integration and consistency among the safeguard requirements has weakened 
over time, including in the categorization system. Policy coherence exists when the different parts of a 
policy are internally consistent and convey a similar message. The question for this evaluation is whether 
the SPS is a consolidated and integrated policy, or not. The policy delivery process describes the 
categorization of project risks in terms of environmental risks and includes screening for IR and IP 
impacts. However, while most other MFIs use the categorization to cover safeguard impacts on both the 
environment and affected people, ADB interprets the SPS criteria for classification more narrowly, and 
only assesses the significance of a project’s potential environmental impacts. The SPS’s intention of policy 
consolidation was weakened further by the continued practice of categorizing projects separately for IR 
and IP. This practice was formally endorsed by the issuance of operational procedures by ADB in 2013 
that reintroduced separate categorizations for IR and IP (footnote 138).  As a result, ADB is the only MFI 
that claims to have consolidated its safeguard policies but uses three parallel systems to categorize 
safeguard impacts of each project. None of the other MFIs operates in this inconsistent fashion. The use 
of multiple categories for the three safeguard requirements is driven by procedural requirements rather 
than by the risk exposure of the project as a whole and this undermines policy coherence within the SPS.  
 
236. The SPS also lacks consistency and coherence in its approach to the integration of safeguards 
impact assessments. Most other MFIs recognize the synergies and overlap between environmental and 
social impacts and risks. Several have introduced optional instruments 141 to integrate assessment and 
management of environmental and social risks and impacts whenever possible. The SPS made no such 
effort. In fact, the introduction of parallel categorization systems has limited the integration of project 
level risks and impacts. ADB has increasingly avoided implementing the indigenous people requirements 
whenever possible by subsuming indigenous peoples plans within resettlement plans. This would have 
been justifiable if the policy requirements of both were adequately covered in a joint assessment, but 
they are not (see Chapter 3). The inconsistent messages about the value of integration and lack of a 

 
140  See policy principles under SR4 (SPS, footnote 1, page 17) and SR2 (SPS, footnote 1, Appendix 2, para. 1).   
141  These instruments include Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA), Environmental and Social Management Plan 

(ESMP), Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF), and SESA. 
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consistent approach to consolidation among different safeguard requirements have made it difficult for 
ADB’s clients to comprehend and take full ownership of the SPS.  
 
237. One of the most frequent messages heard from clients and resident mission staff concerned the 
differences between the SPS and national regulations. During its country visits, IED found that clients 
perceived the SPS as representing ADB requirements—not as policies that they could mainstream into 
their national systems. In their opinion, national regulations had greater internal consistency and were 
easier to understand and implement. For instance, in Uzbekistan, ADB classified national and 
international highways financed by MFFs as low- or moderate-risk operations. Under Uzbek regulations, 
infrastructure at this scale is always classified as high-risk because at some points along the alignment it 
will have significant impacts on the environment and affected people. ADB’s approach was to carve out 
small segments with lower risk to avoid dealing with the more complex safeguard issues of a lengthy 
road, even though the national program would have to deal with them. With the benefit of hindsight, it 
can be concluded that ADB’s efforts to produce a consolidated, coherent policy that would strengthen 
client capacity for environmental and safeguard management have not gone far enough. 
 
B. Balancing a Front-Loaded Approach with a Focus on Implementation 

Results 
 
238. The reform objective of balancing a front-loaded procedural approach with a focus on 
implementation results has not been achieved. The incentive system within ADB continues to reward staff 
for ensuring compliance with safeguard due diligence procedures, which are easier to track, over 
safeguard results, which are much more difficult to measure. Streamlined business processes have 
reinforced the emphasis on processing procedures and requirements. These procedures are heavily 
focused on project preparation as the risk assessments and management plans or management 
frameworks have to be disclosed prior to Board consideration. The SPS and other ADB procedures are 
vague and far less instructive on the substance and frequency of reporting on safeguard implementation. 
The survey of safeguard staff confirmed that the level of effort and resources expended during project 
processing far outweighed the effort and resources devoted to implementation support (see Chapter 5). 
Only 33% of respondents felt that a balance between the efforts required for project preparation and 
those for project implementation had been achieved. An assessment of safeguard impacts through to 
end-of-project impact evaluations or surveys was extremely rare. 

 
239. The SPS has not provided sufficient guidance, metrics, or monitoring templates to track 
safeguards outcomes. Areas needing attention include guidance on the duration of monitoring and 
outcome metrics related to, for example, restoration of livelihoods and ecosystems. Typically, project 
reporting is focused on inputs, activities or outputs up to the end of the construction phase. For instance, 
projects will report on whether compensation was paid but rarely on whether affected households were 
able to buy replacement land, or to have their livelihoods restored. Projects might report that a 
stakeholder consultation was organized but provide little or no information on what transpired at that 
consultation or on how the project responded to the feedback received. Projects will report on whether 
a GRM was established but rarely on the kinds of grievances being filed or the actions taken on them, so 
there is little information on the effectiveness of GRMs. Since clients lack guidance on how to achieve 
results, they continue to focus on compliance with what they perceive to be ADB requirements, often 
without a clear understanding of what their development impact may be.  

 
240. Clients would have benefited if the SPS had placed greater emphasis on the monitoring of 
safeguard effects during implementation of programmatic lending. The survey of ADB safeguard staff 
confirmed that the institutional culture of frontloading safeguard efforts on complying with procedural 
requirements extends to programmatic lending as well. Had the SPS placed a premium on safeguard 
results rather than on compliance with its requirements, it would have helped clients to establish 
management information systems that would have enabled adaptive management and focused on 
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achieving those results which were closer to the objectives and principles of national safeguard systems. 
In MFFs, sector loans, and RBL programs, this would have promoted greater client ownership and 
encouraged safeguard mainstreaming.  
 
C. Adaptability to Different Lending Modalities and Windows 
  
241. The SPS anticipated the need for adaptation to the requirements of different lending modalities 
and financing instruments, but the timeliness of advice on how to do this has been variable. The SPS has 
not been sufficiently customized to address the specific challenges of the private sector. Its description 
of the roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities of clients and staff during implementation was 
inadequate. While investment lending remains the dominant mode of ADB financing, clients can now 
choose from a considerable range of programmatic lending instruments, including PBL programs, MFFs, 
FI projects, and RBL programs. However, only 29% of the respondents to the staff survey felt that the 
SPS has been sufficiently adapted to different modalities and lending windows.  
   
242. An increasing number of lending instruments operate on a programmatic or sector-wide basis, 
but the ADB incentive structure encourages clients to implement them as stand-alone ring-fenced 
projects rather than as an integral part of a broader government program. There are significant 
differences in safeguard management between stand-alone investment projects, sector programs, and 
FI lending. Stand-alone investment projects are undertaken as ring-fenced projects and can therefore 
apply different, even more stringent, standards for safeguards and fiduciary requirements than required 
by government regulations. The area of impact of stand-alone projects is clearly defined which makes it 
feasible for the safeguard risks to be assessed and mitigation plans prepared prior to Board consideration 
(e.g., an EMP, a resettlement plan, and/or an IPP). By contrast, programmatic, sector-wide, and FI 
operations support subprojects and activities that cannot be fully identified when the loan is approved. 
For such programs, the SPS required the preparation of safeguard management frameworks 
(environmental assessment and review framework, resettlement framework, IPPF) to guide subsequent 
impact assessment studies. Alternatively, it mandated an assessment of the client’s ESMS, such as for 
financial intermediaries, which could then be used to assess and manage safeguard risks during 
implementation. Most sector program loans support a government program and the boundary of the 
ADB-financed part is unspecified or coincides with the boundary of the government program. In such 
cases, ring-fencing is neither feasible nor desirable. Sector loans extend the demands on a client’s 
institutional capacity, requiring additional assessments, design of safeguard frameworks for eligibility 
screening, and preparation of subsequent subprojects during the course of implementation to ensure 
ongoing compliance. Safeguard staff reported that reviewing and rewriting multiple sector loan 
subproject reports creates an additional burden and may also affect the way these new modalities are 
treated. The weak capacity of clients may be a driver for excluding, for example, category A subprojects. 
 

1. Multitranche Financing Facility  
 
243. Application of the SPS to MFFs has been limited to the use of safeguard management 
frameworks. The SPS requires the borrower and/or client to agree with ADB on an environmental 
assessment and review framework, a resettlement framework, or an IPPF before ADB approves the MFF. 
These frameworks govern screening and categorization, social and environmental assessment, and 
preparation and implementation of safeguard plans of components, projects, and subprojects to be 
prepared after MFF approval.  
 
244. The SPS could have been far more responsive to the operational needs of its clients had it adopted 
strategic and sectoral environmental and social assessments for all MFFs and sector loans. The SPS 
includes a provision that SEAs should be produced when policies, plans, or programs are likely to have 
significant environmental impacts that are regional or sectoral. However, the SPS minimizes the use of 
strategic assessments, the only guidance was in Appendix 4 where for PBL programs: “Strategic 
environmental assessment (SEA) may be usefully applied where appropriate [emphasis added].”  In the 
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absence of explicit guidance on which other instruments could benefit from such assessments, they are 
not being undertaken in programs where they could have added significant value. The scale of MFFs 
should have made them prime candidates for SEAs or, better still, a SESA to assess the overall safeguard 
impacts of the government program. 142  Nor does the SPS provide any guidance on the scope of 
safeguard capacity development for MFFs. It is not clear whether capacity development undertaken 
during implementation of the first tranche should focus on the safeguard risks of the initial tranche or 
be designed to cover risks in later tranches as well. Undertaking SEAs or SESAs would allow MFFs to 
anticipate likely future risks so that the client could be prepared to address the highest possible risks it 
might encounter in the future. Since MFFs and sector loans generally require longer time commitments, 
they offer an opportunity for ADB to systematically develop sector or agency client capacity. This potential 
was rarely exploited.  
 

2. Financial Intermediaries   
 
245. The FI safeguard risk designation does not provide an absolute or relative sense of risk. ADB, like 
other MFIs, initially adopted an impact designation based on four categories: A, B, C, and FI. However, 
categorization at other MFIs has evolved over the years, in part as a response to the static nature of 
categorization, which is generally not revised during implementation, and also in recognition of the fact 
that the FI designation does not signal any absolute or relative risk. The classification FI simply refers to 
a lending modality and as such is a poor indicator of safeguard risk. The International Finance Corporation 
(IFC) has adopted a more granular risk rating to strengthen the relative risk signaling of projects 
implemented through financial intermediaries. It designates these projects FI-1, FI-2, or FI-3 risk 
designations, with FI-1 being the highest category of risk or impact. The World Bank has moved to a 
dynamic risk rating that covers preparation and implementation phases built on a four-tier risk 
framework: low, moderate, substantial, and high, which also applies to FI projects. 
 
246. ADB’s approach to managing safeguards in FI projects is incomplete at both policy and 
operational levels. While work related to project preparation, notably risk categorization and 
development of a safeguard framework, is generally satisfactory, the implementation of systems and 
procedures for project monitoring and oversight and borrower reporting is often inadequate and 
incomplete. The instructions in the SPS and the Operations Manual to ADB staff working on financial 
intermediaries and to borrowers who have to develop an ESMS are limited. Borrower reporting is often 
inadequate. Desk reviews, field visits, and previous IED reviews have pointed to the challenges associated 
with the quality of ADB monitoring and oversight of FI projects.  

 
3. Results-Based Lending  

 
247. RBL programs have been well received by borrowers who see them as more responsive to country 
programs and more aligned with borrower systems. The aim of using and strengthening borrower 
systems helps to achieve one of the key objectives of the SPS. The introduction of RBL in 2013 provided 
DMCs with more diverse financing choices with several advantages that allow RBLs to compete with the 
MFF modality (footnote 138). RBL programs reduce the emphasis on ADB procedures and standards in 
procurement and safeguard application, relying instead on borrower systems for these areas. There is a 
focus on the achievement of results that have been agreed with the borrower as DLIs. Chapter 4 examines 
RBL programs in more detail (paras. 137–146). In a previous evaluation, IED found  the value of RBL as a 
lending modality to be that it could help strengthen development effectiveness by linking loan 
disbursements to intermediate and final results achieved, and by using and improving program systems, 
including on safeguards (footnote 78). 
 

 
142  The same limitation applies to sector loans which are also expected to use safeguard frameworks (environmental assessment 

and review framework, resettlement framework, indigenous peoples planning framework), in effect treating each subproject 
under it as a stand-alone investment project.  
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248. Some of the systemic weaknesses that affected other modalities—frontloading, weak 
supervision, and inadequate attention to safeguard outcomes—also affected RBL programs. An 
assessment by IED found that the RBL programs were prepared in a manner consistent with ADB staff 
guidance and that the PSSAs were generally of good quality. However, it found that RBL programs also 
adopted a front-loaded approach (footnote 78). The assessment found more emphasis was placed on 
the preparation phase of RBL work and less on supervision and monitoring and consultations during 
implementation. Monitoring of capacity development activities was expected to be integrated within the 
borrower’s progress reports on the DLIs and the PAP. However, a functioning monitoring system requires 
an independent verification agency with sufficient capacity and responsibility for effective RBL 
implementation. ADB needs to develop more guidance and practice notes, including the role of IVA, to 
guide the monitoring and supervision of RBL programs. 

 
249.  The treatment of high safeguard risks through policy exclusions in RBL programs was initially 
contentious but has been resolved. The policy paper for the pilot phase stated that activities that would 
be classified as category A for environment under the SPS should be excluded from RBL programs. 143 
ADB Management interpreted this to mean that exclusions would not apply to IR and IP. The IED RBL 
evaluation highlighted the need to harmonize treatment of all safeguard requirements and to apply the 
exclusion to IR and IP as well. ADB Management agreed to apply the exclusion to them during the pilot 
phase. This particular issue has been resolved in the policy paper for mainstreaming RBLs where the 
language of exclusions has been replaced with a substantive definition of high safeguard risks using 
language harmonized with other MFIs. 144 The way this was resolved offers wider lessons that ADB can 
apply to other cases of overly prescriptive language in the SPS and Operations Manual. 145  
 
250. Effective monitoring, supervision and particularly independent verification are critical for 
safeguard implementation and the achievement of results in RBL programs. IED found three elements to 
be critical, none of which are fully clarified in current RBL policy guidance: (i) client capacity for field-level 
monitoring and quality control of field reports; (ii) independent verification of results, including of 
safeguard implementation; and (iii) ADB staff capacity for field supervision. The staff guidance should 
provide more clarity on the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of the executing and implementing 
agencies and of ADB safeguard staff, particularly during implementation of RBL programs. 
 

4. Nonsovereign Operations  
 

251. The SPS did not sufficiently recognize the differences between the circumstances affecting public 
and private sector operations. The nature of ADB’s engagement with borrowers in the private sector 
differs markedly from its traditional engagement with public sector borrowers. These differences 
originate in the practices that prevail in the private sector, the timing of financial mobilization decisions, 
and the need to work quickly and flexibly in a competitive environment. Perhaps the most important 
consideration is that private sector decision-making moves at a much faster pace than in the public 
sector; decisions often have to be taken in the absence of perfect information, recognizing that risk 
management is an inherent aspect of private sector operations. The drive for financial closure often 
results in limited information being available at the time of the lender’s due diligence. This creates at 
least two significant dilemmas for lenders. The first is that any extensive disclosure period requirement 
makes many deals impossible as it would delay approval of funding. Often, MFI funding approval is the 
most important step needed by a project proponent to finalize arrangements with other financial 
institutions. The 120-day disclosure period for any category A safeguard risk affects lending to the private 

 
143  Activities that would involve procurement of works, goods and services under high-value contracts are also excluded from RBL 

programs. 
144  The policy paper says: “All activities are eligible under the RBL program unless they are assessed to be likely to have significant 

adverse impacts that are sensitive, diverse, or unprecedented on the environment and/or affected people.” See Policy Paper: 
Mainstreaming the Results-Based Lending for Programs. 2019, para 34.  

145  For example, from the Operations Manual, the 200-person threshold is increasingly a problem for linear projects and may need 
to be both revised upward or replaced with new language as was done in the Mainstreaming Paper for RBL (footnote 18). 
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sector even more than in sovereign operations, as became clear during the staff interviews and country 
visits. This rule has prevented ADB from taking on a number of NSO higher-risk projects.  
 
252. There are important gaps in the SPS which limit its suitability to private sector financing. Most 
private sector companies that wish to engage with MFIs are pragmatic and accept that some form of 
environmental and social due diligence is required. However, the structure, scope and content of ADB’s 
SPS is significantly different from the safeguard frameworks of the other main lenders to the private 
sector, including IFC and EBRD, as well as from the requirements of commercial banks adhering to the 
Equator Principles (para. 7). ADB’s NSO have to adapt what is effectively a public sector safeguard 
framework to a dynamic and fast-paced private sector environment. The most significant challenges to 
applying the SPS to ADB private sector operations include: (i) a safeguard structure at ADB that does not 
provide detailed technical guidance like the performance standards of other MFIs which the market 
recognizes; (ii) heavy frontloading of due diligence requirements, which are hard to achieve in the time 
frame available for lending to private sector clients; and (iii) limited adaptability to the nature of private 
sector financial instruments. 
 
253. As PSOD’s work expands, it will make use of a broader set of financial instruments which it will 
require guidance for applying safeguards. Although not picked up in the structured portfolio review 
sample, the evaluation recognizes the potential challenges to applying the SPS to general corporate 
finance and corporate finance. These transactions involve equity, which can make it complex and difficult 
to apply of the ADB safeguard requirements. There is insufficient guidance in the SPS for the design and 
application of safeguards for these transactions. Other MFIs, including EBRD, have developed specific 
guidance for applying safeguards to such transactions. 

 
254. PSOD has taken the initiative to address such challenges as labor and working conditions. As 
these are compliance requirements, PSOD has developed a structured approach to core labor standards, 
while ensuring compliance with national labor laws. This means explicit coverage of these issues by 
including occupational health and safety, and community health and safety measures in safeguards 
assessments and in legal agreements and in environmental and social management plans, and by 
requiring labor management plans and periodic labor audits by the environmental and social monitors. 
 
D. Tailoring the Safeguard Policy Statement to Clients with Different 

Capacities  
 
255. There is little evidence in the SPS itself or in subsequent ADB guidance of an attempt to tailor 
safeguard approaches to clients with varying capacities.  Even in countries containing fragile and conflict-
affected situations, there is no evidence that tailoring safeguard requirements to these specific contexts 
was considered. The only provision in the SPS for adaptation to country contexts is for use of Emergency 
Procedures for emergencies but that is not sufficient to allow the SPS to be tailored to client capacities 
and country contexts in FCAS. More explicit guidance on how the SPS can be applied in FCAS as well as 
in small island developing states is needed.  ADB is uniquely positioned to support its Pacific DMCs and 
to customize its safeguards responses so they take account of customary land tenure, climate change, 
limited resources and capacity. 
 
256.  The SPS objective to strengthen client capacity and to support the use of country systems in ADB 
projects signaled ADB’s intent. This has not been achieved because implementation focused on 
strengthening client capacity to deliver projects rather than supporting environmental and social 
safeguard systems. This project-level support was not well coordinated with overall country 
strengthening of environmental and social risk management. Where the CSS approach was tried for ADB 
projects, it led to extensive equivalence and acceptability assessments and endless consultations but 
negligible results (see Chapter 4). 
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257. The principles and triggers 146 of ADB’s indigenous peoples safeguard requirements (SR3) are not 
well suited in the Pacific islands. In the Pacific, a country may host a mosaic of groups who each self-
identify as members of a distinct indigenous cultural group with collective attachments to geographic 
habitats or ancestral territories and distinct languages and customary institutions. However, such groups 
may lack a dominant society and culture to enable them to be considered separate and/or vulnerable. 
Further, the intent of SR3 to protect vulnerable indigenous peoples’ human rights, livelihood systems, 
territories or natural resources from the dominant society and culture may be less relevant to a country 
such as Papua New Guinea, with more than 800 linguistic groups. Customary land and natural resources 
are usually collectively owned by each tribe or clan. In practice, SR3 in Papua New Guinea has largely 
been avoided as it has proved difficult to adapt and contextualize to accommodate such complex 
situations. Ensuring equality of project benefit reach among such a large number of ethnic groups is 
important but would require protracted consultations. 
 
E.  Aligning the Safeguard Policy Statement with Policies at Other Multilateral 

Financial Institutions  
 

1. MFI Comparison 
 

258. This section assesses the extent to which ADB’s policy and approach are aligned with those of 
other MFIs. It is based on the findings from the evaluation’s country and project case assessments and a 
desk-based comparison of ADB’s safeguard system and the safeguard policies and frameworks at 13 
other institutions. The comparators included MFIs, bilateral development agencies, UN agencies, and 
commercial banks. 147    
 
259. The thematic scope and coverage of safeguard policies have been expanded and made more 
explicit. Most MFIs have recognized that clients are better served when the policy domains that generate 
the most frequent environmental and social risks are clearly spelled out. MFIs that have updated their 
safeguard frameworks spell out these domains in separate standards or requirements for clients. The 
World Bank has had 10 safeguard policies (compared with three at ADB) since the 1990s. The framework 
at the IFC contains eight performance standards 148 and is the first framework to include labor and 
working conditions, and community health and safety as separate standards, providing greater clarity 
and consistency to its clients. The Equator Principles have followed IFC’s lead, while the EBRD adopted 
IFC’s eight standards and added two more on financial intermediaries and stakeholder engagement. The 
World Bank’s Environmental and Social Framework (ESF) has 10 standards resembling those at EBRD. The 
draft policy update of the IDB used the IFC performance standards as the starting point and added two 
more on gender, and stakeholder engagement and disclosure. The African Development Bank (AfDB) has 
five safeguards, including one on labor conditions, health and safety. The Asian Infrastructure Investment 
Bank (AIIB) and the New Development Bank (NDB) are the only MFIs adopting a more conservative 
framework with only three safeguard requirements.  
 
 

 
146  Of the four indigenous people triggers (i.e., if a project directly or indirectly affects the dignity, human rights, livelihood systems, 

or culture of indigenous peoples or affects the territories or natural or cultural resources that indigenous peoples own, use, 
occupy, or claim as their ancestral domain), livelihood systems and territories are often subsumed under involuntary 
resettlement, and potential cultural impacts are deferred by mainstreaming. Because dignity and human rights are intangible 
dimensions, they are often not explicitly dealt with. 

147  The review covered ADB, The World Bank (IBRD and IDA), IFC, AIIB and the NDB, EBRD, AfDB, IDB, IDB Invest, as well as four 
bilateral, UN and commercial agencies DFAT, JICA, United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and Equator Principles 
financial institutions (EPFIs). 

148  IFC performance standards: (1) Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts; (2) Labor and 
Working Conditions; (3) Resource Efficiency and Pollution Prevention; (4) Community Health, Safety, and Security; (5) Land 
Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement; (6) Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Management of Living Natural 
Resources; (7) Indigenous Peoples; (8) Cultural Heritage.  
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260. The safeguard policy frameworks at the International Finance Corporation (adopted in 2006) and 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (adopted in 2008) are useful benchmarks for 
analyzing the SPS. The IFC and EBRD frameworks have addressed a number of the weaknesses that have 
been identified in the SPS related to labor and working conditions and occupational health and safety. 
They also clearly separate the roles and responsibilities of their staff from those of their clients. Staff are 
responsible and accountable for applying the organization’s sustainability policy, while performance 
standards apply to clients. Table 5 provides an overview of thematic coverage in MFIs. Table 6 compares 
the key processes and characteristics guiding MFI frameworks. When the SPS is compared with more 
recent MFI safeguards frameworks, which are now considered good practice, it is apparent that it lags 
behind in several key areas.  
 

Table 5: Thematic Coveragea of Safeguards at Multilateral Financial Institutions 

Factor 
ADB IDB IFC AfDB EBRD 

World 
Bank 

IDB 
update 

Policy SPS Safeguard 
Policies 

SP&PS ISS ESP ESF ESPF 

Year of Approval 2009 1998-2010 2012 2013 2014/2019 2016 December 
2019 
draft 

Environment Yes Yes 
     

Assessment and 
Management of 
Environment and 
Social Risks and 
Impacts 

No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Labor and Working 
Conditions 

Otherc No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Resource Efficiency 
and Pollution 
Prevention  

ENVd ENVd Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Community Health, 
Safety and Security 

ENVd No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Land Acquisition 
and/or Involuntary 
Resettlementb 

Yes Yes (physical 
displacement 

only) 

Yes  
Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Biodiversity 
Conservation and 
Sustainable 
Management of 
Living Natural 
Resources 

ENVd ENVd Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Indigenous Peoples Yes Yes Yes Embeddede Yes Yes Yes 
Cultural Heritage ENVd 

 
Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Financial 
Intermediaries 

Special 
provisions 

No Special 
provisions 

No Yes Yes Special 
provisions 

Stakeholder 
Engagement and 
Information 
Disclosure 

Embeddede Yes Embeddede Embeddede Yes Yes Yes 

Gender Equality Otherc Yes No No No No Yes         
ADB =Asian Development Bank, AfDB = African Development Bank, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, ENV = environment, ESF = Environmental and Social Framework, ESP = Environmental and Social Policy, ESPF 
= Environmental and Social Policy Framework, IDB = Inter-American Development Bank, IFC = International Finance 
Corporation, ISS = Integrated Safeguards System, NA = not applicable, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
a Thematic coverage has been marked “yes” when it is materially consistent with the label in the first column, even if the specific 
label of the safeguard standard or requirement varies among MFIs. 

b IDB covers physical displacement only, EBRD and World Bank include restrictions on land use. 
c Other means this issue is addressed outside the SPS. 
d ENV means partially covered under environment.  
e Embedded means contained within the safeguards policy framework. 
Source: Compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table 6: Safeguard Policy Characteristics and Processes at Multilateral Financial Institutions 
Factor ADB IDB IFC AfDB EBRD World Bank IDB update 
Policy SPS Safeguard 

Policies 
SP&PS ISS ESP ESF ESPF 

Year of Approval 2009 1998–2010 2012 2013 2014/2019 2016 Dec 2019 
draft 

Umbrella E&S Policy Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Integration of Policy 
Framework 

Partiala Not integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated 

Coverage of lending 
modalities or 
lending instruments 

All All All All All Investment 
projects only 

All 
(selective 

coverage of 
PBLs and 

TCO) 
Policy design Prescriptive Prescriptive Principles-

based 
Principles-

based 
Principles-

based 
Principles-

based 
Principles-

based 
Process Front-

loaded 
Front-loaded Continuous Front-loaded Continuous Continuous Continuous 

Assessment of 
Environmental and 
Social Risks and 
Impacts 

Separate 
E&S 

assessments 

Separate 
assessments 

Integrated PS1 Integrated 
OS1 

Integrated 
PR1 

Integrated 
ESS1 

Integrated 
ESPS1 

Project 
Categorization  

Separate for 
each SR 

Environmental 
impacts and 

risks 

Integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated 

Classification Scale A/B/C/FI A/B/C A/B/C/FI 1/2/3/4 (for 
FIs) 

A/B/C/FI H, S, M, L A/B/C for 
impacts 

H/S/M/L for 
risks 

Stakeholder 
Engagement 
throughout project 
cycle 

No No Yes Yes, Yes Yes Yes 

Instruments 
Required for FIs 

ESMS 
 

ESMS ESMS ESMS ESMS ESMS 

Additional 
requirements for FIs 

No No FI-1, FI-2, FI-3 
risk 

classification 

FI-A, FI-B, FI-
C risk 

classification 

Yes (PR9) Yes (ESS9) No 

Adaptive Risk 
Management 
Approach 

NA NA Separate 
Implementation 

Risk Rating 

NA Risk 
categories 

include 
client 

capacity & 
performance 

ESRC 
includes 

client 
capacity & 

performance 

Separate 
risk rating 

(ESRR) 

Disclosure 
Requirements for 
Category A / 
Category 1 

120 days for 
Environment 
category A 

only 

Not specified 
in policy for 

public sector; 
IDB Invest 

requires 120 
days,  

60 days  60 days for 
private 
sector 

projects; 120 
days for 

public sector 
projects 

60 days for 
private 
sector 

projects; 
and 120 
days for 

state sector 
projects 

Disclosure 
required 
prior to 

appraisal but 
time frame 

not specified 

Not 
specified in 

policy 

Location of 
Disclosure 
Requirement 

SPS, 2009, 
p.20 

IIC Disclosure 
of Information 
Policy, 2005 

for IDB Invest 

IFC Access to 
Information 

Policy,a 2012, 
p.11 

Integrated 
Safeguards 

System, 
2013, p. 28 

Access to 
Information 

Directive, 
2019, p.10 

No specific 
time frame 

for 
disclosure 

requirements 

No specific 
reference to 
disclosure 

requirement 

        
ADB =Asian Development Bank, AfDB = African Development Bank, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, E&S = 
environment and social, ESF = Environmental and Social Framework, ESMS = Environmental and Social Management System, ESP = 
Environmental and Social Policy, ESPF = Environmental and Social Policy Framework, ESRC – Environmental and Social Risk Classification, 
ESRR = Environmental and Social Risk Rating, FI = financial intermediary, IDB = Inter-American Development Bank, IFC = International 
Finance Corporation, ISS = Integrated Safeguards System, NA = not applicable, SEP = Stakeholder Engagement Plan, SPS = Safeguard 
Policy Statement, TCO = Technical Cooperation Operations. 
a Partial means the policy integrated existing safeguards, but risk assessments and categorization were retained as separate practices. 
Source: Compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 



98 Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

261. The comparator MFIs have more complete policy architectures. Significant efforts have been 
made  by MFIs in the past decade to bring additional clarity and alignment to their safeguard frameworks, 
including expanding their thematic coverage, separating policy principles from the standards or 
requirements that clients are expected to adopt, and clarifying the roles and responsibilities of lenders 
and clients. Disclosure requirements at most MFIs are located in directives or policies on access to 
information rather than within the safeguards policy, and among the most recent updates there seems 
to be a convergence on 60 days as the requirement for category A private sector projects. From Table 6, 
it is clear that ADB is not aligned with the main MFI private sector comparators. Given the dynamism of 
the private sector in the region, this has issues with ADB’s competitiveness and ability to cofinance with 
EBRD and IFC. Furthermore, procedures and prescriptive thresholds are located in staff guidance or 
guidance notes for clients which can be updated or adapted to different lending modalities more easily 
than updating elements contained within the policy. 
 
262. Other MFIs have tended to take a much more balanced approach to environmental and social 
assessment and management than ADB. They recognize that many standards and requirements have 
both environmental and social dimensions. All the MFIs that have updated their safeguard frameworks 
have explicitly integrated the environmental and social categorization of projects.  IFC, EBRD, the World 
Bank, and the IDB draft policy integrate the assessment of environmental and social risks and impacts, 
which enables strategic sector-wide or project-level risk assessment and management. Consequently, 
these institutions are encouraging closer collaboration between specialists to ensure that both 
dimensions are adequately covered by clients. 
 
263. MFIs have increasingly adopted dynamic risk management approaches to allow for adaptive 
management during implementation. Safeguard impacts are the adverse consequences of project 
interventions that need to be avoided, minimized or mitigated. By contrast, safeguard risks are 
consequences that may or may not occur and their magnitude and significance may be uncertain. This is 
often due to the capacity and efficacy of the implementing agencies, although risks can also arise from 
unintended consequences. A dynamic risk management approach allows MFIs to revisit safeguard 
categories or risk ratings during implementation. Some have integrated dynamic risk management into 
their categorization system while others have developed additional risk rating scales to monitor 
implementation risks. Consequently, organizations such as IFC (and others who have emulated their 
framework) separate impacts, which are used to categorize projects at appraisal stage, from risks, which 
occur during implementation. This approach also allows for a dynamic risk management approach to be 
adopted and for risk ratings to be revised during implementation based on project performance and the 
client’s response. EBRD and the World Bank have explicitly included adaptive risk management within 
their frameworks, while IDB has followed IFC’s lead and proposed two separate scales for categorization 
of impacts and rating of risks. Being able to update the risk classification during implementation makes 
it easier to deploy resources and adapt safeguard actions to actual project risks. The SPS introduced the 
principle of adaptive management but did not define it or explain what it would mean in relation to 
project risk, scale, complexity, and borrower performance. Nor did the SPS explain to borrowers how 
they could integrate environmental and social considerations in project decision-making during design 
and implementation. 
 
264. Most MFIs have elevated stakeholder engagement to a policy standard. MFIs initially introduced 
stakeholder consultations during project preparation, but over the past decade they have acknowledged 
their importance throughout the project cycle and have integrated this concept into their safeguard 
frameworks, requiring borrowers to prepare a stakeholder engagement plan that is funded, implemented 
and monitored to ensure that meaningful consultations take place throughout the project cycle. The 
policy frameworks of EBRD and the World Bank, and IDB’s draft policy framework all include an explicit 
commitment to stakeholder engagement and information disclosure throughout the project cycle. IFC 
also provides detailed guidance for clients on this.   
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265. Many MFIs provide more detailed guidance to financial intermediaries on implementing 
safeguards. Appraising and overseeing project loans and reporting on performance are the responsibility 
of the FI. By design, MFIs are not directly engaged in supervising subprojects. MFIs typically assess the 
ESMS of the FI and strengthen it as necessary. Beyond that, they are expected to play a hands-off role. 
The financial reports from the FI need to be complemented by reports on the environmental and social 
performance of their clients. The challenge is for the MFI to assure itself that the subprojects are not 
causing adverse impacts. Other MFIs have adopted two strategies to deal with this. The first is to 
recognize that the use of “FI” as a safeguard category is inadequate as it only identifies the borrower, 
not the significance of the environmental and social risk. MFIs have therefore adopted risk categories to 
differentiate risks within FI lending. 149 The second strategy adopted by EBRD and the World Bank’s ESF 
has been to create a separate requirement for financial intermediaries to provide more clarity to their 
clients on their responsibilities. Both measures recognize the special attention that needs to be paid to 
financial intermediaries if their safeguard impacts and risks are to be managed effectively.  
 
266. MFIs have more fully integrated social inclusion into their safeguards. IFC, EBRD, World Bank, 
and IDB have elevated labor and working conditions to separate standards, while AfDB has one standard 
on labor conditions, health and safety. IDB has elevated gender to a separate standard. Although the SPS 
referenced social dimensions such as labor, community health and safety, and gender equality, it deferred 
to other policies on these points. Concerns were raised by some ADB staff that integrating those 
dimensions within safeguards might come at the expense of diluting the existing “do good” social 
inclusion work that is articulated in other ADB policies and handbooks. However, ADB is clearly an 
exception in excluding adverse impacts on labor and communities from its safeguard policy. The options 
facing ADB include: (i) broadening its safeguard assessments to integrate analysis of adverse impacts on 
labor and communities more systematically; (ii) adding policy standards on these issues, as has been 
done by other MFIs; or (iii) maintaining safeguards that are limited to the current “do no harm” 
requirements. Each option has resource implications, including staff allocations, preparation of guidance 
materials, and training requirements. Nevertheless, if ADB is to expand attention and resources to 
increase its focus on social inclusion this would be more in line with the aspirations of Strategy 2030. 
ADB has shown greater willingness to acknowledge the need to assist those below the national poverty 
threshold as part of its approach to IR. Redefining the scope of the policy would provide ADB with an 
opportunity to strengthen the relationship between the requirement on indigenous peoples and 
vulnerability. 
 
267. All MFIs tend to apply safeguard policies to sector investment projects, sector-wide projects, and 
multitranche lending operations, but few of them apply safeguards to all of their lending instruments. 
Good practice for sector-wide and programmatic lending instruments involves using strategic or sectoral 
environmental and social assessments. Most MFIs recognize that safeguards are difficult to apply to 
policy-based loans, except for those that support policy or institutional reforms that are likely to cause 
direct adverse environmental and social impacts. The World Bank relies on other instruments (e.g., 
country environmental analysis, and poverty and social impact analysis) to address such impacts. IDB has 
proposed excluding policy-based lending from safeguards except for those loans that will have adverse 
impacts on a country’s environment and natural resources and its social, cultural and economic aspects. 
For RBL, most MFIs have customized safeguard frameworks that have proved to be adequate for design 
and appraisal. Monitoring, verification, and supervision remain a challenge for all.  
 
268. Most MFIs have special safeguard frameworks for lending to the private sector. In 2008, EBRD 
adopted a new safeguard framework that was developed by adapting IFC’s performance standards, 
introduced 2 years earlier, to both private and public sector operations. IFC’s performance standards have 
subsequently become a global benchmark for private sector project finance (footnote 148), including 
through the Equator Principles, which have been adopted by numerous other institutions, including 
private banks, export-import credit agencies, and bilateral development finance institutions. In 2012, the 

 
149  IFC has adopted FI 1, FI 2, FI 3 while the World Bank uses a four-point scale: high, substantial, moderate, and low. 
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World Bank adopted IFC’s Sustainability Policy and Performance Standards for its private sector financing, 
and a few years later IDB Invest followed suit. The World Bank’s ESF resembles the IFC safeguards 
framework. IDB has launched a review of its performance standards and intends to adapt them to public 
sector projects. These MFIs have adapted procedures and processes that address the circumstances and 
needs of the private sector, including a balance between pre-approval processes and post-approval 
implementation oversight.   
 
F. Summary  
 
269. The SPS aim of increasing the clarity, coherence, and consistency of ADB’s approach to 
safeguards has not been fully achieved. The degree of integration and consistency among ADB’s 
safeguard requirements has weakened over time, reducing the effectiveness of ADB’s safeguard policy 
system. The objective of balancing a front-loaded procedural approach with a focus on implementation 
results has not been achieved, as the SPS system is designed to emphasize procedural compliance.  

 
270. ADB has had some success in adapting the SPS to different lending modalities (PBL programs, 
MFFs, FI loans, and RBL programs) and to a lesser extent to private sector operations. However, it has not 
provided sufficient guidance on how to address the specific challenges of these modalities, nor has it 
paid sufficient attention to implementation. Even for lending instruments that operate on a 
programmatic or sector-wide basis, the incentive structure at ADB encourages staff to process them as 
stand-alone, ring-fenced components rather than as an integral part of a broader government program. 

 
271. Although there were several forward-looking elements in the SPS, ADB now lags behind the more 
recent safeguard frameworks and good practices at other MFIs. ADB needs to make changes to align 
itself with the evolving international practice. A modernization of ADB’s safeguard framework is due. 
This would require changes to the policy architecture and thematic coverage, and a shift toward greater 
implementation support and results monitoring.  
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A. Conclusions and Key Findings 

272. This chapter integrates the evaluation findings and presents the key conclusions on the main 
evaluation questions. It provides lessons learned from the evidence that was collected during the course 
of the evaluation and highlights the issues that emerged. Finally, it offers recommendations for ADB to 
consider in guiding its future safeguards work.  
 
273. The overarching question of the evaluation was: Is the SPS fit-for-purpose to ensure effective 
safeguard implementation in ADB operations, given the experience to date and the changes in the 
external and internal context? There were three subsidiary questions. (i) How effective has the SPS been 
in achieving the intended results of its environmental and social safeguard objectives? (ii) How efficient 
are ADB’s processes and systems in supporting the SPS to achieve its safeguard objectives, and in 
responding to the evolving needs of the ADB portfolio? (iii) How relevant and adequate is the SPS to the 
evolving needs of ADB clients and the ADB portfolio, given the changes in the external context of 
environment and social safeguards? 
 
274. Overall, ADB’s consolidation of the three earlier policies into the SPS remains relevant but the 
ambitions of the SPS have not been fully realized.  The SPU reforms sought to: “(i) better articulate the 
safeguard policies to improve their clarity, coherence, and consistency; (ii) balance a front-loaded 
procedural approach with one also focused on results during implementation; (iii) adapt policy 
implementation to an evolving range of lending products and innovative financing modalities; (iv) work 
toward greater harmonization with safeguard practices across MFIs and tailor safeguard approaches to 
different clients with varying capacities; and (v) improve internal processes and resource 
allocation”(footnote 1). Progress against these objectives has been variable, limited, and incomplete, 
although these priorities remain as important as when the SPS was approved. The fit-for-purpose 
consideration is therefore fundamental, particularly considering the rapid growth in ADB lending to the 
private sector, improvements in the policies and capacity of ADB developing member countries, and the 
launch of new MFIs operating in Asia, the New Development Bank and the Asian Infrastructure 
Investment Bank. 
 

1. Effectiveness of Safeguard Implementation  
 

a. Effectiveness of Environment, Involuntary Resettlement, and Indigenous Peoples 
Safeguards 

 
275. ADB’s emphasis on risk minimization in project scope may in practice have contributed to a more 
limited appetite for projects, or components, with significant risks. This may have been at the expense of 
the higher development outcomes that could have come from financing more complex and ambitious 
projects. The narrower focus and more rapid preparation of category B projects can lead to ADB not 
taking measures to deal with the adverse effects of potential associated facilities and cumulative impacts. 
Perceived difficulty of ADB’s procedures may have led governments not to ask ADB to finance category 
A projects. Even when programmatic approaches and longer-term engagement through MFFs are used, 
ADB has rarely undertaken strategic environmental assessments or strategic environmental and social 
assessments of program-wide impacts. ADB’s emphasis has been on reducing the lead time of projects, 
and this does not sit well with the extended time needed to produce high-quality strategic environmental 
assessments.  
 
276. ADB generally added value in implementing IR and environment safeguards but its impacts on 
risks to IPs were often limited to those related to IR. Implementation of the IR safeguard requirement 
was recognized by clients as adding the most value. In practice, ADB support for IR has emphasized 
compensation. Responses for significantly affected people who require livelihood restoration, over and 
above asset compensation, has been less effective because of limited operational guidance and methods 
to measure results. Environmental outcomes have been satisfactory for direct environmental impacts and 
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risks of pollution and biodiversity but weaker for occupational and community health and safety. Results 
on indigenous peoples have been limited as ADB’s approach has been to avoid risk and to concentrate 
benefits on IR. In terms of safeguard performance, nonsovereign projects performed better than 
sovereign projects in the sample projects that were examined. Financial intermediary projects were the 
weakest in terms of safeguard performance, regardless of whether they were administered as sovereign 
or NSO, although nonsovereign FI operations performed slightly better. 
 
277. ADB support for project preparation and implementation supervision has generally added value. 
It has helped to minimize and mitigate the adverse impacts on the environment and people affected by 
IR. However, for indigenous peoples the emphasis was on mainstreaming and addressing IR impacts. 
Projects were generally well-prepared, with risks minimized. Social risk mitigation (which extended 
benefits to non-title holders and ensured market-based compensation arrangements) was a key added 
value. ADB paid less attention to safeguards during implementation. ADB has increasingly supported 
monitoring of safeguards by borrowers, although this needs improvement. 
 
278. The positive outcomes were often supported by effective safeguard due diligence in terms of 
procedural compliance and by project preparatory technical assistance. The quality of environmental and 
social assessments was generally satisfactory, with more explicit documentation available for category A 
projects. Documenting meaningful consultation and the disclosure of relevant information to affected 
households was an issue for many projects, often symptomatic of country-level challenges. Poor 
consultation contributes to challenges with categorization, particularly for the identification of IP needs 
and consequent mitigation plan preparation. This is partly because the SPS requirements can differ from 
government practices and partly because of risk avoidance practiced by ADB staff.  
 

b. Effectiveness of Support to Strengthening Country Systems 
 
279. Support for the strengthening of country systems through technical assistance has had some 
successes but use of borrower systems has not. Strengthening borrower systems and environmental and 
social risk management capacities was envisioned as an SPS objective. In many ways strengthening 
borrower systems is a prerequisite for the use of country systems. The strengthening of capacity is a 
difficult and recurrent task.  ADB provided substantial technical assistance resources for capacity support 
but much of it was used to fill gaps, support safeguard implementation, or to support the procedural 
requirements for CSS. Technical assistance has contributed to practice, policy and legislative changes that 
have improved country safeguard systems. The use of CSS in ADB projects was, however, undermined by 
the ADB-centric approach provided in the SPS, which relied on countries aligning their systems with the 
SPS objectives and principles if CSS are to be used in ADB-funded projects. The lengthy procedural 
requirements for approval, relying on elaborate equivalence and acceptability assessments at the country 
or agency level, proved a deterrent.  Even if use of CSS was granted for ADB-financed projects, gap-filling 
action plans and significant ADB supervision were required. As a result, there was little interest in using 
CSS from DMCs. The only substantial effort took place in Indonesia where, after extensive engagement, 
there was a decision to pursue an agency rather than country approach for the application of national 
systems. While this turned out to be a more practical option, the agency approach is still cumbersome 
to adopt and few countries have expressed interest in it. The use of PLN’s safeguard framework in 
Indonesia has yet to be approved and the only example of an agency approach to date has been Power 
Grid in India, which is a unique case and should not be viewed as representative. The general conclusion 
is that ADB needs a broader and more client-focused approach to strengthening country regulatory 
agencies. ADB’s support for regional safeguard learning centers is a good initiative in this direction.   
 

2. Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Internal Processes and Delivery Mechanisms 
 
280. ADB provided some positive institutional responses to implementing the SPS. These included a 
steady increase in the number of safeguard staff to align with the increase in the project portfolio. The 
SDCC has expanded the range of training available to staff. A number of tools have been developed by 
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the operations departments to supplement the Operations Manual. However, the overall effort has not 
been sufficiently systematic or commensurate with the need as envisioned in the SPS. 
  
281. ADB’s internal organizational arrangements for safeguard management have not proved well 
suited for efficient and consistent safeguard delivery in operations departments. Delegation of safeguard 
delivery to the six operations departments (five regional departments and the Private Sector Operations 
Department) has resulted in different structures, approaches to out-posting, and attitudes to the role of 
national safeguard staff. Processes and procedures have been inconsistent, resulting in a fragmented 
approach across ADB. Organizing staff by the use of a centralized model would provide clearer roles and 
responsibilities and allow greater independence of reporting, decision-making, and budgets; key 
elements for effective safeguards risk management. A gradual evolution across all operations 
departments has resulted in safeguard staff being placed in front offices, although there is some variation 
in their reporting lines. Overall, this shift has enabled a degree of separation of the safeguard quality 
assurance and project approval functions, 150 a mediation function, and a platform for the discussion of 
persistent issues and the facilitation of more uniform problem-solving approaches. 
 
282. As the central division responsible for safeguards, the Safeguard Division in SDCC has not been 
sufficiently resourced. Its responsibilities include providing policy oversight and guidance, knowledge 
management, corporate-level risk monitoring, training, and capacity development. In the absence of lead 
from the center, the operations departments have developed their own guidance notes, portfolio 
safeguards risk monitoring systems, and training materials to address operational needs. While these 
have responded to immediate needs, they may not reflect ADB’s corporate position. The response has 
been inconsistent across operations departments and represents inefficient and duplicative use of 
resources. 
 
283. ADB has not provided enough guidance material to implement the SPS and respond to challenges 
faced by ODs in a timely manner. The supporting procedures, Operation Manual provisions, and guidance 
documents to implement the SPS have not been sufficiently developed. Guidance on emerging areas of 
work has either been delayed, focused on front-end procedures at the expense of implementation 
supervision, or deferred to other ADB policies and MFI guidance materials. 
 
284. ADB has retained a front-loaded procedural approach. This has been effective for achieving a 
reasonably high level of safeguard compliance during project preparation but has implications for risk 
management and leads to staff inefficiencies. Although ADB has provider support to bolster borrower 
capacity support during implementation, there has been an emphasis on compliance rather than on 
implementation and risk mitigation outcome documentation. ADB’s efforts to accelerate project 
preparation, including streamlined business processes and project readiness requirements, have further 
emphasized the primacy of project preparation at the expense of implementation oversight. The 
separation of project teams into staff based at headquarters (for front-loaded processing) and staff based 
at resident missions (to whom supervision and implementation support is delegated), has not always 
taken account of staff capacities and has sometimes contributed to inefficiencies and lost opportunities 
in safeguard risk management. 
 

3. Relevance and Adequacy of the SPS in the Current and Future Context  
 
285. At the time of its approval, the SPS was an ambitious and forward-looking policy. It brought 
together guidance for environment, IR, and IP under one policy. It gave prominence to strengthening 
and ultimately using borrower and client safeguard systems. The SPS also emphasized borrower 
monitoring reports, an important requirement for long-term capacity development (compliance with this 
requirement has improved although more can be done to strengthen quality and timeliness). The 
principle in the SPS that, during IR, poor or vulnerable affected people’s livelihoods need to be brought 

 
150  The key determination of authority rests in the sign-off role on categorization, a report and recommendation of the President, 

and linked documents at key stages in the processing and approval.   
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at least on par with minimum living standards, was a unique compliance requirement. It went beyond 
the livelihood restoration to pre-project levels required by other MFIs. However, without the necessary 
guidance, it remains largely aspirational. The SPS introduced a number of new topics, such as core labor 
standards, but provided little guidance on the scope of application or on implementation requirements. 
Importantly, SPS requirements were to apply to all lending modalities and were intended to be adaptable 
to new lending modalities. The SPS is particularly well suited for stand-alone sovereign investment loans 
and MFFs. It is less fit-for-purpose for managing the risks of programmatic operations, such as PBL and 
RBL, which are increasingly becoming instruments of choice. 
 
286.  The SPS is incomplete, mixing principles and procedures with technical requirements. It does not 
reflect a contemporary architecture, international good practice and is not well suited to meeting the 
needs of the evolving ADB portfolio. It does not provide enough support for stronger partnerships with 
borrowers and development partners and greater harmony with their safeguard policies. The SPS has not 
shifted the emphasis on frontloading and balance with implementation. Integration of the three 
safeguards, their categorization, and due diligence assessments has been insufficient. Some sections of 
the SPS were overly prescriptive for a policy document, for example, the 120-day rule for projects 
classified as environment category A (footnote 1, p. 20, SPS).   
 
287. The SPS has not been fully responsive to the growth of private sector and FI lending nor to new 
modalities such as RBL programs. Private sector and FI lending were mentioned in the SPS, but detailed 
guidance has not been provided unlike RBL preparation where efforts were made to adapt the SPS. The 
Operations Manual’s establishment of a threshold of 200 affected people for a project to be designated 
as category A for IR may need to be either revised upward or replaced with new language as was done 
in the paper on mainstreaming RBL (footnote 18).     
 
288. ADB has not adapted the SPS sufficiently to private sector financing. ADB now lags behind other 
MFIs who have more recent policies embedded in a contemporary safeguards architecture.  The SPS is 
not well aligned with IFC’s environmental and social performance standards, which have become the 
global reference standard for environment and social standards for private sector finance.  The SPS now 
lags other MFIs in terms of safeguard best practice in scope of coverage and processing requirements; 
many MFIs have already implemented risk-based supervision and adaptive risk management during 
implementation; and accepted practice of other MFIs is a shorter disclosure period for draft EIAs, 
recognizing the competitiveness and transactional pace of the private sector. Subsequent policy updates 
at the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) and the World Bank have advanced 
the thinking on the scope and coverage of safeguards; the need for more differentiated risk and impact 
categorization; clarification of client and MFI roles and responsibilities; and the level of integration in 
safeguard risk assessment and management action plans. IDB has begun a similar modernization process 
to update its safeguard policies. 151 These MFIs have converged around the IFC’s safeguards architecture 
and its performance standards as a starting point and are adapting these to their institutional needs and 
the priorities of their clients. While EBRD customization was aimed at ensuring its modernized framework 
could be applied to both public and private sector clients, the World Bank (and the ongoing 
modernization process at IDB) sought to adapt IFC’s framework, which was designed for the private 
sector, to their sovereign clients. 
 
289. ADB has not provided sufficient guidance on implementing the SPS. The SPS “green book” 
contains a preamble with aspirational principles, requirements, procedures, processes and prescriptions 

 
151  As part of its policy modernization process, IDB released its Draft Environmental and Social Policy Framework for public 

consultation in December 2019. It follows the IFC architecture but has adapted IFC’s provisions to IDB’s public sector clients. 
The draft framework has proposed adding two more environmental and social performance standards (ESPS) to the eight 
performance standards at IFC: ESPS 9 gender equality, and ESPS 10 stakeholder engagement and information disclosure. ESPS 
10 is similar to the tenth standard in the World Bank’s Environmental and Social Framework, and as in ESPS 10 expects the 
borrower to develop and implement a stakeholder engagement plan proportional to the nature and scale of the project, and 
its potential risks and impacts.      
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but it lacks supporting guidelines, good practice notes, and templates. ADB has not provided enough 
formal guidance on applying the SPS to its new and expanding modalities or to private sector financing. 
This has made implementation difficult and inconsistent as operational gaps have been filled somewhat 
haphazardly, based on a learning-by-doing approach. In the absence of a strong knowledge management 
process with rigorous monitoring and periodic stocktaking of results, ADB is missing opportunities to 
learn from its mistakes and to document, disseminate, and promote good practice among its clients and 
project teams. As a result, staff have focused on procedural compliance and have been unable to focus 
on helping their clients achieve better safeguard results. 
 

4. Overall Assessment   
 
290. Although the broad SPS objectives and the SPU intended reforms are as relevant today as when 
the SPS was approved, significant aspects of the SPS are no longer “fit-for-purpose.” A number of 
elements remain relevant, including the consolidation of the three safeguard requirements under one 
policy, strengthening of client safeguard systems, client responsibility for safeguards report monitoring, 
maintaining the livelihoods of poor and vulnerable affected people, and the intention to apply SPS 
principles to all lending modalities. However, numerous gaps in the policy, inadequate guidance material, 
and poor organizational arrangements have limited its utility. There are deficiencies in each of the three 
safeguards requirements. ADB has provided limited direction on how to manage risks and determine 
outcomes. The SPS has proved insufficiently adaptable to new lending modalities, and it has not shown 
it is well suited to responding to emerging issues. The updated safeguard frameworks adopted by several 
comparator MFIs, and evolving good practices in safeguards instruments and approaches, have 
implications for the SPS.  Finally, the SPS has an unrealistic and cumbersome approach to the use of CSS. 
 
291. ADB has lacked an adequate, coherent and consistent institutional effort to implement the SPS.  
It needs an approach that is adequate in terms of the resources allocated and the balance of effort, 
coherent in terms of the extent to which the different parts of the SPS blend together seamlessly to 
achieve a common purpose, aligned with other aspirational policies of ADB, and consistent in terms of 
putting in place more uniform systems and practices across the operations departments and portfolio to 
manage conflict of interest and ensure safeguard outcomes.   
 
292. The SPS prescriptions and procedures have become less relevant to the region. Many DMCs have 
achieved significant economic and social development outcomes and now have access to multiple 
sources of financing, which makes applying ADB safeguards as a condition for the approval of the loan 
less attractive. Some countries consider MFI requirements to be burdensome and bureaucratic. The range 
of MFI product offerings are therefore increasingly important to meeting countries’ demands and 
expectations, particularly larger countries such as the PRC, India, and Indonesia, which have significant 
in-country financial resources and well-established financial sectors. Instead of emphasizing strict 
procedural compliance before loan approval, ADB needs to align itself with borrower capacity and to 
allow a certain level of flexibility in the timing of the designs of safeguard measures during both 
preparation and implementation.   
 
B. Lessons 

293. ADB safeguards can provide significant added value in terms of IR compensation, an area where 
ADB has demonstrated consistent commitment. However, ADB safeguards can also add value in areas 
that have received less attention, such as sociocultural impacts on IP and ethnic minorities (e.g., 
improvements to religious and cultural structures, and the preservation of culture and customs), 152 
cumulative impacts, and associated facilities. These are often difficult or neglected areas of work within 
national safeguard systems and ADB could add value by addressing them as part of due diligence and 
implementation support.    

 
152 Detailed analysis is available in Appendix 5. 
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294. In addition to considering project impacts, ADB needs to recognize the dynamism of impacts and 
associated risks are also important factors to consider in avoiding, minimizing and mitigating negative 
effects. ADB’s current system of categorization incorrectly mixes risk and impact. A risk is the combination 
of the likelihood of or potential for an adverse impact occurring, and the severity or magnitude of the 
adverse impact if it does. Even when a project’s expected impact has been identified, the risk of adverse 
impacts may, or may not, materialize depending on the effectiveness of the risk mitigation measures. 
This implies that the same adverse impact might pose different levels of risk in different countries with 
different safeguard capacity and effort during implementation. Understanding safeguard risks, i.e., the 
severity of potential impacts and the likelihood of the adverse impacts materializing, is critical to the 
application of safeguards. Improved categorization should consider, for example, borrower capacity and 
implementation performance, in addition to likely project impacts. 
 
295. Assessing and responding to safeguard risks requires internal systems for risk-based safeguard 
management and can benefit from a more concerted effort to apply digital technologies to safeguards. 
Safeguard monitoring systems that can track progress in both compliance and outcomes are essential 
for effective safeguards management. They can assist operations departments in moving toward adaptive 
risk management by allocating resources to operations where they are most needed. Digital technologies 
can be harnessed to enhance outreach, inform project design, and improve monitoring of project 
outcomes, including safeguard outcomes. An upfront investment in digital diagnostics and digital 
infrastructure can enhance project monitoring and evaluation and increase feedback from citizens. 
Remote sensing, geospatial data analysis, and drone technology can help establish baselines and verify 
reporting.  Mobile telephony and the use of text messaging can make grievance mechanisms more 
accessible and therefore make them more effective.  
 
296. Support to executing agencies and/or implementing agencies as well as to central agencies is 
critical for strengthening borrower systems. Most of ADB’s support to borrowers has been transactional 
and focused on executing and implementing agencies. Little effort has been made in recent years to 
strengthen central regulatory agencies and systems for in-country management of environmental and 
social safeguards (ADB’s work with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment in Viet Nam being 
an exception).  ADB could make much greater use of strategic safeguards assessments—SEAs or SESAs—
for sector loans or MFFs, or in countries where systemic issues such as communal lands need a different 
solution.  
 
C. Issues 
 
297. The SPS has retained a procedural compliance focus and lacks clarity in a number of areas of 
increasing importance (e.g., climate change and labor), which is not well aligned with Strategy 2030 and 
its emphasis on high-level outcomes. Strategy 2030 sets out a new direction for ADB in response to the 
global Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the dynamism of the region. The SPS is not aligned 
with ADB’s new Strategy 2030, which focuses on high-level outcomes. Expanding the coverage, 
integrating risk and focusing on outcomes is needed for safeguards to better support Strategy 2030 in 
responding to the global SDGs and the dynamism of the region. For example, the SPS is based on 
procedural compliance and diverges from current good practice in a number of areas (e.g., on 
occupational health and safety). To support Strategy 2030, a greater level of integration and an outcome 
orientation are both needed.  For safeguards, this implies that ADB should pay more attention at both 
the portfolio and corporate levels to producing and tracking indicators for environmental and social 
outcomes. As other MFIs are adjusting policies to meet the new development agenda, their safeguards 
frameworks diverge with the SPS on scope (e.g., labor, community health and safety, climate change, 
and gender) and with its compliance emphasis. ADB needs to achieve a level of consistency with other 
lenders in terms of its thematic coverage and focus on safeguard outcomes, particularly given increasing 
levels of project cofinancing. A further area where ADB needs more consistency with other MFIs is the 
120-day disclosure requirement for draft EIAs, specifically for private sector financing. Amongst the main 
MFI comparators for the private sector, the AfDB, EBRD and IFC, their policy guidance requires 60 days 
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rather than 120. As IFC and EBRD operate in ADB’s region, which has a dynamic private sector, this has 
an effect on ADB’s private sector competitiveness and ability to cofinance. Further, given the advances 
and access to information technology, relevant stakeholders are able to review, vet and provide feedback 
in a more expedient manner. 
 
298. The SPS’s objective of strengthening borrower systems remains valid but the approach taken to 
establish CSS in ADB-supported projects by focusing on country systems’ equivalence with the SPS and 
acceptability has been unsuccessful. In hindsight, the efforts to strengthen borrower systems lacked a 
clear pathway to achieve widespread adoption. The approach chosen to expand use of CSS in ADB 
projects proved to be too complex and inefficient. It became a distraction, preventing the achievement 
of the larger objective of strengthening borrower systems for environmental and social risk management.  
Country systems vary in scope and depth and national legislation and capacity is evolving, making 
alignment with the SPS difficult.  
 
299. Good practice has moved beyond the approach taken in the SPS toward a more balanced 
approach to environmental and social assessment and management and adaptive management. 
Although the SPS consolidated three existing safeguard policies into one policy statement, the integration 
did not result in a balanced approach. Policy integration was not followed through in practice and ADB 
continued to treat the safeguard requirements as if they were stand-alone policies with parallel systems 
of categorization and separate risk assessments and management systems. Policy integration has its own 
challenges. When work on IP and IR was combined, IP provisions were effectively subsumed under the 
involuntary resettlement requirement and the particular risks and concerns of indigenous people fell by 
the wayside. ADB can draw lessons from IFC, EBRD, and the World Bank, which have adopted integrated 
instruments, e.g., ESIAs, environmental and social review summaries (ESRSs), and ESMSs. An increasing 
number of MFIs have introduced risk ratings that recognize and assess risk determinants such as client 
capacity and commitment. 153 Having a risk rating that takes client capacity into account provides the 
means to revise the risk rating based on client capacity and performance during implementation, thereby 
enabling a tool for adaptive management by modulating the extent of implementation support. ADB 
lacks this ability for risk-based management because the SPS did not distinguish risks from impacts. 
 
300. Despite ADB’s poverty reduction mandate, the SPS lacks sufficient operational guidance to 
execute, monitor, and measure mitigation responses among poor and other vulnerable affected people. 
ADB must ensure its projects do not lead to further impoverishment. Where impact avoidance or 
minimization are not possible, SR2 (and SR1 for impacts other than land acquisition) requires livelihood 
enhancement, or restoration at minimum, of all displaced persons to pre-project levels or a level beyond 
minimum national income standards if they were below these, and an improvement  in the standard of 
living of displaced poor and vulnerable groups. While the ADB SPS is unique among MFIs in the scope of 
its accountability to the poor and vulnerable, the livelihood restoration aspiration is consistent with its 
“do no harm” approach.  If ADB wants to operationalize its poverty reduction mission statement within 
the scope of the SPS, it has to ensure that it provides adequate resources, procedures, and guidance for 
projects to establish livelihood baselines of project affected poor and vulnerable people, conduct market 
studies to support employment enhancement activities, carry out a capacity assessment of proposed 
delivery partners, and find ways to measure livelihood restoration. ADB will also need to ensure that 
these important poverty reduction objectives are monitored, and the outcomes assessed and adequately 
documented in project completion reports. 
 
301. The SPS and related portions of the Operations Manual have not evolved sufficiently to provide 
the necessary operational guidance. The SPS and Operations Manual duplicate each other, rather than 

 
153  IFC, EBRD, and the World Bank consider the capacity and commitment of the client in their assessment of risk. The World Bank 

includes client capacity and performance in its four-level classification system of project impacts and risks. In addition to its 
categorization of project impacts, IFC maintains a separate risk rating based on client performance (this is also based on four 
levels). IDB’s draft policy also emulates IFC in having two classification systems, one for categorization of impacts, and one for 
categorization of risks including client performance. 
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providing complementary guidance and instructions to staff. The SPS mixes policy with procedures. For 
example, it includes the requirement to disclose draft EIAs for category A projects 120 days prior to the 
date for Board consideration, which would have been more appropriate for the Operations Manual. ADB 
has not provided sufficient operational guidance through the Operations Manual, good practice notes 
and updates to promote a results-oriented, as opposed to compliance-driven, approach to safeguards, 
with systematic training to staff and borrowers and clients. In particular, ADB needs to provide specific 
support on emerging issues (e.g., sexual abuse and harassment at the work site, and project impacts on 
communities that were not displaced) and persistent concerns (e.g., stakeholder engagement). It needs 
to cover new modalities, challenging areas of work (FI projects, IP), technical issues (noise and vibration), 
provide more detailed guidance (e.g., physical cultural resources risk assessment and management), and 
crosscutting issues (climate change, disaster risk management and gender).  
 
302. To date, the SPS and operational guidance and organizational structure for supporting private 
sector financing has been inadequate as formalized guidance, systems, and procedures of the SPS have 
focused on sovereign lending.  The nature of private sector financing differs greatly from sovereign and 
the corresponding procedures are not clear and not official.  Private sector financing is complicated 
by its more limited timeframes and greater cofinancing. Among other MFIs and commercial lenders there 
has been a policy convergence on private sector lending that can be seen especially in the IFC 
performance standards, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) safeguards, and the 
Equator Principles. It is important that ADB builds on these initiatives, since private sector financing is a 
growing share of the ADB portfolio. ADB will need to decide whether it wants to retain a single common 
policy with specific provisions for private sector operations, or whether it would like to simply adopt an 
existing safeguards policy framework that is more suitable for its private sector operations.  

 
303. The SPS categorization of projects is not integrated and lacks a risk-based approach.  Despite the 
intention to consolidate three policies into one, the SPS inherited and continued the legacy of separate 
categorizations for each of the three safeguard policies instead of employing a single category for each 
project based on the severity and nature of impact and risk, as is the universal practice among all other 
MFIs. The threshold for category A IR in ADB is based on a numerical criterion (200 affected people) 
rather than on the severity of risk. The risk of 200 people being affected by land acquisition at one 
location is far greater than if they are spread out over several hundred kilometers along the alignment of 
a road, transmission line, or irrigation canal. Similarly, the impact will vary depending on whether they 
will suffer from physical displacement or economic displacement, and whether they would lose the bulk 
of their livelihood and be impoverished, or would only lose a small proportion of their assets. Many of 
the comparator MFIs now include an assessment of the significance of risks, which allows for the 
inclusion of other, more dynamic, factors such as agency track record and implementation experience to 
determine proportionate risk management responses. 
 
304. ADB’s emphasis on shorter project preparation timelines, including streamlined business 
processes and project readiness targets, has been a disincentive to a more comprehensive and integrated 
approach to safeguard design. Streamlined business processes have encouraged front-loading of 
resources. Given the emphasis on shortening processing time, there can be implications on downstream 
safeguards application. Shorter project preparation timelines do not allow for the preparation of higher-
risk category A projects, as in such cases sufficient time is needed to undertake proper assessments (e.g., 
of seasonal species migration) and to develop appropriate action measures. The lack of clarity on the 
application of IP triggers and/or the limited appetite of DMCs for projects in potentially sensitive areas 
where IP live may discourage the more challenging consultation processes needed to identify the needs 
and concerns of IP and to develop corresponding mitigation plans. This can result in projects with higher 
risk elements being dropped from the project scope or from the scope of ADB-financed components of 
the government’s program. 
 
305. ADB has provided inadequate implementation resources and training. This inadequacy will 
become even more apparent if in future ADB is to have a greater focus on implementation support and 
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safeguard-related outcomes. More staff time is needed to support executing and implementing agencies 
with weak capacity as they implement new modalities (as was seen with RBL supervision). ADB has not 
established a system to allocate resources based on project risks, or to reallocate resources if significant 
risks materialize. The lack of a differentiated approach to resourcing implementation support affects 
ADB’s ability to optimize allocation of staff resources. The lack of systematic safeguard monitoring at the 
institutional level will make it difficult for ADB to implement adaptive management.  The resources 
available and staff numbers and capacity levels at resident missions are too varied to ensure ADB provides 
adequate supervision and implementation support. Safeguard training has been insufficient in volume 
and depth; although ADB has provided a range of training for ADB staff, safeguard staff expressed a 
need for more technical training on specific issues (e.g., biodiversity offsets), persistent operational 
challenges (e.g., FI projects), emerging challenges (e.g., vibration), and new modalities.  ADB has no 
system of accreditation in safeguards to recognize skills and competencies in specialized areas and more 
complex projects and modalities. For staff who are not safeguard specialists, there is a need for more 
consistent and differentiated training courses across a variety of safeguard themes and processes aimed 
at developing awareness of core requirements. Project officers managing projects with significant 
safeguard issues also need more in-depth training.   

306. There is no consistent approach to safeguard management across departments to provide
oversight. The diverse organizational structures and placement of safeguard staff across the five regional
departments and PSOD do not provide enough checks and balances for ADB to manage potential
conflicts of interest. The variation in systems contribute to inefficiencies in safeguard delivery and
inconsistent application of SPS requirements. ADB should consider using some basic principles to guide
the development of an updated oversight structure, including: (i) independence of the safeguard
oversight responsibility for policy interpretation, quality control and clearance from all safeguard-related
operations, to avoid or manage potential conflict of interest; (ii) independence and separation of the
budget for safeguard-related operations and all safeguard oversight functions; (iii) clarity of mandate,
single clearance process, with the dedicated oversight function; (iv) clear linkage of the safeguard
oversight function with corporate risk management functions, including corporate risk monitoring; and
(v) a risk management approach built upon an effective information management system, including an
internal reporting framework and escalation mechanism for decision-making.

D. Recommendations

307. Based on the evaluation findings and assessment, the report offers five recommendations for
ADB Management and Board. These relate to establishing a modernized safeguards framework and
ensuring that ADB has the practices and systems in place to meet its ambitions. The evaluation
acknowledges that additional resources are needed to fill gaps, guide and support the implementation
of a modernized policy focused on a more adaptive and outcome-oriented approach. Specific needs
around guidance, structure, staffing, and capacity development are discussed in subsequent
recommendations.

1. Recommendations for Revisions to the Safeguard Policy Statement

308. Recommendation 1: Modernize the SPS, increasing its relevance and customizing it for both
sovereign and private sector financing, by building on evidence from the SPS implementation experience
and recent safeguard policy updates at other MFIs. The modernization should clarify and integrate the
safeguard aspects of crosscutting social dimensions (e.g., labor and working conditions, community
health and safety, gender, stakeholder engagement), some of which are currently addressed by other
ADB strategies and policies, to achieve greater coherence and efficiency in engaging with DMC partners
and developing interventions with them. The modernized SPS should also clarify the safeguard
components of other key ADB objectives, which have increased in importance since the SPS, such as
climate risk mitigation and adaptation, disaster risk management, the needs of disabled people, human
rights, and supply chains. The modernization should address key areas of weakness of the SPS, including
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the application of SR3. For example, the modernized SPS could strengthen the use of vulnerability as an 
SR3 trigger, which may be more relevant and acceptable to DMCs than the current provisions. ADB should 
consider a range of changes to strengthen risk management, including moving to a more integrated 
categorization system (changing from a three- to a four-point scale; integrating the environment, IR, IP 
ratings; and moving from a static to a dynamic rating system that better reflects risks and impacts). This 
should be accompanied by the introduction of an adaptive risk management approach that pays much 
more attention to implementation. The modernized SPS should be ADB-wide, and principles-based rather 
than mixing principles with prescription and it should be customized for sovereign and NSO. For example, 
while for sovereign operations the disclosure requirement for the environment is harmonized with those 
of other MFIs, ADB should also customize and harmonize its approach for NSO in accordance with the 
practice of other MFIs supporting the development of the private sector. ADB should provide greater 
clarity on the roles and responsibilities of clients and ADB through a more explicit and broader set of 
standards, particularly on areas where there is a consensus on good practice. The evaluation offers several 
possible options for modernizing the policy (Box 8). As many of these clarifications and 
improvements are consistent with the good practice in other MFIs, as a starting point, ADB could build 
on one of the existing MFI frameworks (e.g., those at IFC and EBRD) and tailor it to the needs of the Asia 
and the Pacific region, taking into account the SPS experience, and the anticipated lending product 
mix. Regardless of which safeguard framework ADB chooses to begin with, it can build on the good 
practice lessons and recent innovations of its comparators. 

309. Recommendation 2: Adopt a new approach in the policy to strengthening borrower systems,
with a view to a more systematic improvement and pragmatic use of country systems. Client
strengthening needs to move away from strictly transactional compliance and gap-filling in implementing
agencies to fulfill ADB requirements toward a broader focus on achieving environmental and social
outcomes. ADB needs to move beyond narrow support for ring-fenced projects to a broader and more
sustained approach for legislative, policy and capacity development at the sector and/or agency level,
including at regulatory agencies and other stakeholders. Such a transition will need to be carefully
managed and in the short term continued capacity gap filling and ring fencing may be needed. Capacity
development will require long-term commitment and collaboration among various development partners
and government entities. ADB will need new and strengthened partnerships and should pay more
attention to providing a coherent set of training activities, including on-the-job training, and the use of
cofinancing. ADB should provide more explicit safeguard capacity support for sector and other lending
instruments that require longer-term engagement such as sector loans, MFFs, RBL programs, and FI
projects, which can support capacity beyond a single project.  ADB should also consider using a broader
set of modalities including policy-based lending, to enhance the governance capacities, regulations, and
implementation of government environment and social policies. In terms of the use of CSS, the approach
followed under the SPS to adopt CSS in ADB-supported projects through equivalence and acceptability
assessments needs to be replaced. The objective of promoting the use of country systems continues to
have merit and ADB needs to find ways to move more quickly toward this objective, while mitigating
risks. In parallel, ADB needs to pay much greater attention to both strengthening the capacity of a
broader range of DMC stakeholders and learning from progressive experience in the application of
safeguards in particular country contexts. An alternative way of moving toward using country systems
could be to integrate support for strengthening capacity within different financing modalities, such as
RBLs. This would provide ADB with some experience of assessing and then applying borrower systems
before it considers an agency- or program-related CSS approach.

2. Recommendations for Business Processes and Safeguard Implementation

310. Recommendation 3: Introduce a new safeguard implementation framework, including an
updated oversight structure and reporting lines that are strengthened and contribute to more consistent
safeguard outcomes across ADB. The structure and reporting lines of operations departments’ safeguard
activities need to be more consistent to ensure independent quality assurance and approval functions for
better application of checks and balances, and outcomes.  At the same time, the central role played by
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SDCC in terms of oversight, policy interpretation, problem solving, and capacity development needs to 
be strengthened and better resourced. The roles and responsibilities of ADB headquarters and the 
resident missions should be clarified to enable resident mission staff to contribute to project preparation 
and to support safeguards during project implementation. The oversight structure and processes need 
to be strengthened and formalized to better support safeguards in private sector financing. A corporate 
monitoring system for safeguards should be established, recognizing good practice principles of 
monitoring and reporting of safeguard outcomes to ensure transparency and accountability. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
311. Recommendation 4: Underpin the safeguards policy and implementation framework with 
sufficiently detailed policy guidance (e.g., Operations Manual and staff instructions) and a range of 
operational guidance documents and good practice notes with established mechanisms for regular 
reviews and updates. The policy guidance will need to be updated and supporting guidelines developed 
for preparation and implementation, for key (associated facilities, IPs) and emerging (climate risks) issues 
as well as for nonsovereign lending, new modalities and important instruments (FI). ADB should produce 
good practice notes as it gains experience with challenging safeguard issues. Given that private sector 
operations are an increasing part of ADB operations, the safeguard policy, supporting guidance 
documents, processes, and structure need to be customized for sovereign and nonsovereign lending. 
Revised guidance documents and procedures should integrate environment and social assessments, risk 

Box 8: Key Considerations for the Policy Modernization Process 

Elements of a modernized architecture. ADB needs to modernize its Safeguard Policy Statement. Such a process 
should address the following key issues:  
(i) much clearer delineation between the safeguard policy and safeguard requirements or standards;  
(ii) much clearer separation of the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of ADB staff from those of borrowers and clients;  
(iii) an integrated system for categorizing project impacts, including consideration of subdividing category B into two to allow 

greater attention to be paid to higher risk projects;  
(iv) more guidance on financial intermediary lending to allow risk-based differentiation within the “FI” category based on the 

nature of its risks; 
(v) a dynamic risk-based safeguard management system to allow greater responsiveness to client capacity and commitment;  
(vi) reconsideration of the scope of the policy to include safeguard themes (e.g., labor, health and safety, climate change, 

gender) that are relevant to the Asia and the Pacific region;  
(vii) adoption of best practice safeguard instruments (e.g., stakeholder engagement plan, labor management plan for 

contractors) that have become widely accepted at other MFIs; and 
(viii) greater emphasis on safeguard outcomes and results in countries than on compliance with ADB procedures.  
 
Four options are possible for the form of the modernization: 
(i) An incremental approach. This would retain the SPS as the underlying framework, filling gaps by adding relevant themes 

(e.g., labor, health and safety, climate change, gender) and issuing related guidance for staff and clients. This would be the 
least disruptive approach but it would not easily respond to deficiencies in the SPS architecture which have prevented it 
from delivering safeguards in a more integrated manner with a better balance between due diligence and implementation.  

(ii) Develop a new safeguard policy framework. This approach would build on the SPS but would revamp its architecture, filling 
gaps in safeguards by adding relevant safeguard themes e.g., (labor, health and safety, climate change, and gender) and 
issuing related guidance for staff and clients. An elaborate consultation process within ADB and with its DMCs could create 
greater ownership, but this would make this the most time-consuming and resource-intensive approach.  Preparing ADB’s 
Safeguard Policy Statement took 3 years (from 2006 to 2009), as did the IFC’s initial policy revision, which was completed 
in 2006. The World Bank’s Environmental and Social Framework (ESF) process took 4 years. 

(iii) Adopt an existing policy framework from another MFI. IFC’s Sustainability Policy and Performance Standards, or the World 
Bank’s Environmental and Social Framework. This approach might be efficient but may not be appropriate given that ADB’s 
clients are different from those of IFC and the World Bank. ADB’s range of lending modalities is also different.  

(iv) Select one of the existing MFI policy frameworks as the starting point and customize it to ADB’s product mix and the needs 
of the Asia and Pacific Region. This would integrate ADB’s experience with the good practices and contemporary safeguard 
instruments of an established MFI framework that is more comprehensive, integrated, and principles based. ADB could 
tailor the framework as needed and also incorporate good practices from any of the MFIs. While there are efficiencies from 
starting with an existing framework, it would still require significant consultations with staff, borrowers and/or clients and 
other stakeholders. 

 
ADB= Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, FI = financial intermediary, IFC = International Finance 
Corporation, MFI = multilateral financial institutions, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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classification, action plan preparation, and monitoring and supervision by ADB teams. They will also need 
to be updated as needed and as ADB’s experience and knowledge continues to grow. 
 
312. Recommendation 5: Assess the necessary staffing complement to deliver the safeguards 
implementation framework and strengthen skills, empowering staff to deliver better safeguard 
outcomes. The existing staff coefficient, for determining the number and allocation of safeguard staff, is 
based on project volume when the SPS was approved. This does not reflect the range of factors including 
staff skills and experience needed. Once the scope and architecture of a modernized policy are 
determined, the staff requirements and institutional arrangements will need to be updated. An effective 
safeguard risk management approach will require exercise of judgement over a range of complex issues 
and adaptive policy applications. To better support a culture of accountability for safeguards across ADB, 
training will need to be more systematic, targeted, and differentiated across the range of staff responsible 
for oversight and delivery of project outcomes. It should cover project officers, safeguard staff, and sector 
portfolio and other management staff, leading to accreditation, for a more holistic risk management 
approach. An enhanced appreciation for the complexities of safeguards is needed beyond short-term 
compliance, to the delivery of medium-term project social and environmental benefits and long-term 
impacts. Staff need to be supported with guidelines, good practice notes, and reference materials. 
Production of these needs to be adequately resourced and rolled out in a timely, systematic and 
structured manner. 
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APPENDIX 1: EVALUATION METHODS 
 
1. The overarching question of the evaluation was: Is the Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) fit-for-
purpose to ensure effective safeguard implementation in Asian Development Bank (ADB) operations, 
given the experience to date and the changes in the external and internal context? The evaluation had 
three subsidiary questions concerned with (i) the effectiveness of safeguard implementation, (ii) the 
efficiency of the internal processes and safeguard delivery mechanisms, and (iii) the relevance of the SPS 
to the evolving needs of its clients and portfolio. Box A1 elaborates on these questions. 
 

 
 
2. The evaluation consisted of a series of activities starting from the commissioning of background 
papers on global, comparative issues, and a portfolio review of ADB’s projects with safeguard category 
A, B, or financial intermediary (FI). Country missions were undertaken to selected countries and these 
included project-level assessments of selected lending operations. Feedback from in-country stakeholders 
was taken in order to answer the evaluation questions. Reviews of secondary evaluation reports and 
operational documents were supplemented by systematic feedback through staff surveys, semi-
structured client interviews, and systematic focus group discussions.  
 
3. The evaluation design matrix is summarized in Table A1.1. The evaluation used a mixed 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 below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Box A1: Evaluation Questions 

(i) How effective has the SPS been in achieving the intended results of its environmental and social safeguard objectives? 
(a) How effective has the delivery of the SPS, including its categorization system, been in avoiding adverse impacts of projects 

on the environment and affected people?  
(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 to strengthen their safeguard systems and develop their 

capacity to manage environmental and social risks? 
 
(ii)  How efficient are ADB’s processes and systems in supporting the SPS to achieve its safeguard objectives, and in responding to 

the evolving needs of the ADB portfolio?  
(a) To what extent have ADB procedures, processes, budgets, and staffing been adequate to meet the needs of its safeguard 

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 and adequate is the SPS to the evolving needs of ADB clients and the ADB portfolio, given the changes in the 

external context of environmental and social safeguards? 
(a) To what extent has the SPS been 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? 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, MFI = multilateral financial institutions, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table A1.1: Summary of Evaluation Design Matrix 
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Is the SPS fit-for-purpose to ensure effective 
safeguard implementation in ADB operations, 
given the experience to date and the changes in 
the external and internal context? 

√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

1. How effective has the SPS been in achieving 
the intended results of its environmental and 
social safeguard objectives? 

   √ √ √ √ √ √ √  

2. How efficient are ADB’s processes and systems 
in supporting the SPS to achieve its safeguard 
objectives, and in responding to the evolving 
needs of the ADB portfolio? 

 √  √  √  √ √ √ √ 

3. How relevant and adequate is the SPS to the 
evolving needs of ADB clients and the ADB 
portfolio, given the changes in the external 
context of environmental and social 
safeguards? 

 

√ √ √  √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, E&S = environment and social, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
 

1. Portfolio analysis and external reviews 
 
4. The evaluation carried out the following activities:  

 
(i) Comparative analysis of safeguard frameworks at other multilateral financial 

institutions (MFIs). A comparative analysis was undertaken of the most recent 
policies and systems at other MFIs to assess safeguard policy coverage, policy 
design, structure, and delivery systems, including MFI and/or client roles and 
responsibilities (Supplementary Document 1). This was supplemented with high-
level consultations with selected MFIs to gather insights on their experiences in 
implementing their safeguard policies.  

(ii) Literature review of safeguard experiences.  A literature review was undertaken 
of relevant documents on safeguards, including evaluation studies, progress 
reports, and databases on safeguard implementation and performance, as well 
as external literature on ADB’s safeguard performance (Supplementary 
Document 2). The literature review summarized key lessons from safeguards 
implementation and cooperation in the Asia and Pacific region by other 
development partners, as well as relevant insights from the safeguard experience 
of other MFIs. 

(iii) Review of Compliance Review Panel (CRP) reports. A review was undertaken of 
21 cases brought to the compliance review panel since 2004. The evaluation 
drew on insights from the CRP reports and findings as appropriate to assess the 
effectiveness of the SPS. 
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(iv) Analysis of the lending portfolio. The portfolio of 1,854 approved projects 
(76.8% with safeguards 1 and 23.2% without) with a total commitment amount 
of $186.4 billion from 2005 to 2018 was analyzed to assess the evolution of the 
portfolio before and after the SPS by lending instrument, sector, region, 
modality, and safeguard category (Figure A1.1). This included lending for 
nonsovereign operations (NSO). The evaluation reviewed technical assistance 
provided by ADB over the same period to strengthen systems and capacity for 
carrying out safeguard design and implementation. As part of this, the 
evaluation assessed ADB’s contribution to strengthening country safeguard 
systems (CSS).   
 

 
FI = financial intermediary, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PBL = policy-based lending, RBL = results-based lending. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
2. Structured Review of Safeguard Projects 

 
5. The SPS became effective in 2010 and almost 1,300 projects were approved during the period 
2010–2018, about 1,000 of which triggered the safeguard policy. By the end of 2018, however, only 68 
of these projects had been completed. As this limited cohort was not sufficient to derive robust 
conclusions about the SPS portfolio, the pool of post-SPS operations was expanded to include another 
369 projects, approved in 2010–2013, that triggered the safeguard policies.  These projects have been 
ongoing for more than 3 years and in terms of safeguard implementation can be considered mature 
projects in which all or most of the safeguard activities should have been undertaken. The inclusion of 
mature projects brought the total pool of projects to 441 (Table A1.2).  

 
6. The evaluation then used a structured template to assess the performance of 172 2 of the 441 
completed and/or mature projects (Table A1.3), based on key stages in the safeguard processes 

 
1  These are projects classified as category A, B or FI for any of the safeguards (environment, involuntary resettlement or 

indigenous peoples). The SPS and its related Operations Management provisions categorizes a project A, B, C or FI depending 
on the significance of its potential impacts to environment, involuntary resettlement, and indigenous peoples. A project 
categorized as C is expected to have (i) minimal or no adverse environmental impacts, (ii) no involuntary resettlement impacts, 
and (iii) no indigenous peoples  impacts, and so will not require social and environmental assessments. 

2  The list of projects originally included 68 completed projects as of 31 December 2018 plus 68 mature projects selected through 
random sampling bringing the total to be reviewed to 136. To ensure adequate coverage, the distribution of the 136 completed 
and mature projects was assessed and based on the distribution, the sample size was adjusted to cover fewer approvals by 
lending modalities, safeguard areas, region, and lending instrument. To guarantee relevance, the adjustment was conducted 
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(preparation, implementation, and support to client capacity) that contribute to effectiveness 
(Attachment 1). The structured template was designed to focus each project’s review on key indicators 
of safeguard performance: (i) due diligence at preparation, (ii) monitoring and supervision and (iii) 
environment and social management capacity support. For effectiveness, the review looked for 
contributions to addressing environment and social impacts. The review used a four-point ratings scale 3 
to guide the assessment of each project’s performance against each indicator and each indicator was 
assigned an equal weight. The 172 projects, which represented almost 40% of all completed and mature 
projects, provided a sufficient performance track record to yield useful evidence on SPS implementation 
effectiveness (Attachment 2). The review for each project was based on a desk appraisal of relevant 
documents covering loan processing, supervision, and (where available) project completion reports.  

Table A1. 2: Distribution of Completed and Mature Projects as of 31 December 2018 

DFI = development financial intermediary, FI = financial intermediary, MFF = multitranche financing facility, 
PBL = policy-based lending, RBL = results-based lending 
Note: Excluding stand-alone technical assistane projects and multitranche financing facility concept. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

Table A1.3: Distribution of Completed and Mature Projects Reviewed Using Review Template 

Department 
Sector 

Total ANR EDU ENE FIN HLT IAT MUL PSM TRA WUS 
CWRD    3 - 7    6     - -     -    1  14    5     36 
EARD    5 1     3     - -     - - - 6 - 15
PARD - 1    2 - 1     - - -     8 1      13
SARD    6    3    6 4     1 - 1 1   14 8      44
SERD    5    1    4 - 2 - - -     7 6      25
PSOD    1      - 19  14 - 1     - -    1 3      39
Total  20  6 41  24 4  1  1  2  50 23    172

ANR = agriculture, natural resources and rural development, CWRD = Central West Department, EARD = East Asia Department, EDU = 
education, ENE = energy, FIN = finance, HLT = health, IAT = industry and trade, MUL = multisector, PARD = Pacific Department, PSM = 
public sector management, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia 
Department, TRA = transport, WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services.
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department.

3. Country Missions

7. Country missions. Country missions were undertaken in seven countries, from each of ADB’s five
regions, representing different country contexts.  Table A1.4 shows the distribution of completed
projects, while Table A1.5 shows the distribution of mature projects in these seven countries. The country
missions reviewed ADB’s country strategies and project documents to examine how safeguards had been
applied to different financing modalities, and a sample of projects was selected for field assessment. The

through a consultation process with each operations department. Through this process, an additional 36 projects were included 
in the review that brought the total to 172. 

3  Highly satisfactory, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. 

Approval Year Project FI MFF Sector PBL RBL Others Total 
Sovereign 207 23 96 9 7 1 1 344 
2010 58 7 22 1 3 0 1 92 
2011 51 6 30 1 2 0 0 90 
2012 48 3 23 1 1 0 0 76 
2013 50 6 21 6 1 1 0 85 
2014 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Nonsovereign 55 42 0 0 0 0 0 97 
2010 11 9 0 0 0 0 0 20 
2011 11 14 0 0 0 0 0 25 
2012 19 8 0 0 0 0 0 27 
2013 14 6 0 0 0 0 0 20 
2014 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2015 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Total 262 65 96 9 7 1 1 441 



Appendix 1: Evaluation Methods 119 

projects to be subjected to in-depth field assessment were identified during the structured review of the 
safeguard portfolio. They were primarily investment lending projects, including multitranche financing 
facilities (MFFs). Where they existed, nonsovereign operations and cofinanced projects were included. 
Projects with other financing modalities were also included. Given the focus of this evaluation, the 
assessment prioritized the safeguard outcomes of mature projects and, for completed projects, their 
outcomes and impacts rather than compliance with ADB procedures. The criteria for country selection 
included 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 included five countries, one from each region with the largest and most diverse
portfolios in terms of safeguards: People’s Republic of China (East Asia), India (South
Asia), Papua New Guinea (Pacific), Viet Nam (Southeast Asia), and Uzbekistan (Central
and West Asia).

(ii) Two additional country missions were conducted in Indonesia and Nepal to cover specific
issues. Indonesia has three ongoing results-based lending (RBL) programs, which were
the focus of the review. Nepal was selected as it is an Asian Development Fund (ADF)
country that has recently transitioned out of conflict but still faces significant fragility
risks arising out of a political transition towards federalism. It faces numerous
institutional and implementation capacity challenges in the short term and used several
different lending modalities in its attempt to achieve middle-income status.

(iii) The assessments in India and Indonesia also reviewed the progress on the CSS discussion
and the transition to an agency approach for CSS.

(iv) The project assessments in India and PRC included NSO projects. FI was considered in the
assessments in India and Uzbekistan.

Table A1.4: Distribution of Completed Projects in Case Countries by Safeguard Category 

Country 

Completed Projects (n=68) 
Number 

of Projects 
Environment Involuntary Resettlement Indigenous Peoples 

A B FI Total A B FI Total A B FI Total 
Uzbekistan 8 4 3 7 3 3 3 3 
India 12 7 5 12 2 4 6 4 4 
People’s 
Republic of 
China 

5 3 1 1 5 2 1 3 1 1 2 

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

1 

Total 
Projects for 
Selected 
Countries 

32 3 18 10 31 4 8 5 17 1 5 8 14 

Total 
Projects for 
Member 
Countries 

72 7 42 22 71 8 20 15 43 1 7 18 26 

Percentage 43% 43% 43% 45% 44% 50% 40% 33% 40% 100% 71% 44% 54% 
FI = financial intermediary, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database and compiled by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table A1.5: Distribution of Mature Projects by Safeguard Category, and Other Selection Criteria, in Case Countries 

Country 

Mature Projects (n=369) 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 6 1 8 1 1 ✔ ✔ 
India 63 8 48 6 62 12 27 4 43 8 4 12 ✔ ✔ 
People’s Republic of 
China 

53 20 27 6 53 22 16 6 44 4 9 6 19 ✔ 

Viet Nam 23 4 15 19 11 6 17 2 10 12 ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Nepal 17 3 12 15 2 8 1 11 3 6 1 10 ✔ 
Indonesia 7 2 5 7 3 3 6 1 3 4 ✔ 
Papua New Guinea 9 8 1 9 5 5 3 3 ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Total for Selected 
Countries 

185 40 124 14 178 51 71 12 134 10 39 12 61 

Total 369 57 253 40 350 79 141 31 251 13 63 33 109 
Percentage 50% 70% 49% 35% 50% 65% 50% 39% 53% 77% 62% 36% 56% 

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. 

4. Project Case Assessments.

8. In the five countries selected for the country missions (People’s Republic of China, India, Papua New Guinea, Viet Nam, and Uzbekistan),
four to seven projects were selected for further assessment, this included at least two investment projects, nonsovereign and FI projects when
these were available and a limited number of policy-based lending (PBL) and RBL programs. The evaluation focused on insights from RBL
implementation and examined the issues concerned with CSS adoption in Indonesia. In Nepal, the assessment primarily focused on ADB’s efforts
to strengthen safeguard capacity in an ADF country and considered other issues as appropriate. The final selection of projects took place after a
more rigorous review of the portfolio through the results of the structured review and consultations with operations departments. A total of 28
projects were assessed and field-visited. The project-level work for each country mission included:

(i) a review of monitoring reports and grievance redress mechanism (GRM) implementation reports;
(ii) randomized on-site field visits;
(iii) focus group discussions with affected people and other stakeholders; and
(iv) consultations with implementing agency staff, local resources persons, civil society organizations, project beneficiaries and

adversely affected people, and relevant development partners.
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5. Stakeholder Consultations

9. In all case study countries, feedback was solicited on the safeguard outcomes of ADB projects
from government counterparts, nonsovereign clients, development partners, affected people, and ADB
staff.

6. Staff and client surveys and interviews

10. The following surveys and interviews were carried out:

(i) Staff survey. The survey covered all safeguard specialists and safeguard operational staff
from ADB headquarters and resident missions. The objective was to obtain feedback on
the adequacy of ADB’s safeguard organizational delivery, safeguard implementation, risk
aversion, and the relevance of the safeguard policy.

(ii) Client interviews and focus group discussions. An interview checklist was framed for
implementing agency staff, identified from the structured portfolio review and country
and project case assessments.

(iii) Interviews and focus group discussions with ADB staff. Aided by the results of the
structured portfolio review and field studies, structured interviews and/or focus group
discussions were organized with ADB safeguard staff and operations staff from ADB
headquarters and resident missions to discuss the findings.

(iv) Semi-structured interviews with ADB managers. After the desk and field studies were
completed, a customized semi-structured interview protocol was prepared and used to
interview ADB managers to validate the findings and obtain their views on the way
forward with the safeguard framework and architecture.

7. Additional Sources of Data

11. In addition to the data collection and analyses undertaken specifically for this evaluation, IED
also drew on findings and data from related evaluations and Management reports:

(i) Technical assistance performance evaluation report (TPER) on strengthening safeguard
capacity in the Pacific. 4 The TPER examined ADB’s support for strengthening CSS in the
Pacific region. The TPER evaluated five individual technical assistance projects which were
managed by ADB Pacific Regional Department (PARD), and four subprojects of a regional
technical assistance project on strengthening and use of country safeguard systems, 5

which was managed by SDCC. The TPER published in June 2019 provided inputs to this
evaluation.

(ii) Country partnership strategy final review validations (CPSFRVs). IED conducted a number
of CPSFRVs in 2018 and 2019. 6 Additional information regarding safeguard
implementation were collected during CPSFRV missions, whenever available.

(iii) Multitranche financing facility (MFF) evaluation. As MFFs have become a significant
instrument for investment lending, the results of the evaluation informed and provided
inputs to this evaluation.

(iv) Secondary review of management self-assessments and safeguard reports.  The ADB
Safeguards Division (SDSS), partially in response to the 2016 Real-Time Evaluation of
ADB's Safeguard Implementation Experience (footnote 7 in the main text), undertook a
number of reviews, including one on grievance redress mechanisms (GRMs) (in different
contexts and sectors), and a safeguard staff survey to estimate ADB’s appropriate staff

4  IED. 2019. Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Report on Strengthening Safeguard Capacity in the Pacific. Manila: 
ADB.  

5  ADB. 2010. Regional Technical Assistance for Strengthening and Use of Country Safeguard Systems. Manila. 
6  Armenia, Bhutan, Cambodia, Fiji, Georgia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Nepal. 
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complement for safeguard staff. This included 29 technical assistance projects provided 
by ADB to strengthen capacity and assess CSS. 7 The evaluation conducted a secondary 
review of the outputs from these actions and other safeguard reviews, progress reports, 
and self-assessments by ADB management and operational staff. 

8. Limitations

12. Several limitations potentially affected the evaluation process and its results:
(i) The primary limitation was the small number of eligible completed lending operations

(68 projects) that were approved under the SPS. Another constraint was the very limited
number of projects from selected modalities that triggered safeguards [e.g., policy-based
lending (PBL) programs) or which have become more prominent in recent years,
including private sector financing instruments. The evaluation’s inclusion of 369 mature
projects in the number to be reviewed was intended to overcome this limitation and to
provide a sufficiently robust assessment of SPS effectiveness.

(ii) The evaluation of safeguard results was affected by the availability and/or quality of the
documentation. The safeguard assessments that have been conducted by IED and the
World Bank Independent Evaluation Group suggest that most projects lack adequate
data on safeguard implementation. Project data therefore needed to be supplemented
by in-country fieldwork and project visits, and by focus group discussions and interviews
with affected people and beneficiaries.

(iii) The assessment of the effectiveness of the SPS was largely based on the experience with
investment projects and MFFs, since the bulk of lending operations are of that type. Other
lending instruments were reviewed selectively with preference given to those modalities
and financing instruments [e.g., results-based lending (RBL) and nonsovereign operations
(NSO)] whose use has increased or is likely to increase. 8 Since there were only a few of
these,  it was not feasible to cover a statistically representative sample of each instrument
in each ADB region. Instead, the evaluation selected countries that provided coverage of
each of these modalities, e.g., RBL programs in Indonesia, to supplement the assessment
of SPS effectiveness in investment projects.

7  Since 2009, ADB has provided 29 technical assistance projects to help strengthen safeguard capacity and to help countries 
prepare for the use of country safeguard systems in ADB-supported projects. The list of technical assistance projects is accessible 
at https://www.adb.org/site/safeguards/country-safeguard-systems 

8  During the period 2010–2018, 18 RBL programs were approved, all of which triggered safeguards. A total of 179 MFFs have 
been approved since the SPS became effective, 164 of which triggered safeguards. In addition, 39 PBL programs were approved 
during this period, with 13 triggering safeguards. There were also 284 NSO approvals with 253 triggering safeguards. 

https://www.adb.org/site/safeguards/country-safeguard-systems


APPENDIX 2: RATINGS OF THE 172 REVIEWED  PROJECTS 

Questions Satisfactory 
Less Than 

Satisfactory Othersa 
Total Rated 

Projectsb 
Satisfactory 

Rate (%)c 
1. Adequacy of ADB’s processes and systems for safeguards

appraisal:
784 141 279 925 84.8 

1.1 Screening and categorization of the project 152 20 0 172 88.4 
1.2 Due diligence on applicable environmental safeguards 

studies (EIA and IEE) 
123 10 39 133 92.5 

1.3 Due Diligence on applicable social safeguards studies 
(SIA, RAP, IPP) 

88 19 65 107 82.2 

1.4 Due diligence on environment and social safeguards 
frameworks (sector loans, MFFs, emergency loans) 

69 11 92 80 86.3 

1.5 Translation of safeguard requirements to project legal 
documents 

130 4 38 134 97.0 

1.6 Appraisal stage information disclosure 94 53 25 147 63.9 
1.7 Appraisal stage consultation and participation 128 24 20 152 84.2 

2. Adequacy of ADB’s processes and systems for safeguards
oversight and monitoring:

551 295 186 846 65.1 

2.1 Monitoring of safeguards implementation 
(documenting monitoring results and corrective 
actions) 

101 57 14 158 63.9 

2.2 Adequacy of environmental safeguards supervision and 
feedback to the client 

105 31 36 136 77.2 

2.3 Adequacy of social safeguards supervision and 
feedback to the client 

95 19 58 114 83.3 

2.4 Implementation stage information disclosure 73 71 28 144 50.7 
2.5 Implementation stage consultation and participation 79 66 27 145 54.5 
2.6 Establishment and implementation of grievance redress 

mechanism 
98 51 23 149 65.8 

3. Adequacy of ADB’s processes and systems for helping
borrowers and/or clients develop their capacity to manage
environment and social risks:

301 115 100 416 72.4 

3.1 Due diligence of borrower and/or client’s environment 
and social management capacity gaps and/or needs 

152 15 5 167 91.0 

3.2 Supervision of borrower and/or client’s environment 
and social management capacity development 
program 

81 44 47 125 64.8 

3.3 Effectiveness of borrower and/or client’s environment 
and social management capacity development 
program (MRs, BTORs, ADB supervision reports) 

68 56 48 124 54.8 

4. Effectiveness in avoiding adverse environment and social
impacts, or minimizing, mitigating and/or compensating for
them when avoidance is not possible

319 146 567 465 65.4d 

4.1 Environmental impacts 242 104 342 346 69.9 
4.1.1 Pollution prevention and abatement (resource & energy 

efficiency, air, water, solids, pesticides, GHG) 
84 37 51 121 69.4 

4.1.2 Biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural 
resource management 

56 20 96 76 73.7 

4.1.3 Health and safety impacts on workers and communities 75 43 54 118 63.6 
4.1.4 Physical cultural resources 27 4 141 31 87.1 

4.2 Social impacts 77 42 225 119 64.7 
4.2.1 Impacts on involuntary resettlement 59 30 83 89 66.3 
4.2.2 Impacts on indigenous peoples 18 12 142 30 60.0 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTORs = back-to-office reports, EIA = environmental impact assessment, GHG = greenhouse gas, IEE = initial 
environmental examination, IPP = indigenous peoples plan, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MRs = monitoring reports, RAP = 
resettlement action plan, SIA = social impact assessment. 
a Includes N/A (not applicable), NIA (no information available), TETT (too early to tell) and no rating. 
b Projects with assessed criteria rated satisfactory or less than satisfactory. 
c Projects rated satisfactory/total rated projects. 
d Overall average rating was computed by giving equal weights to environment (69.9%), IR (66.3%) and IP (60.0%) subtotal ratings.  
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department.



APPENDIX 3: RESULTS OF THE SAFEGUARD STAFF SURVEY

1. A survey to assess the effectiveness of the Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) and to provide
guidance for the future was conducted with ADB safeguard staff. Questions covered: (i) profile and
training needs, (ii) perception and assessment of ADB and borrowers’ safeguard performance during
design and implementation, (iii) observed constraints on safeguard processes, (iv) effectiveness of ADB’s
organizational delivery of safeguards and achievement of outcomes.

2. ADB safeguard staff mainly have general environmental and social science qualifications. The
assumption is that staff have or will accumulate safeguard expertise on the job. ADB safeguard staff’s
reported qualifications were categorized into four broad disciplines: natural sciences, social sciences,
applied sciences, and business and economics. 1 Natural sciences, and to some extent applied sciences,
are more closely aligned with the technical responsibilities of environment safeguard staff. Social sciences
are more aligned with the responsibilities of social safeguard staff. Business and economics qualifications
are not well aligned with either focus area. The majority of the survey respondents had applied sciences
qualifications (Figure A3.1), 2  followed by social sciences and natural sciences. The Southeast Asia
Department (SERD) had more staff responsible for social safeguards with qualifications linked to applied
sciences. The Pacific Department (PARD) had an equal distribution of social and environmental safeguard
staff, but the qualifications of staff with applied sciences degrees were significantly higher than those
from other disciplines. Only the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) and
SERD had an equal distribution of staff with applied and social sciences qualifications. In terms of the
alignment of job titles with the safeguard focus and staff qualifications, the East Asia Department (EARD)
and the South Asia Department (SARD) appear to have an appropriate skills mix.

Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

3. Although staff have prior safeguard experience, there is regular demand for safeguard training.
Training areas requested by staff were categorized according to whether they were in standard,
specialized, emerging, or persistent areas.  Figure A3.2 indicates that staff from headquarters more often

1  Applied sciences refers to urban and regional planning, remote sensing, project management, geographical information systems, 
environmental management and policy, engineering, ecology and environmental science, and agricultural economics 
qualifications. Social sciences refers to sociology, social work, social statistics, public administration, psychology, mass 
communication, law, international relations, geography, development studies and anthropology. Natural sciences refers to 
science, physics, natural resources management, marine biology, hydrogeology, chemistry, biological oceanography and 
biodiversity qualifications. Business and economics refers to economics and business administration. References: 
https://esrc.ukri.org/about-us/what-is-social-science/social-science-disciplines/ and https://www.britannica.com/science/physical-
science. 

2  Some respondents may have skipped this question or were undecided. 
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requested specialized training while resident mission and outposted staff were more in need of training 
in emerging areas or in those that posed persistent challenges. 3 

HQ = headquarters, RM = resident mission. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

4. ADB teams placed most effort on front-loaded project preparation, irrespective of financing
modality. The effort at the processing stage was highest for policy-based lending (75.0%), closely
followed by financial intermediaries (64.9%), results-based lending (64.6%) and general corporate
finance (62.5%). Only cofinanced projects had a more balanced effort between processing and
implementation (48.1%). For all modalities, the least effort was on supervision of safeguards and
implementation support. (Figure A3.3)

MFF = multitranche financing facility, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement. 
Source: ADB and Independent Evaluation Department. 

3  Standard training includes SPS orientation and safeguard introductory courses provided by SDCC. Specialized training includes 
safeguard applications such as biodiversity impacts, IR planning and development, livelihood restoration, health, safety and labor 
standards, and air, water, and noise pollution.  Staff requested training includes persistent and emerging topics such as grievance 
redress and mitigation management, stakeholder consultations, land legislation, heritage impacts, associated facilities, green 
financing mechanisms, climate change adaptation, carbon footprint, human rights, gender mainstreaming, IP planning, and 
inclusive development. 
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Mission and Outposted Staff: Safeguard Staff Perceptions
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Figure A3.3: Efforts in Complying with Safeguard Policy Statement Requirements (by Modality Types): Safeguard 
Staff Perceptions  
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5. The presence of safeguard specialists in resident missions was considered by most respondents
to be an effective way of achieving safeguards results. This was because implementation-related
safeguards issues should get a quicker response from specialists based in resident missions rather than
from specialists housed in sector divisions. This does not mean that all safeguard specialists should be in
resident missions. Regional safeguard coordinators and focal points were also welcomed by respondents
(Figure A3.4)

Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 

6. Most of the explicit objectives identified in the SPS were not achieved. Except for improving the
clarity, coherence and consistency of safeguard policies (attributed to the integration of three previous 
policies on the environment, involuntary resettlement, and indigenous people), respondents indicated 
that all other objectives were not achieved. (Figure A3.5) 

Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 
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APPENDIX 4: SAFEGUARD COMPLIANCE FLOWCHART 

CCO = chief compliance officer, EARF = environmental assessment and review framework, EIA = 
environmental impact assessment, IEE = initial environmental examination, ESMS = environment and social 
management system,  IR = involuntary resettlement, IP = indigenous peoples, IPP = indigenous peoples plan,  
IPPF = indigenous peoples planning framework, OD = operations department, OM = operations manual, RF 
= resettlement framework, RP = resettlement plan, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, SDES 
= Environment and Safeguards Division of the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, 
SPCM = safeguard policy compliance memorandum, VP = vice president, MRM = management review 
meeting, SRM = staff review meeting. 
a This flow chart reflects major steps of internal safeguard review procedures. It is not a complete treatment of 
OM F1. 

b A project can be category B or C for safeguards but may still be considered a “complex project” and would 
thus need an MRM. 

Note: Project team consists of ADB staff and consultants responsible for the project preparation, and 
supervision throughout the project cycle. 
Source: ADB. 2013. Progress Report on the Asian Development Bank’s Safeguard Policy Statement (April 2013), 
prepared for the Asian Development Fund Donors Annual Consultation on 2 May 2013 in Delhi, India (page 
16, Appendix 1). Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department.



APPENDIX 5: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES REVIEW 

A. Profile of Sample Projects

1. The review included a sample of 35 projects consisting of seven indigenous peoples (IP) category
A and 28 IP category B projects from the structured portfolio review. These were compared against seven
IP category A benchmark good practice projects identified by ADB safeguard specialists and/or IP focal
points.

Table A5.1: Sampled and Good Practice Projects by Sector and Indigenous Peoples Category 
Good Sample Projects 

Sector Practice A B Total 
Transport  3  2  9  11 
Agriculture and natural resources  2  5  7 
Energy  4  2  3  5 
Health  3  3 
Education, health  2  2 
Transport, water and urban supply and sanitation  2  2 
Urban water supply and sanitation  2  2 
Education  1  1 
Multisector  1  1 
Public sector management  1  1 
Total  7  7  28  35 
Note: Several projects identified more than one primary sector. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

2. The majority of projects were in the transport (11 projects), agriculture (7 projects), and energy
(9 projects) sectors. Table A5.1 shows that transport sector projects in the sample portfolio were more
often category B, which may be due, in part, to risk avoidance. Projects that identified more than one
primary sector, e.g., education and health, and transport and water and urban supply and sanitation,
were classified as multisector.

Table A5.2: Sample and Good Practice Projects by 
Country and Indigenous Peoples Category 

Good Sampled Projects 
Country Practice A B Total 
Nepal 2  3  7  10 
Viet Nam  1  4  5 
People's Republic of China 2  2  2  4 
India 1  3  3 
Cambodia  3  3 
Indonesia 1  1  1  2 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 1  2  2 
Bangladesh  2  2 
Papua New Guinea  2  2 
Myanmar  1  1 
Philippines  1  1 
Total 7  7  28  35 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

3. With regard to country, the sample 1 was led by Nepal (three category A and seven category B
projects), with Viet Nam and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) next. In terms of regional
representations, South Asia (15 projects) and Southeast Asia (14 projects) had the most projects.

1  In the sample for the structured review, Nepal was heavily represented by IP projects (four category A and seven category B), 
the People’s Republic of China, and Viet Nam had five projects each, and India had four. Cambodia, Indonesia, and Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic have three projects each. 
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Table A5.3: Sample and Good Practice Projects by 
Financing and Indigenous Peoples Category 

Good Sampled Projects 
Financing Practice A B Total 
Sovereign 4 6 28 34 
Nonsovereign 3 1 1 
Total 7 7 28 35 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

4. All the projects in the structured review sample were sovereign-funded (except for Sarulla
Geopower in Indonesia), while the selected good practice projects were a mix of sovereign and
nonsovereign operations. All nonsovereign projects in both the sample and good practice categories
were energy projects.

5. The SPS required an indigenous people plan (IPP) for all projects with impacts on indigenous
peoples. Indigenous peoples planning frameworks (IPPF) are prepared to guide continued assessments
and the preparation of IPPs for programmatic investments where not all subprojects are known at the
time of approval. Safeguard requirement 3 (SR3) para. 17 states that, although IP impacts are identified,
IPPs are not needed “If Indigenous Peoples are the sole or overwhelming majority of direct beneficiaries
and when only positive impacts are identified, elements of an IPP can be included in overall project design
in lieu of a separate IPP.” The following sections discuss criteria used and distribution of sample projects
triggering IP measures.

Table A5.4: Sample and Good Practice Projects by 
Indigenous Peoples Safeguard Plan 

Good Sampled Projects 
Safeguard Document Practice A B Total 
IPP or IPPF 1 3 15 18 
IRP 4 1 9 10 
IPP and IRP - 2 2 4 
Others - 1 2 3 
IPP 2 - - - 
Total 7 7 28 35 

- = none, IRP = combined IR and indigenous peoples; IPPF =
indigenous peoples planning framework; IPP = indigenous
peoples plan.
Note:  Others are other project documents available that are
not social safeguard plans, i.e., grant assistance reports, initial
environmental examinations.
Source: Independent Evaluation Department.

B. Profile of Good Practice Projects

6. SDCC safeguard specialists and IP focal points identified the following projects as illustrating
good practice in terms of IP safeguard planning and implementation (Table A5.5).
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Table A5.5: List of Good Practice Projects 

Project Name Region Financing Year 
Amount 

($ million) Sector EN IR IP IP Doc 
India: Assam Power Sector Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

SATD S   210.00 ENE A A A IRP 

Indonesia: Tangguh Liquefied Natural Gas 
Expansion) 

SERD NS 2016   400.00 ENE A B A IRP 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Nam Ngiep 1 
Hydropower Project 

SERD NS 2014     50.00 ENE A A A IRP 

Nepal: South Asia Subregional Economic 
Cooperation Road Connectivity Project  

SARD S 2013     76.00 TRA A A A IRP 

Nepal: Upper Trishuli-1 Hydropower Project SARD NS 2019     60.00 ENE A A A IPP 
PRC: Yunnan Integrated Road Network 
Development Project 

EARD S 2010   250.25 TRA A A A IPP or IPPF 

PRC: Inner Mongolia Road Development Project EARD S 2013   200.00 TRA A B A IPP 
EARD =East Asia Department, EN = environment, ENE = energy, IP = indigenous peoples, IPPF = indigenous peoples planning framework, 
IR = involuntary resettlement, IRP = involuntary resettlement plan, NS = nonsovereign, PRC = People’s Republic of China, S =sovereign, 
SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, TRA = transport. 
Note:  Yunnan Integrated Road Network Development Project and South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation Road Connectivity Project 
are also part of the sampled projects. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

C. Indigenous Peoples Triggers

7. The SPS SR3, para. 9 states that “the Indigenous Peoples safeguards are triggered if a project
directly or indirectly affects the dignity, human rights, livelihood systems, or culture of Indigenous
Peoples or affects the territories or natural or cultural resources that IPs own, use, occupy, or claim as
their ancestral domain” Among the projects reviewed, very few identified such triggers.

8. Definition of project-affected people compared with persons in project area. Projects did not use
consistent criteria in defining project-affected people. Project-affected people are (i) those that are
negatively affected by the project, and (ii) people living in the project area and who are expected to
benefit from the project even though some of them will be affected negatively. Although the SPS requires
an assessment of both positive and negative impacts in determining the need for mitigation measures
that are specific for IPs, projects with only positive impacts less often triggered preparation of IP measures
in practice.

9. Tables A5.6 and A5.7 show that, out of the 35 projects reviewed, 24 stated that IPs in the project
area would be negatively affected by project activities, for which IP mitigation measures (IPP, IPPF, or IRP)
were prepared.

Table A5.6: Impact on Indigenous Peoples in Project Area 
Good Sampled Projects 

Safeguard Document Practice A B Total 
With potential negative and positive impacts  7  5  19  24 
With only positive impacts  2  9  11 
Total  7  7  28  35 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Table A5.7: Project Mitigation Measures 
Category IPP and IRP IPP or IPPF IRP Other Total 
 Positive and Negative  4 10 10 - 24
   Category A 2 2 1 5
   Category B 2 8 9 19
 Positive only - 8 - 3 11
   Category A 1 1 2
   Category B 7 2 9
IPP = indigenous peoples plan, IPPF = indigenous peoples planning 
framework, IRP = involuntary resettlement plan. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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10. Eleven projects, nine of them under IP category B, identified only positive impacts to the project
(Table A5.8). These were agriculture, education, and health sector projects aimed at improving the
wellbeing of IPs.

Table A5.8: Impact on Indigenous Peoples in Project Area by Sector 
Good Practice A B 

Sector 

Positive 
and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal 

Positive 
and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal 

Positive 
and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal Total 
 Transport 3 3 2 2 9 9 11 
 Agriculture 

  
1 1 2 2 3 5 7 

 Energy 4 4 2 
 

2 3 
 

3 5 
 Health 

     
3 3 3 

 Education, health 2 2 2 
 Transport, WSS 2 

 
2 2 

 WSS 2 2 2 
 Education 

 
1 1 1 

 Multisector 1 1 
  

1 
 PSM 

  
1 1 1 

Total 7 - 7 5 2 7 19 9 28 35 
PSM = public sector management, WSS = water supply and sanitation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

11. Out of the nine category B projects that claimed to only benefit IPs, seven prepared an IPP or an
IPF (Table A5.9). For projects having both positive and negative impacts, there were more IRPs prepared,
due to the identification of primary impacts related to land acquisition and resettlement.

Table A5.9: Types of Impacts by Safeguard Document Prepared 
Good Practice A B 

Document 

Positive 
and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal 
Positive and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal 

Positive 
and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal Total 
 IPP or IPPF 1 1 2 1 3 8 7 15 18 
 IRP 4 4 1 1 9 9 10 
 IPP and IRP 2 2 2 2 4 
 Other 1 1 2 2 3 
 IPP 2 2 - 
 Total 7 - 7 5 2 7 19 9 28 35 

IRP = combined IR and IP; IPPF = indigenous people planning framework; IPP = indigenous people plan. 
Note: Positive/negative = expected positive and negative impacts; positive = expected positive impacts only. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Table A5.10: Types of Impacts by Social Impact Assessment 

Good Practice A B 

Item 
Positive and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal 
Positive/ 
Negative 

Only 
Positive 

Subtota
l 

Positive 
and 

Negative 
Only 

Positive Subtotal Total 
Without SIA 1 2 2 4 11 6 17 21 
With SIA 6 6 3 

 
3 7 2 9 12 

No infoa 
    

1 1 2 2 
Total 7 - 6 5 2 7 19 9 28 35 

SIA = social impact assessment. 
a For "No info," there were two projects with no safeguard document to base this finding on. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

12. Among the few projects that indicated IP triggers, the most common was the impact on IP
customary rights to land and natural resources. This is consistent with other evidence that shows that
negative impacts to IPs are often seen from an involuntary resettlement and/or land acquisition
perspective. There were no projects included in this review that explicitly indicated a possibility that IPs’
dignity and/or human rights would be affected.
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Table A5.11: Indigenous Peoples Triggers Identified 
Good Sampled Projects 

Practice A B Total 
 IP customary rights on land and natural resources affected?  1  3  4  7 
 IP livelihood systems affected?  1  1  1  3 
 IP cultural identity affected?  1  1  1 
 IP dignity and/or human rights affected? 

IP = indigenous peoples. 
Note: Total good practice = 7; total sampled category A = 7; total sampled category B = 28; total sampled projects = 35. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

D. Indigenous Peoples Characteristics

13. Before IP impacts are determined, the presence of IPs in the project area is determined through
the SIA as per SPS (SR 3, para. 6). Indigenous peoples are considered to have one or more of the following
characteristics: (i) self-identification as members of a distinct indigenous cultural groups and recognition
of this identity by others;  (ii) collective attachment to geographically distinct habitats or ancestral
territories in the project area and to the natural resources in these habitats and territories;  (iii) customary
cultural, economic social, or political institutions that are separate from those of the dominant society
and culture; and (iv) a distinct language, often different from the official language of the country or
region. The most often cited IP characteristic among the projects reviewed was the IPs’ self-identification.
At a minimum, the safeguard documents provide a brief description of who the IPs are in the project
area and whether they are considered as such by the government. Very few projects were not explicit in
identifying the IP groups. Two of these were projects aimed at providing benefits to them: Social
Protection Support Project in the Philippines and Reducing Child Malnutrition through Social Protection
in Nepal. Not many projects mentioned the IPs’ attachment to land as some were recent migrants or had
been moving from place to place. If IP used the dominant language in their daily activities they were
considered to have been mainstreamed, even if they had their own distinct language.

Table A5.12: Indigenous Peoples Characteristics Identified 
Good Sampled Projects 

Practice A B Total 
 Self-Identification  7  7  23  30 
 Distinct Language  6  6  14  20 
 Separate Institutions  5  5  13  18 
 Attachment to Land  3  2  9  11 
Note: Total good practice = 7; total sampled category A = 7; total sampled category B 
= 28; total sampled projects = 35. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

1. Consultation and Participation

14. SPS safeguard requirement 3 identifies the following as part of meaningful consultation:
(i) begins early in the project preparation stage and is carried out on an ongoing

basis throughout the project cycle;
(ii) pProvides timely disclosure of relevant and adequate information that is

understandable and readily accessible to affected people;
(iii) is undertaken in an atmosphere free of intimidation or coercion;
(iv) is gender-inclusive and responsive, and tailored to the needs of disadvantaged

and vulnerable groups; and
(v) enables the incorporation of all relevant views of affected people and other

stakeholders into decision making.

15. While not all these aspects were found in the safeguard documents of the reviewed projects,
most IP category A and B projects reported that stakeholder consultations were carried out at the
appraisal stage and often throughout implementation. Disclosure of project information was sometimes
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done as part of the consultation activities and supplemented by the distribution of easy to read project 
booklets in the local language. In most cases, safeguard documents were also made available on the ADB 
and government ministry websites. 

16. Aside from consultation and disclosure, other aspects of meaningful consultation were not often
reported in the project documents. Table A5.13 only reflects evidence reported in the documents. It is
possible that consent and gender inclusivity were also complied with, but not reported, although IP
Category A projects show that gender inclusivity during consultations was often observed. The views of
IP that emerged during from consultation activities were also reported in the documents but in many
cases, these were not clearly linked to changes in project design.

Table A5.13: Consultation and Participation 
Good Sampled Projects 

Item Practice A B Total 
 Consultation early in project preparation  7  6  24  30 
 Timely disclosure  6  5  23  28 
 Gender-inclusive and responsive  5  5  15  20 
 Incorporates views of affected indigenous people  3  1  10  11 
 Undertaken in an atmosphere free from coercion  5  2  6  8 
 Consent taken for selected project activities  1  1  6  7 

Note: Total good practice = 7; total sample category A = 7; total sample category B = 28; total sample projects = 35. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

2. Social Impact Assessment

17. SR3 also indicates that, when ADB screening confirms likely impacts on indigenous peoples, the 
borrower or client will carry out a full social impact assessment (SIA) that will provide a baseline 
socioeconomic profile of the indigenous groups in the project area and project impact zone. The 
evaluation considered whether these were evident in the safeguard documents.

18. Among the sample projects, there were more without SIAs when compared with the good 
practice projects (where six out of seven had SIAs). However, only three of seven IP category A sampled 
projects had conducted social impact assessments (SIAs) (Table A5.14). This implies that more thorough 
due diligence is done for projects with expected significant IP impacts. IP category B projects without 
SIAs were mostly in the transport sector and in Nepal, India, and People's Republic of China. 

Table A5.14: Social Impact Assessment by Indigenous Peoples Category 
Good Sampled Projects 

Item Practice A B Total 
1. Was SIA done?

Yes 6 3 9 12 
No 1 4 17 21      

2. Did the SIA and/or safeguard document provide baseline
socioeconomic profile?

Yes 7 6 21 27      
3. Are indigenous peoples integrated into the mainstream population?

Yes 2 2 9 11 
No 5 5 15 20      

4. Is the treatment of indigenous peoples distinct from the rest of the
affected people?

Yes 2 2 15 17 
No 5 5 9 14      

5. Are indigenous peoples included in the vulnerable group in the
entitlement matrix?

Yes 4 3 7 10 
No 3 2 12 14 

AP = affected person, IP = indigenous peoples, SIA = social impact assessment. 
Note: For some projects, the answer to these questions is uncertain. These were excluded in the count. Total good practice = 7; 
total sampled category A = 7; total sampled category B = 28; total sampled projects = 35. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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19. IPs as part of the mainstream population. In general, about one third of the projects emphasized 
IP’s integration into the mainstream population. While IP mainstreaming did not preclude identification 
of IP impacts, it is likely these were related to involuntary resettlement impacts, illustrated by 14 out of 
35 IP documents relating to income restoration programs. 
 
20. Treatment of IPs compared with treatment of other affected people. Out of the 35 sampled 
projects, about half (17 projects) showed evidence that the treatment of IPs was distinct from treatment 
of the rest of the affected people, i.e., the projects provided support targeted at the IP or ethnic minority 
group.  
 
21. IPs as part of a vulnerable group. Aside from indigenous peoples, the projects identified other 
vulnerable groups among the project-affected people. In several cases IPs were grouped together with 
these vulnerable people: this happened in three out of five category A projects and seven out of 19 
category B projects. The rest provided no information on this. For example, in the Tanahu Hydropower 
in Nepal, vulnerable groups were defined as distinct groups of people. The first included vulnerable 
people: (i) households headed by women with dependents; (ii) disabled heads of household with no 
means of support; (iii) households falling under the Nepal national indicator for poverty; (iv) elderly 
households with no means of support; (v) indigenous people who often have traditional land rights but 
no formal titles. The second group included landless households. The third group included people who 
might suffer disproportionately or face the risk of being further marginalized by the effect of 
resettlement, which would be confirmed during the detailed measurement survey. 
 

3. Expected Impacts on IPs  
 
22. The safeguard documents cited the projects’ anticipated impacts on the IPs and other affected 
households in the project area. These included both negative impacts (e.g., land acquisition, 
resettlement, spread of communicable disease) and positive impacts (e.g., employment opportunities, 
access to project infrastructure).  
 

Table A5.15: Identified Impacts by Indigenous Peoples Category 
  Good Sampled Projects 

 Impacts Practice A B Total 
Negative Impacts         
 Land acquisition: economic loss (e.g., crops, assets)            6                5           18            23  
 Communicable diseases            3                3           11            14  
 Land acquisition: relocation            5                4             9            13  
 Human trafficking            1                2             7              9  
 Others            4                2             6              8  
 Impacts on tradition, values, identity            5                3             3              6  
 Antisocial behavior; social tension            3                3             2              5  
 Drug use, health            3                2             2              4  
 Disturbance during construction            3                2             2              4  
 Environment, pollution            4                1             2              3  
 Education disruption            2                1               1  
      
Positive Impacts      
 Access to infrastructure; improved connectivity            4                4           11            15  
 Employment in construction and others related to project (not as offset to   
negative impact)            5                4             7            11  

 Access to community facilities            3                2             9            11  
 IP capacity development                  4             6            10  
 Livelihood support            1                3             6              9  
 Improved productivity of farmland                  2             3              5  
 Forestry and ecological restoration and/or protection            2                1             1              2  

Notes: Total good practice = 7; total sampled category A = 7; total sampled category B = 28; total sampled projects = 35. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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23. Negative impacts. Out of the 35 sampled projects, the most cited negative impact on IPs in the 
project area was the loss of income and/ or assets from land acquisition. For the sample category A 
projects, land acquisition with relocation was the second most cited. For the good practice projects, 
relocation and impact on IP’s traditions, values, and identity were tied in second place. For Category B 
projects, on the other hand, the spread of communicable diseases was considered to be more of an issue 
(as well as human trafficking), mainly because of an influx of outsiders associated with transport projects. 
“Others,” which comes in fifth overall, includes a variety of negative impacts mostly pointing to the 
possibility of uneven distribution of benefits to IPs, barriers to participation due to language and cultural 
differences, damage to structures, and negative impacts on livelihood due to project activities. Other 
negative impacts include increased pollution from construction activities, possible social tension from 
construction workers coming from other areas, spread of prohibited drug use, disturbance during 
construction such as noise and traffic, and disruption to education of school children affected by 
relocation. 
 
24. Positive impacts. IPs and other affected households in the project area were expected to benefit 
from the infrastructure provided by the project, such as roads and highways. For people living in remote 
areas, this would improve their access to markets, health facilities, and schools. IPs and other affected 
people were also expected to benefit from employment opportunities during construction, as 
construction workers, project staff, or in related work such as selling and cleaning. The projects also 
included the construction of community facilities (health, schools, markets, electricity connection, 
sanitation, and irrigation), IP capacity development, and livelihood support. A few projects were targeted 
at improving the productivity of farmland and ecological protection. 
 

4. Mitigation Measures 
 
25. A variety of mitigation and enhancement measures were proposed, ranging from avoidance or 
minimization of impact to adjustments in project design to allow for cash compensation and the 
provision of community services and infrastructure. Table A5.16 lists the measures identified by the 
reviewed projects. The most commonly cited was cash compensation related to IR for loss of income, 
land, or crops at replacement cost. For indigenous peoples (and/or vulnerable people), this was often 
supplemented by additional compensation or support in moving or relocation. In some cases, the project 
provided assistance in looking for replacement land or property, depending on whether the affected 
households asked for this during consultations. Most often, affected households preferred to receive 
cash compensation. In one project, the project team provided additional support (through financial 
literacy programs) to the affected indigenous households to help them manage the amount of money 
they received from the project as it was substantially higher than what they normally earned.  
 

Table A5.16: Identified Mitigation Measures 
  Good Sampled Projects 
Measures Practice A B Total 
 Compensation (for land and crops) at replacement cost            6                6           16            22  
 Employment priority (construction, project implementation)             7                5           16            21  
 Livelihood and/or income restoration            7                5           11            16  
 Avoidance and/or minimization of impact            4                5             9            14  
 Moving and/or relocation allowance and other allowances            3                3           11            14  
 IP capacity development, participation            5                4             8            12  
 Communicable diseases prevention and awareness            3                3             8            11  
 Improvement of religious or cultural structures; preservation of culture and  customs            6                4             4              8  
 Community facilities, access            5                4             4              8  
 Improvements to public safety and traffic safety            2                1             5              6  
 Others            1                2             4              6  
 Land for land            2              4              4  
 Education support for displaced school children            3                2             1              3  
 Community dev programs            3                1               1  
 Forestry and ecological restoration and/or protection            2               1              1  

Note: Total good practice = 7; total sampled category A = 7; total sampled category B = 28; total sampled projects = 35. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 



136 Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

26. The projects provided construction and project employment to affected people to offset their 
loss of income from project activities. Livelihood support or income restoration efforts were offered 
alongside compensation and project employment. Capacity development was made available through 
programs to help IPs and other affected households adjust to the changing social environment. Examples 
included: continuous stakeholder engagement and communication, implementing a gender strategy, 
enhancement of ethnic minority self-awareness and sense of cultural preservation, adult women’s literacy 
training, and community building training to promote respect and constructive relationship between the 
community and the project. About a quarter (eight out of 35 projects) provided more focused activities 
to preserve the culture and customs of affected IPs. Health-related impacts were mitigated by improving 
awareness among the affected households and the construction and project staff. Community facilities 
such as schools and health centers were provided in some cases, supplemented by community 
development programs, and environmental protections measures where needed. 
 
27. For the good practice projects, the most frequent mitigation measures were income related. They 
included: priority in project-related employment, income restoration, and cash compensation to replace 
land, crops, and lost income. Almost all good practice projects identified preservation of culture and 
customs of affected IPs as a mitigation measure. 
 

a. For those mainstreamed, what were the mitigation measures?  

28. The list of mitigation measures for mainstreamed indigenous people were similar to those who 
were not mainstreamed except groups who had not been mainstreamed were given more attention and 
support in developing IP capacity, livelihood and income restoration, and additional efforts were made 
to minimize impact through project design adjustments. 
 

Table A5.17: Mitigation Measures by Indigenous Peoples Considered Mainstreamed and Not 
Mainstreamed (Based on both Good Practice and Sample Projects) 

Item Mainstreamed 
Non-

mainstreamed 
 Compensation for land and crops at replacement cost          12              14  
 Employment priority (construction, project implementation)           11              15  
 Moving or relocation allowance and other allowances          10                6  
 Livelihood or income restoration            9              12  
 Community facilities, access            6                6  
 Avoidance or minimization of impact            5              11  
 Improvement of religious or cultural structures; preservation of culture 
and customs            4                8  
 Land for land            4                2  
 Capacity development, participation            3              12  
 Communicable diseases prevention and awareness            3                9  
 Others            2                4  
 Improvements to public safety and traffic safety            1                5  
 Education support for displaced school children            1                5  
 Community development programs                 4  
 Forestry and ecological restoration and/or protection                  3  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
5. Grievance Redress Mechanism 

 
29. Most projects were able to establish and implement a GRM. However, although these were 
functioning, the monitoring reports indicated that there were no grievances filed in eight out of the 28 
projects with a GRM (two each from the PRC, India, and Lao PDR, and one each from Bangladesh and 
Cambodia). 
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Table A5.18: Grievance Redress Mechanism Implementation by Indigenous Peoples Category 
  Good Sampled Projects 
  Practice A B Total 
a. Has a GRM been established and implemented 
for IPs?          

 Yes            6                6           22            28  
 No                  1             1              2  

 NA/Unknown            1              5              5  
 Total            7                7           28            35  

      
b. Where GRM has been established, were there 

cases where no grievances were filed?      
 Yes            2                1             7              8  
 No            3                2           12            14  

 NA/Unknown            2                4             9            13  
 Total            7                7           28            35  

GRM = grievance redress mechanism, NA = not applicable. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
6. Indigenous Peoples Safeguard Monitoring 

 
30. In terms of safeguard monitoring, most of the category A projects (five out of seven) reported 
on the progress of plan implementation compared with half of category B projects. Five of these were in 
Nepal (four sampled projects and one good practice project).  
 

Table A5.19: Are Indigenous Peoples Safeguards Monitored and Reported? 
  Good Sampled Projects 
Answers Practice A B Total 
Yes           5                5           14            19  
There are SMRs but no report on IPs or IPs were not found               9              9  
NA/No SMRs           2                2             5              7  
Total           7                7           28            35  

IP = indigenous peoples, NA = not applicable, SMRs = social monitoring reports. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
7. Other Observations 

 
31. Different interpretations of IP safeguard requirements. Some projects with only positive impacts 
were recategorized as IP category C. 2 Some projects only recognized impacts on IP if any of them were 
affected by land acquisition and resettlement. If indigenous people were living within the project area 
but no land acquisition and resettlement was needed, then no further mitigation measures were 
required. This called into question the different treatments and interpretations of IP impact by the 
operations staff. Even without resettlement or land acquisition, other projects anticipated there would 
be negative impacts to the IPs in the project area from an influx of migrant workers, increased access to 
their land, and disturbances from the construction. These impacts were then mitigated through various 
means as discussed in the previous section. 
 

Table A5.20: Indigenous Peoples Category B Projects Recategorized to Category C by Sector 
 Status ANR EDU EDU, HLT ENE HLT PSM TRA TRA, WSS WSS Total 
 Yes  3     1 5 1 2         12  
 No  2 1 2 3 3  4 1          16  
 Total  5 1 2 3 3 1 9 2 2         28  
ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, HLT = health, TRA = 
transport, WSS = water supply and sanitation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
 

 
2 All 12 projects noted as category C at completion (or near completion) were previously categorized as B. 
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Table A5.21: Indigenous Peoples Category B Projects Recategorized to Category C by Region 
 Status EARD PARD SARD SERD Total 
 Yes    8 4         12  
 No  2 2 4 8         16  
 Total  2 2 12 12         28  
EARD = East Asia Department, PARD = Pacific 
Department, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD 
= Southeast Asia Department. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
Table A5.22: Indigenous Peoples Category B Projects Recategorized to Category C by Country 

  BAN CAM IND INO LAO MYA NEP PHI PNG PRC VIE Total 
 Yes  2 2 1  1  5    1 12 
 No  1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 16 
 Total  2 3 3 1 2 1 7 1 2 2 4 28 

BAN = Bangladesh, CAM = Cambodia, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, LAO = Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New 
Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 6: ADB TRAINING AND CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL SAFEGUARDS 
 
1. Asian Development Bank (ADB) conducts an increasing number of training programs targeted at 
staff at headquarters and resident missions, consultants, developing member country officials and 
contractors:  

(i) Staff orientation training undertaken by the Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department at least twice per year under the overall ADB Learning and 
Development Program. Safeguard sessions are also integrated into the regular project 
design and management training program for ADB staff, held at least twice a year. 

(ii) Fundamental 2-day training on environmental and social safeguard requirements is 
conducted for ADB staff involved in project preparation and administration. Since 2016, 
2-day training on environmental safeguard requirements, and 2-day training on social 
safeguard requirements have been conducted (in addition to the staff orientation) which 
highlight Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) implementation issues. Practical hands-on 
exercises as well as case studies are used to familiarize participants with the substantive 
requirements of the SPS.  

(iii) Advanced and specialized training is conducted annually on different safeguard areas. 
The training focuses on technical aspects of the safeguard requirements. Since 2016, 
specialized training has been conducted on various areas of the SPS: biodiversity impacts 
assessment; advanced environmental management training; integrating health, safety 
and labor standards in projects; pollution health and safety management (air, water, and 
noise); and intensive training on involuntary resettlement (2010, 2011, and 2018).  

(iv) E-learning courses have been developed and rolled out for environmental safeguards 
(one course) and social safeguards (two courses). These e-learning courses, while 
introductory in nature, highlight substantive policy requirements.  

(v) Country-level training for executing agencies and consultants is conducted by operations 
departments, either as part of capacity development technical assistance projects or as 
an integral part of their respective project supervision functions. Training covers support 
for awareness-raising as well as technical requirements for areas such as environmental 
management, monitoring, land acquisition and valuation, and livelihood restoration.  

(vi) Study tours and other forms of South–South exchange are provided by operations 
departments to executing and implementing agency officers and staff in some cases to 
promote international good practices. 

(vii) Training sessions for private sector partners are conducted. For example, in 2015, Private 
Sector Operations Department provided training to ACP and Olympus Funds in Hong 
Kong to assist fund managers in implementing their environmental and social 
management systems. 

(viii) Regional and global knowledge sharing is supported through a Joint Community of 
Practice on Safeguards. A joint partnership agreement on knowledge cooperation was 
signed in May 2016 by ADB, Australia Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Japan 
International Cooperation Agency, and the World Bank. In 2017, ADB hosted an 
International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) Resettlement and Livelihood 
Symposium in Manila. Three post-training programs on resettlement and livelihood 
restoration were conducted by IAIA-accredited resettlement experts and attended by 
ADB staff and consultants, as well as by resettlement practitioners from various 
countries.  

(ix) Learning centers have been established through cooperation between ADB and the 
World Bank and the Joint Community of Practice on Safeguards. Centers have so far been 
established in Viet Nam and the Philippines. Networks of learning centers are being 
strengthened in Indonesia, and in the Pacific. Learning centers have held advanced 
training courses on topics relevant to environmental management for construction, 
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involuntary resettlement, and indigenous peoples and social assessment. The learning 
centers cater to participants from local and national governments, private sector, 
consultancy firms, as well as from international organizations [e.g., Asian Infrastructure 
Investment Bank (AIIB) and German Development Agency (GTZ)].   



 

 

APPENDIX 7: SAFEGUARD COMPLIANCE WORKFLOW: ADB AND CLIENT 
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 
Business Process Asian Development Bank Borrower and/or Client  Divergence and/or Inefficiencies  
Concept Phase 
Reconnaissance 
Mission 

Project team screens E&S impacts and 
risks,  submits initial checklists and 
environment, IR, IP categorization 
results to CCO through SDSS. 
 
SDSS reviews and endorses proposed 
classification and submits to CCO for 
approval. 
 
Project team summarizes screening 
results  and records category on three 
safeguards in CP and seeks SDSS 
comments. 
 
SDSS reviews and provides comments 
on draft CP 

  Reduced use of reconnaissance missions 
has resulted in weakened screening and 
scoping of assessments.  
 
Processing time constraints are affecting 
downstream activities.  
 
TRTA consultants sometimes undertake 
safeguard screening and are responsible 
for preparing safeguards documents. 
 
The entry point for private sector 
operations often cannot be planned as 
ADB participation comes as and when 
investment opportunities are presented. 
 
SDSS reviews and undertakes judgements 
on proposed private sector projects with 
limited information, as PSOD due diligence 
reports are typically in summary form.  
 
For private sector operations, category A 
incurs high transaction costs, acting as a 
disincentive and limiting ADB’s impact on 
private sector practices related to social 
and environmental management.  

Project 
Preparation Phase 
Fact Finding 
Mission 

Operations department reviews draft 
EIA, IEE, or EARF, resettlement plan 
and/or resettlement framework, IP 
and/or IPPF, ESMS arrangements for 
category A,B,FI projects and seeks 
SDSS review for category A projects. 
 
SDSS reviews EIA, resettlement plans, 
IPPs or other instruments for category 
A and provides comments. 
 
Project Team discloses category A 
draft EIA on ADB website for 120 
days before Board consideration, 
draft EARF, resettlement plan and/or 
resettlement framework, IPPF before 
project appraisal for a sovereign 
project (if no further mission for 
appraisal required, then documents 
posted before MRM). 
 
Project Team submits RRP documents 
main findings of due diligence and 
review (adequacy of environment and 
SIA; mitigation measures and 
safeguard planning documents; 
institutional capacity of client; 
proposed capacity development 
program where needed; compliance 
status with information disclosure 
and consultation requirements). 
 
SDSS reviews and comments on RRPs. 
 
SDSS issues SPCM and CCO informs 

Client assesses potential 
project induced 
environmental and 
social impacts. 
 
Client prepares EIA, IEE, 
or EARF, resettlement 
plan or resettlement 
framework, IP and/or 
IPPF, ESMS.  
 
Client submits 
assessment reports, 
plans and frameworks 
to ADB, ensuring they 
are compliant with 
country laws, 
regulations and 
standards, including 
obligations under 
international law. 
 
Client discloses 
information to and 
consults with affected 
peoples. 

EA and/or implementing agency typically 
relies on PPTA (or TRTA) consultants to 
undertake environment and social 
assessments and prepare safeguard 
management plans.  
 
Where PPTA preparation is poor, ADB staff 
spend considerable time rewriting the 
government’s documents.  
 
Shorter processing timelines acts as a 
disincentive for preparation of higher risk 
category A projects  
 
Where there is a requirement for domestic 
safeguard assessments and/or plan 
preparation, there is an expectation that 
TRTA consultants will prepare parallel 
government requirements.  
 
Private sector operations typically engage 
post project development. Safeguards due 
diligence focuses on filling gaps in 
national ESIA and/or ESMP and in 
developing corrective action plans, instead 
of PPTA environment and social risk 
assessment as assumed in SPS workflow.  
 
PSOD’s safeguard role straddles project 
processing and implementation. PSOD 
safeguard staff conduct gap identification 
and support gap-filling efforts for clients.  
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Business Process Asian Development Bank Borrower and/or Client  Divergence and/or Inefficiencies  
management of compliance before 
MRM safeguards category A projects. 
 
 
Project team discloses EARF, 
resettlement plan/resettlement 
framework, IPP and/or IPPF for 
category B before project appraisal (if 
no further mission for appraisal 
required, then documents posted 
before SRM); and draft IEE upon 
request to stakeholders before Board 
consideration. 

Approval Phase Project team ensures legal 
agreements include covenants (SPS 
implementation and EMP/EARF, 
resettlement plan and/or resettlement 
framework, IPP and/or IPPF, 
monitoring reports, clauses on 
obligation of clients to incorporate 
safeguard requirements in bidding 
documents and works contracts). 
 
Operations department confirms to 
Management all  requirements met 
for category A,B,C,FI before 
Management approves circulation of 
RRP Board paper. 
 
Operations department discloses draft 
IEE if final IEE not available upon 
Board consideration.  

Client (e.g., Ministry of 
Finance) signs off on 
SPS requirements  

Project teams face challenges at loan 
negotiations if the national borrower and 
the executing or implementing agency has 
limited understanding of or commitment 
to safeguard covenants.  
 
Safeguard conditions in loan covenants 
become increasingly generic, reducing the 
opportunity for the Borrower to more 
actively monitor important safeguard risk 
management conditions.  

Loan 
Effectiveness 
Phase 

Project team discloses final or 
updated EIA, IEE, resettlement plan, 
IPP 
 
Project team works with client to 
ensure that relevant information 
about E&S issues is made available in 
timely manner, in accessible place, 
and in a form and language(s) 
understandable to affected people 
and other stakeholders. 

Client locally discloses 
final or updated EIA, 
IEE, resettlement plan, 
IPP  

Evidence of local disclosure by EA and/or 
IA is limited and it is difficult for ADB to 
check and ensure compliance. 
 
The requirement to disclose in language(s) 
understandable to affected people may 
incur a translation cost that the client 
doesn't want to bear.  

Implementation 
Phase 

Project team discloses final or 
updated EIA, IEE, resettlement plan, 
IPP. 
 
Operations department conducts 
review missions to ascertain 
compliance for all projects with 
safeguard impacts. 
  
Operations department reviews and 
discloses client monitoring reports 
upon receipt. 
 
SDSS selectively fields missions to 
review safeguard issues of ongoing 
projects. 

Client updates 
safeguard documents 
after detailed 
engineering design. 
 
Client implements 
safeguard action plans 
and manages any 
environmental and 
social emerging issues 
over time 
 
Client prepares and 
submits regular 
safeguard monitoring 
reports to ADB on 
environmental and 
social safeguard 
compliance throughout 
project's life. 

After project effectivity, there is a 
procedural gap between project 
processing and implementation, with ADB 
often undertaking tasks that are the 
client’s responsibility (e.g., updating 
safeguard action plans, ensuring key 
clauses are inserted in bidding 
documents).  
 
Contract award readiness is affected by 
noncompliance with safeguard 
requirements such as land acquisition. 
 
ADB staff spend considerable time 
reviewing and/or editing the client's 
safeguard monitoring reports so they are 
of an acceptable quality for disclosure.  
 
A fragmented approach is taken by 
operations departments to safeguard risk 
monitoring. Risk calibration is not linked to 
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Business Process Asian Development Bank Borrower and/or Client  Divergence and/or Inefficiencies  
resource allocation in the environmental 
and social management system.  
 
Missed opportunities and potential 
inefficiencies exist where headquarters is 
responsible for project processing and 
administration is delegated to the resident 
mission. 
 
PSOD’s risk-based approach determines 
the frequency of project monitoring 
dependent upon category and stage in 
project cycle (e.g., category A projects are 
monitored twice a year during 
construction, corporate finance projects 
are monitored until repayment).  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CCO = Chief Compliance Officer, CP = concept paper, EARF = environmental assessment and review 
framework, E&S = environment and social, EA = executing agency, EIA = environmental impact assessment, EMP = environmental 
management plan,  ESMP =  environment and social management plan, FI = financial intermediary, HQ = headquarters, IA = 
implementing agency,  IEE = initial environmental examination, IP = indigenous peoples, IPP = indigenous peoples plan, IPPF = 
indigenous peoples planning framework, IR = involuntary resettlement, OD = operations department, MRM = management review 
meeting, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, RM = resident mission, RP = resettlement plan, RRP = report and 
recommendation of the President, SDSS = safeguards division, SIA = social impact assessment, SPCM= Safeguard Policy Compliance 
Memo, TRTA = transaction technical assistance. 
a ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila, paras. 16 and 71–73 outline ADB and client roles and responsibilities. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 



 

 

ATTACHMENT 1: STRUCTURED REVIEW TEMPLATE 

 [Project Number xxxxxxx] Loan xxxx: Project Title 
  

 
Approval Date:  Sector: Date reviewed:  
ENV:          IR:         IP:  Reviewer: Date of 

PCRs/XARRs:   
Expected project outputs   

RATING EXPLANATION 
1. ADEQUACY OF ADB’S PROCESSES AND SYSTEMS FOR SAFEGUARDS APPRAISAL: 

  

1.1 Screening and categorization of the project   
 

 
How adequately has the ADB carried out project screening and categorization in line with the 
requirements of the SPS for ENV, IR, IP and different finance modalities? 

  

 
LS: Environmental categorization and triggering of IR and IP safeguards not fully compliant with 
SPS. 

  

 
S: Environmental categorization and triggering of IR and IP safeguards fully compliant with SPS. 

  
    

1.2 Due Diligence on applicable environmental safeguards studies (EIA and/or IEE, etc.)   
 

 
To what extent do the environmental studies prepared for the project meet the content 
requirements outlined in the SPS for EIAs (for category A projects) or IEE (for category B projects), 
etc.?  

  

 
U: Required EIA and/or IEE not available in project folder. 

  
 

LS: The EIA and/or IEE complies with fewer than half of content requirements in SPS p.41. 
  

 
S: The EIA and/or IEE complies with most but not all content requirements in SPS p.41. 

  
 

HS: The EIA and/or IEE complies with all content requirements in SPS p.41. 
  

    
1.3 Due Diligence on applicable social safeguards studies (SIA, RAP, IPP)   

 
 

To what extent do the social studies prepared for the project meet the content requirements 
outlined in the SPS for SIA, RAP, IPP, etc.?  

  

 
U: Required SIA, RAP and/or IPP not available in project folder. 

  
 

LS: Required SIA, RAP and/or IPP complies with fewer than half of content requirements in SPS 
pp.46, 51 and/or 63. 

  

 
S: Required SIA, RAP and/or IPP complies with most but not all content requirements in SPS pp.46, 
51 and/or 63. 

  

 
HS: Required SIA, RAP and/or IPP complies with all content requirements in SPS pp.46, 51 and/or 63. 

  
    

1.4 Due diligence on E&S Safeguards Frameworks (for sector loans, MFFs, emergency loans, etc.)   
 

 
U: Required E&S safeguards frameworks not available in project folder. 

  
 

LS: The applicable Environmental Assessment and Review, IR and IP Planning Frameworks complies 
with fewer than half of content requirements in SPS pp. 70, 72, 74 and/or p.14 (para 56) of 
Operations Manual on Safeguards Section F1/OP. 

  

 
S: The applicable Environmental Assessment and Review, IR and IP Planning Frameworks complies 
with most of the content requirements in SPS pp. 70, 72, 74 and/or p.14 (para 56) of Operations 
Manual on Safeguards Section F1/OP. 

  

 
HS: The applicable Environmental Assessment and Review, IR and IP Planning Frameworks complies 
with all of the content requirements in SPS pp. 70, 72, 74 and/or p.14 (para 56) of Operations 
Manual on Safeguards Section F1/OP. 

  

    
1.5 Translation of safeguards requirements to project legal documents:   

 
 

U: The project legal documents make no reference to safeguards. 
  

 
LS: The project legal documents make reference to safeguards, but safeguards compliance is not 
specifically covenanted. 

  

 
S: Compliance with safeguards is covenanted in the project legal documents.  

  
 

HS: Compliance with safeguards is covenanted in the project legal agreement, and reference is 
made to ADB’s remedies in case of non-compliance.  

  

    
1.6 Appraisal stage information disclosure   

 
 

To what extent has the borrower and/or client disclosed the draft full EIA and/or IEE, RAP, IPP and/or 
E&S frameworks (where applicable) before project appraisal, in an accessible place and in a form 
and language(s) understandable to affected people and other stakeholders, including 
documentation of the consultation process and the results of the social impact assessment?  

  

 
U: No information available on pre-appraisal disclosures 

  
 

LS: Evidence of pre-appraisal disclosure of at least one required draft safeguard document (if more 
than one was required). 

  

 
S: Evidence of pre-appraisal disclosure of all required draft safeguard documents (ok if only one was 
required). 

  

 
HS: All required draft safeguard documents disclosed and disseminated to key stakeholders (such as 
at a public dissemination event)  

  

    
1.7 Appraisal stage consultation and participation    
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To what extent has the borrower  and/or client carried out meaningful consultation with affected 
people and other concerned stakeholders, including civil society, and facilitated their informed 
participation, beginning early in the project preparation stage, in line with SPS requirements?  

  

 
U: No information available on pre-appraisal consultations and participation 

  
 

LS: Pre-appraisal consultations and participation reported, but no information on participants, 
issues raised. 

  

 
S: Pre-appraisal consultations and participation reported with information on participants, issues 
raised.  

  

 
HS: Pre-appraisal consultations and participation reported with information on participants, issues 
raised and borrower response/corrective actions taken and recorded. 

  

    
2. ADEQUACY OF ADB’s PROCESSES AND SYSTEMS FOR SAFEGUARDS OVERSIGHT AND MONITORING: 

 
    

2.1 Monitoring of safeguards implementation (documenting monitoring results & corrective actions)    
 

 
How systematically has the Bank ensured borrower and/or client monitoring and reporting on the 
implementation of the project’s EIA and/or IEE, RAP, IPP, and to what extent has the Bank team 
documented monitoring results, identified compliance issues and supported the development and 
implementation of corrective actions, in line with SPS requirements?  

  

 
U: No available monitoring reports on implementation of applicable safeguards 

  
 

LS: At least one available monitoring report on implementation of applicable environmental and 
social safeguards. 

  

 
S: Annual monitoring reports available for every year of project implementation, with identification 
of compliance issues and status of corrective actions 

  

 
HS: Semi-annual monitoring reports available for every year of project implementation, with 
identification of compliance issues and status of corrective actions taken. 

  

    
2.2 Adequacy of environmental safeguards supervision and feedback to the client   

 
 

U: Supervision reports provide no information on environmental safeguards implementation 
  

 
LS: Supervision reports provide limited coverage on environmental safeguards implementation 
prepared by non-expert staff/consultant/third party 

  

 
S: At least one supervision report provides extensive coverage on environmental safeguards 
implementation prepared by expert environmental staff/consultant/third party 

  

 
HS: Over half of supervision reports provide extensive coverage on environmental safeguards 
implementation prepared by expert environmental staff/consultant/third party 

  

    
2.3 Adequacy of social safeguards supervision and feedback to the client   

 
 

U: Supervision reports provide no information on social safeguards implementation 
  

 
LS: Supervision reports provide limited coverage on social safeguards implementation prepared by 
non-expert staff/consultant/third party 

  

 
S: At least one supervision report provides extensive coverage on social safeguards implementation 
prepared by expert social staff/consultant/third party 

  

 
HS: Over half of supervision reports provide extensive coverage on social safeguards implementation 
prepared by expert social staff/consultant/third party. 

  

    
2.4 Implementation stage information disclosure   

 
 

To what extent has the borrower and/or client (i) disclosed the final EIA and/or IEE, RAP and IPP 
(where applicable) and their updates if any, in an accessible place and in a form and language(s) 
understandable to affected people and other stakeholders, including documentation of the 
consultation process and the results of the social impact assessment; and (ii) disclose the periodic 
implementation-stage monitoring reports, including reports on the development and 
implementation of corrective actions, if any?  

  

 
U: No information available on implementation-stage disclosures 

  
 

LS: Evidence of disclosure of final safeguard documents. 
  

 
S: Evidence of disclosure of final safeguard documents and some annual monitoring reports. 

  
 

HS: Evidence of routine disclosure and public dissemination of all periodic environmental and social 
monitoring reports 

  

    
2.5 Implementation stage consultation and participation    

 
 

To what extent has the borrower and/or client carried out meaningful consultations with affected 
people and other concerned stakeholders, including civil society, and facilitate their informed 
participation, on an ongoing basis throughout the project cycle, in line with SPS requirements? 

  

 
U: No information available on implementation-stage consultations and participation 

  
 

LS: Consultations and participation reported, but no information on participants, issues raised. 
  

 
S: Consultations and participation reported with information on participants, issues raised.  

  
 

HS: Consultations and participation reported with information on participants, issues raised and 
borrower response/corrective action taken. 

  

    
2.6 Establishment and implementation of Grievance Redress Mechanism   

 
 

To what extent has the borrower and/or client established and operated a culturally appropriate and 
gender inclusive grievance redress mechanism to receive and facilitate resolution of the affected 
people’s concerns and grievances regarding the project’s environmental, resettlement and 
indigenous people’s development performance, as applicable?  
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U: No information available on GRM establishment 

  
 

LS: Grievance Redress Mechanism established 
  

 
S: Grievance Redress Mechanism established and operated (complaints log maintained and 
reported) 

  

 
HS: Complaints log maintained, with recording of complaints and borrower response/corrective 
action taken. 

  

    
3. ADEQUACY OF ADB’S PROCESSES AND SYSTEMS FOR HELPING BORROWER AND/OR CLIENTS’ DEVELOP THEIR CAPACITY TO MANAGE E&S 
RISKS:     

3.1 Due diligence of borrower and/or client’s E&S management capacity gaps/needs   
 

 
How adequately has the ADB (i) assessed the adequacy of the borrower and/ or client’s capacity to 
manage environmental and social impacts and risks and to implement national laws and ADB’s 
requirements; and (ii) where gaps exist in borrower and/or client’s capacity to manage 
environmental and social impacts and risks, ensured that the EIA and/or IEE and/or other safeguards 
documents include the proposed capacity development and training measures, related institutional 
or organizational arrangements, a time-bound plan to implement them, and monitoring and 
reporting requirements?  for projects that are deemed by ADB to be highly complex and sensitive, 
required the borrower and/or client to engage an independent advisory panel during project 
preparation and implementation?  

  

 
U: (for category A & B projects and/or projects that trigger IR and/ IP safeguards) The RRP and 
EIA/IEE/RAP/IPP do not include an assessment of the adequacy of the borrower and/or client’s 
capacity to manage E&S risks.  

  

 
LS: The RRP and EIA/IEE/RAP/IPP include an assessment of the adequacy of the borrower and/or 
client’s capacity to manage E&S risks but, where gaps are identified, do not include the proposed 
capacity development and training measures to address these gaps. (Where no gaps are identified, 
rating should be Sat.).  

  

 
S: The RRP and EIA/IEE/RAP/IPP include (i) an assessment of the adequacy of the borrower and/or 
client’s capacity to manage E&S risks, and (ii) where gaps are identified, include the proposed 
capacity development and training measures, related institutional or organizational arrangements, a 
time-bound plan to implement them, and monitoring and reporting requirements. 

  

 
HS: The proposed capacity development and training measures, related institutional or 
organizational arrangements, a time-bound plan to implement them, and monitoring and reporting 
requirements are specifically referenced in the project legal documents. 

  

 
N.A.: For category C projects that do not trigger any of the safeguards, a Not Applicable rating is 
appropriate. 

  

    
3.2 Supervision of borrower and/or client’s E&S management capacity development program   

 
 

How effectively has the ADB helped borrowers and/or clients implement the agreed measures to 
strengthen their capacity to manage environmental and social risks through monitoring and 
supervision?  

  

 
U: Supervision reports provide no information on implementation of borrower and/or client’s E&S 
management capacity development program. 

  

 
LS: Supervision reports provide limited coverage on implementation of borrower and/or client’s E&S 
management capacity development program. 

  

 
S: At least half of supervision reports provide extensive coverage of the E&S capacity development 
and training measures, documenting monitoring results & status of corrective actions. 

  

 
HS: Every supervision report provides extensive coverage of the E&S capacity development and 
training measures, documenting monitoring results & status of corrective actions. 

  

 
N.A.: For category C projects that do not trigger any of the safeguards, and projects for which the 
assessment of the adequacy of the borrower and/or client’s capacity to manage E&S risks do not 
identify any gaps, a Not Applicable rating is appropriate. 

  

    
3.3 Effectiveness of borrower and/or client's E&S management capacity development program [MRs, 

BTORs, ADB supervision reports] 
  

 

 
U: MRs/BTORs/Supervision reports indicate that less than half of borrower and/or client’s E&S 
management capacity development program has been implemented. 

  

 
LS: MRs/BTORs/Supervision reports indicate that most of the borrower and/or client’s E&S 
management capacity development program have been implemented. 

  

 
S: MRs/BTORs/supervision reports indicate that all of the borrower and/or client’s E&S capacity 
development and training measures have been implemented. 

  

 
HS: MRs/BTORs/supervision report indicate that all of the borrower and/or client’s E&S capacity 
development and training measures have been implemented, and some of them have been 
exceeded. 

  

 
N.A.: For category C projects that do not trigger any of the safeguards, and projects for which the 
assessment of the adequacy of the borrower and/or client’s capacity to manage E&S risks do not 
identify any gaps, a Not Applicable rating is appropriate. 
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3.4 Key positive and negative factors affecting capacity development    
 

 
Reflecting upon your entries above, what internal (within the control of the borrower and/or client 
and ADB) and external factors (outside the control of the borrower and/or client and ADB) had a 
major positive or negative effect on the ADB’s ability to help the borrower and/or client develop its 
capacity to manage E&S risks? How did they work? Identify and explain below. No rating needed. 

  

    
4.EFFECTIVENESS IN AVOIDING ADVERSE E&S IMPACTS, OR MINIMIZING, MITIGATING AND/OR COMPENSATING FOR THEM WHEN 
AVOIDANCE IS NOT POSSIBLE     

4.1 Environmental Impacts 
In what manner and to what extent has the project avoided, minimized, mitigated and/or 
compensated for adverse impacts on the environment? 

  
 

    
4.1.1 Pollution Prevention and Abatement (Resource & Energy Efficiency, Air, Water, Solids, Pesticides, 

GHG) 
  

 

 
In what manner and to what extent has the borrower and/or client applied pollution prevention and 
control technologies and practices consistent with international good practice? (See ratings scale) 

  

    
4.1.2 Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management   

 
 

In what manner and to what extent has the borrower and/or client (i) assessed project impacts and 
risks on biodiversity and natural resources; (ii) identified measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
potentially adverse impacts and risks and, as a last resort, propose compensatory measures, such as 
biodiversity offsets; and (iii) effectively implemented these measures? (See ratings scale) 

  

    
4.1.3 Health & Safety Impacts on Workers and Communities   

 
 

In what manner and to what extent has the borrower and/or client (i) provided workers with a safe 
and healthy working environment, and applied preventive and protective measures consistent with 
international good practice; (ii) assessed the risks to, and potential impacts on, the safety of 
affected communities during the design, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
project, and established preventive measures and plans to address them; (iii) informed affected 
communities of significant potential hazards in a culturally appropriate manner; (iv) prepared to 
respond to accidental and emergency situations; and (v) engaged qualified and experienced experts 
to conduct a review when structural elements or components, such as dams, tailings dams, or ash 
ponds, are situated in high-risk locations and their failure or malfunction may threaten the safety of 
communities. (See ratings scale) 

  

    
4.1.4 Physical Cultural Resources   

 
 

In what manner and to what extent has the borrower and/or client (i) employed qualified and 
experienced experts to assess potential impacts on physical cultural resources; (ii) when physical 
cultural resources are expected to be found, consulted with local communities and relevant 
regulatory agencies, and included chance finds procedures in the EIA and/or IEE and construction 
contracts; (iii)   implemented mitigation measures to avoid significant damage to physical cultural 
resources; and (iv) ensured that no physical cultural resources would be removed unless the criteria 
in SPS para 49 are met. (See ratings scale) 

  

    
4.2 Social Impacts   

 
 

In what manner and to what extent has the project avoided, minimized, mitigated and/or 
compensated adverse social impacts? 

  

    
4.2.1 Involuntary Resettlement    

 
 

(Note: the involuntary resettlement safeguard is triggered if a project directly or indirectly requires 
the full or partial, permanent or temporary physical displacement (relocation, loss of residential 
land, or loss of shelter) and economic displacement (loss of land, assets, access to assets, income 
sources, or means of livelihoods).  

  

 
In what manner and to what extent has the borrower and/or client enhanced, or at least restored, 
the livelihoods of all displaced persons in real terms relative to pre-project levels, and improved the 
standards of living of the displaced poor and other vulnerable groups? (See ratings scale) 

  

4.2.2 Impacts on Indigenous Peoples   
 

 
(Note: The Indigenous Peoples safeguard is triggered if a project directly or indirectly affects the 
dignity, human rights, livelihood systems, or culture of Indigenous Peoples or affects the territories 
or natural or cultural resources that Indigenous Peoples own, use, occupy, or claim as their ancestral 
domain). 
In what manner and to what extent has the borrower and/or client (i) designed and implemented 
the project in a way that fosters full respect for Indigenous Peoples’ identity, dignity, human rights, 
livelihood systems, and cultural uniqueness; and (ii) ensured that they receive culturally appropriate 
social and economic benefits, (iii) do not suffer adverse impacts as a result of projects, and (iv) can 
participate actively in projects that affect them?  

  
 

    
4.3 Key positive and negative factors affecting safeguards effectiveness   

 
 

Reflecting upon your entries above, what internal (within the control of the borrower and/or client 
and ADB) and external factors (outside the control of the borrower and/or client and ADB) had a 
major positive or negative effect on the borrower and/or client’s effectiveness in avoiding, 
minimizing, mitigating and/or compensating for adverse environmental and social impacts for the 
project? How did they work? Identify and explain. No rating needed. 
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ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTOR = back-to-office report, E&S = environmental and social, EIA = environmental impact assessment, 
ENV = environment, GHG = greenhouse gas, GRM = grievance redress mechanism, HS = highly satisfactory, IED = Independent Evaluation 
Department, IEE = initial environmental examination, IP = indigenous peoples, IPP = indigenous peoples plan, IR = involuntary resettlement, 
LS = less than satisfactory, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MR = monitoring report, N.A. = not applicable, PCR = project completion 
report, RAP = resettlement action plan, S = satisfactory, SIA = social impact assessment, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement, TETT = too early 
too tell, U = unsatisfactory, XARR = extended annual review report. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     
Proposed questions for follow-up interviews   

 
 

Reflecting upon all your entries above, what key questions would you propose for follow-up 
interviews (if feasible) to help clarify IED’s understanding of (and strengthen the evidence about) 
the effectiveness of safeguards, effectiveness of capacity development, and adequacy of safeguards 
processes and systems with respect to this project?   

  

     
Ratings Scale for Effectiveness of SPS: 

  
 

•   Highly Satisfactory (HS): The project is in material compliance with all the requirements and 
standards set by ADB and exceeds some of them at the time of evaluation.  

  

 
•   Satisfactory (S): The project is in material compliance with requirements and standards set by 

ADB and there are no significant shortcomings. The direct and wider positive safeguard 
impacts are largely sustainable and, on the whole, compensate for identified negative impacts 
or damage that have been corrected by introducing mitigation measures. 

  

 
•   Less than Satisfactory (LS):  The project materially complies with most requirements and 

standards as set by ADB, but does not materially comply with all, and there are significant 
shortcomings. The positive impacts are not great enough to meet the key expectations, or they 
are met in most respects, while substandard performance in others still cannot justify a 
satisfactory overall safeguard rating. 

  

 
•   Unsatisfactory (U): The project does not materially comply with ADB's requirements at 

approval, and mitigation prospects are uncertain or unlikely to be effective.  

  

 
•   No information available (NIA): Where, after best efforts, the relevant information to establish 

material compliance (or lack thereof) cannot be obtained, a rating of “no information 
available” may be assigned. This rating should be used as a last resort, after reasonable effort 
has been made to obtain the necessary information, which should result in a less than 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory rating. For aggregation purposes this rating will be added to 
those that are PU or U and considered below the line. 

  

 
•   Not applicable (NA): If the project was classified as category C (no impact) and that 

categorization has remained valid over the life of the project so far (and is likely to remain so 
going forward), then the correct rating is not applicable. If, despite its category C classification, 
the project has in fact had actual or potential environmental and social impacts, then the 
subject impact should be rated accordingly. 

  

 
•   Too Early to Tell (TETT): Same as for LS or U, but the shortcoming(s) were only reported (in the 

MR, BTOR or equivalent) in 2018 or later (i.e., if the problems were only flagged in 2018 or 
later, it is too early to tell if the problems persist or are being satisfactorily addressed). 

  

 
Note: Following the preparation of the templates, for statistical analysis and consolidation, the 

ratings scale will be quantified on a 4-point scale where 1 = Unsatisfactory; 2 = Less than 
Satisfactory; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Highly Satisfactory 
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No. Country 
Approval 

Year Project Name 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number 

Amount  
($ million) 

Primary 
Sector 

Safeguard Category 

Modality Financing Environment 
Involuntary 

Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
1 Afghanistan 2013 Energy Sector 

Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 5 

42094-075 0377 49.1 ENE B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

2 Armenia 2012 Water Supply and 
Sanitation Sector 
Project, Additional 
Financing 

45299-001 2860 40.0 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

3 Armenia 2013 North-South Road 
Corridor Investment 
Program, 
Tranche 3 

42145-043 2993 100.0 TRA A A C MFF Project Sovereign 

4 Azerbaijan 2011 Water Supply and 
Sanitation Investment 
Program, Tranche 2 

42408-033 2842 300.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

5 Bangladesh 2010 Bangladesh-India 
Electrical Grid 
Interconnection 
Project 

44192-013 2661/ 
3031 

112.0 ENE B A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

6 Bangladesh 2012 Financing Brick Kiln 
Efficiency 
Improvement Project 

45273-001 2865/ 
2866 

50.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/DFI Sovereign 

7 Bangladesh 2012 Coastal Climate-
Resilient 
Infrastructure Project 

45084-002 0310/ 
2913/ 
8258 

20.0 TRA B A B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

8 Bangladesh 2010 Sustainable Rural 
Infrastructure 
Improvement Project 

40515-013 2696 60.0 ANR B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

9 Bangladesh 2012 Greater Dhaka 
Sustainable Urban 
Transport Project 

42169-013 0287/ 
2862/ 
2863/ 
2864/ 
8072/ 
8270 

160.0 TRA B A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

10 Bhutan 2010 Upgrading Schools 
and Integrated 
Disaster Education 
(UPSIDE) Project 

43558-012 9149 3.0 EDU C B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

11 Bhutan 2012 Air Transport 
Connectivity 
Enhancement Project 

44239-013 0295 6.9 TRA B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 



150 Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

No. Country 
Approval 

Year Project Name 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number 

Amount  
($ million) 

Primary 
Sector 

Safeguard Category 

Modality Financing Environment 
Involuntary 

Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
12 Bhutan 2010 Farm Roads to 

Support Poor Farmers' 
Livelihoods 

43279-012 9146 3.0 ANR B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

13 Bhutan 2010 Rural Renewable 
Energy Development 
Project 

42252-022 0228 21.6 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

14 Cambodia 2012 Greater Mekong 
Subregion Southern 
Economic Corridor 
Towns Development 
Project 

43319-033 0334/ 
0335/ 
2983/ 
8265 

37.0 WUS B A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

15 Cambodia 2010 Second Greater 
Mekong Subregion 
Regional 
Communicable 
Diseases Control 
Project 

41505-012 0231/ 
0448 

10.0 HLT C C B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

16 Cambodia 2010 Rural Roads 
Improvement Project 

42334-013 2670 35.0 TRA B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

17 Cambodia 2011 Provincial Roads 
Improvement Project 

43309-013 0278/ 
2839/ 
3442/ 
8005/ 
8254 

58.5 TRA B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

18 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2010 Yunnan  Integrated 
Road Network 
Development Project 

40626-013 2709/ 
7673 

250.3 TRA A A A Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

19 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2012 Hubei Huangshi 
Urban Pollution 
Control and 
Environmental 
Management Project 

44019-013 2940 100.0 ANR A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

20 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2011 Xi'an Urban Road 
Network 
Improvement Project 

43032-013 2802 150.0 TRA A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

21 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2012 Integrated 
Development of Key 
Townships in Central 
Liaoning 

44021-013 2901 150.0 TRA A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

22 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2011 Guangdong Energy 
Efficiency and 
Environment 
Improvement 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

39653-043 2773 42.9 ENE FI C C FI/MFF Project Sovereign 
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No. Country 
Approval 

Year Project Name 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number 

Amount  
($ million) 

Primary 
Sector 

Safeguard Category 

Modality Financing Environment 
Involuntary 

Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
23 China, 

People's 
Republic of 

2010 Risk Mitigation and 
Strengthening of 
Endangered 
Reservoirs in 
Shandong Province 
Project 

40683-013 2700/ 
7658 

30.1 ANR B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

24 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2012 Shaanxi Weinan 
Luyang Integrated 
Saline Land 
Management Project 

44037-014 0331/ 
2980/ 
8293 

100.0 ANR A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

25 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2011 Forestry and 
Ecological Restoration 
Project in Three 
Northwest Provinces 

40684-013 0250/ 
2744 

100.0 ANR B C A Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

26 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2012 Anhui Chao Lake 
Environmental 
Rehabilitation Project 

44036-013 2941 250.0 ANR A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

27 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2010 Inner Mongolia 
Autonomous Region 
Environment 
Improvement Project 
(Phase II) 

40634-013 2658 150.0 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

28 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2013 Guangxi Nanning 
Vocational Education 
Development Project 

46047-002 3095 50.0 EDU B C B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

29 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2013 Qinghai Delingha 
Concentrated Solar 
Thermal Power Project 

46058-002 3075 150.0 ENE B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

30 Georgia 2012 Regional Power 
Transmission 
Enhancement Project 

44183-013 2974 48.0 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

31 Georgia 2010 Road Corridor 
Investment Program, 
Project 2 

41122-033 2716 150.0 TRA A A C MFF Project Sovereign 

32 Georgia 2010 Sustainable Urban 
Transport Investment 
Program, Tranche 1 

42414-023 2655 85.0 TRA B C C MFF Project Sovereign 

33 Georgia 2012 Sustainable Urban 
Transport Investment 
Program, Tranche 2 

42414-033 2879/ 
2880 

64.9 TRA B A C MFF Project Sovereign 

34 Georgia 2011 Urban Services 
Improvement 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

43405-024 2807 40.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 



152 Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement 
 

 

No. Country 
Approval 

Year Project Name 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number 

Amount  
($ million) 

Primary 
Sector 

Safeguard Category 

Modality Financing Environment 
Involuntary 

Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
35 India 2011 Assam Urban 

Infrastructure 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 1 

42265-023 2806 51.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

36 India 2011 Uttarakhand Urban 
Sector Development 
Investment 
Program,Tranche 2 

38272-033 2797 100.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

37 India 2013 Accelerating 
Infrastructure 
Investment Facility in 
India, Tranche 1 

47083-002 3048 400.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/MFF Project Sovereign 

38 India 2012 Chhattisgarh State 
Road Sector Project 

44427-013 2981/ 
8294 

300.5 TRA B A B Sector Sovereign 

39 India 2013 Jaipur Metro Rail Line 
1, Phase B Project 

46417-001 3062 176.0 TRA A C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

40 India 2010 MFF - Rural Roads 
Sector II Investment 
Program, Tranche 5 

37066-063 2651 203.8 TRA B C C MFF Project / Sector Sovereign 

41 India 2010 MFF -National Capital 
Region Urban 
Infrastructure 
Financing Facility, 
Tranche 1 

41598-023 2660 60.0 TRA FI FI FI FI/DFI Sovereign 

42 India 2010 MFF - Second India 
Infrastructure Project 
Financing Facility 
(IIPFF-II), PFR2 

41036-033 2717 250.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/MFF Project Sovereign 

43 India 2011 MFF - Second India 
Infrastructure Project 
Financing Facility 
(IIPFF II), PFR3 

41036-043 2822 240.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/MFF Project Sovereign 

44 India 2013 Uttarakhand 
Emergency Assistance 
Project 

47229-001 3055 200.0 TRA A B C Sector Sovereign 

45 India 2013 North Eastern States 
Roads Investment 
Program (Project 2) 

37143-033 3073 125.2 TRA B A B MFF Project Sovereign 

46 India 2012 Jammu and Kashmir 
Urban Sector 
Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

41116-033 2925 110.0 TRA B A C MFF Project Sovereign 

47 India 2011 Agribusiness 
Infrastructure 

37091-033 2837 11.2 ANR B C C MFF Project Sovereign 
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No. Country 
Approval 

Year Project Name 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number 

Amount  
($ million) 

Primary 
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Modality Financing Environment 
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Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

48 India 2013 Kolkata 
Environmental 
Improvement 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 1 

42266-023 3053 100.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

49 India 2011 National Power Grid 
Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

39630-034 2823 51.0 ENE B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

50 India 2011 Assam Power Sector 
Enhancement 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

41614-035 2800 33.3 ENE B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

51 India 2011 North Eastern Region 
Capital Cities 
Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

35290-033 2834 60.0 WUS B B B MFF Project Sovereign 

52 Indonesia 2011 Regional Roads 
Development Project 

38479-034 2817 180.0 TRA B A B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

53 Indonesia 2011 Urban Sanitation and 
Rural Infrastructure 
Support to PNPM 
Mandiri Project 

43255-013 2768/ 
7843 

100.0 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

54 Kazakhstan 2010 MFF: Small and 
Medium Enterprise 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 1 

44060-023 2689/ 
7634 

150.7 FIN FI FI FI FI/MFF Project Sovereign 

55 Kazakhstan 2013 Small and Medium 
Enterprises 
Investment Program - 
Tranche 2 

44060-024 3093 122.0 FIN FI FI-C FI-C FI/MFF Project Sovereign 

56 Kazakhstan 2011 CAREC Transport 
Corridor 1 (Zhambyl 
Oblast Section) 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 4 

41121-053 2735 112.0 TRA B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

57 Kazakhstan 2010 CAREC Transport 
Corridor 1 (Zhambyl 
Oblast Section) 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

41121-043 2697/ 
8251 

173.0 TRA A B C MFF Project Sovereign 
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No. Country 
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Year Project Name 
Project 
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Approval 
Number 

Amount  
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Sector 

Safeguard Category 

Modality Financing Environment 
Involuntary 

Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
58 Kazakhstan 2010 CAREC Corridor 2 

(Mangystau Oblast 
Sections) Investment 
Program, Tranche 1 

43439-023 2728 283.0 TRA B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

59 Kazakhstan 2012 CAREC Corridor 3 
(Shymkent-Tashkent 
Section) Road 
Improvement Project 

46145-001 2916 85.0 TRA B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

60 Kiribati 2010 Road Rehabilitation 
Project 

44281-013 0470/ 
0527/ 
2718 

23.4 TRA B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

61 Kyrgyz 
Republic 

2010 Emergency Assistance 
for Recovery and 
Reconstruction 

44236-013 0217/ 
2668 

100.0 PSM B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

62 Kyrgyz 
Republic 

2010 Power Sector 
Improvement Project 
(formerly 
Transmission and 
Distribution Metering 
Project) 

43456-023 0218/ 
2671 

44.8 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

63 Kyrgyz 
Republic 

2010 CAREC Regional Road 
Corridor Improvement 
Project 
(Supplementary) 

39676-033 2667 23.0 TRA B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

64 Lao PDR 2011 Smallholder 
Development Project 
(Additional Financing) 

31351-014 2809 5.0 ANR B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

65 Lao PDR 2011 Nam Ngum River 
Basin Development 
Sector Project 
(Additional Financing) 

33356-014 2780 5.0 ANR B C B Sector Sovereign 

66 Lao PDR 2013 Water Supply and 
Sanitation Sector 
Project 

45301-002 0363/ 
3041 

35.0 WUS B B B Sector Sovereign 

67 Lao PDR 2010 Greater Mekong 
Subregion Northern 
Power Transmission 
Project 

38628-022 0195 20.0 ENE B NC NC Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

68 Lao PDR 2012 Greater Mekong 
Subregion East-West 
Economic Corridor 
Towns Development 
Project 

43319-022 0313/ 
0314/ 
2931 

40.8 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 
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69 Lao PDR 2012 Pakse Urban 

Environmental 
Improvement Project 

43316-012 0297/ 
2876 

27.5 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

70 Mongolia 2010 Regional Road 
Development Project, 
Supplementary 
Financing 

35377-023 0199/ 
2621 

24.0 TRA B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

71 Mongolia 2012 Urban Transport 
Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche1 

39256-024 0315/ 
2934/ 
2935 

59.9 TRA B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

72 Mongolia 2011 Western Regional 
Road Corridor 
Development 
Program, Tranche 1 

41193-015 2847 45.0 TRA A C C MFF Project Sovereign 

73 Myanmar 2013 Greater Mekong 
Subregion Capacity 
Building for HIV/AIDs 
Prevention 

46490-001 9176 10.0 HLT C C B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

74 Nepal 2011 School Sector 
Program 

35174-082 0272/ 
0289/ 
7935 

65.5 EDU B C B PBL Sovereign 

75 Nepal 2013 South Asia 
Subregional Economic 
Cooperation Road 
Connectivity Project 

38350-013 3012/ 
8413 

76.0 TRA A A A Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

76 Nepal 2010 Raising Incomes of 
Small and Medium 
Farmers Project 

38423-022 0233 20.1 ANR B FI FI FI/stand-alone 
investment project 

Sovereign 

77 Nepal 2013 Tanahu Hydropower 
Project 

43281-013 2990/ 
2991/ 
8329 

150.0 ENE A A A Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

78 Nepal 2010 Secondary Towns 
Integrated Urban 
Environmental 
Improvement Project 

36188-023 2650/ 
8249 

60.0 WUS B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

79 Nepal 2011 Kathmandu Valley 
Water Supply 
Improvement Project 

34304-043 2776/ 
3255 

170.0 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

80 Nepal 2011 Decentralized Rural 
Infrastructure and 
Livelihood Project, 
Additional Financing 

38426-023 0267/ 
2796/ 
8257 

25.0 TRA B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

81 Nepal 2010 Subregional Transport 
Enhancement Project 

44143-013 0225/ 
2685 

49.0 TRA B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 
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82 Nepal 2010 Governance Support 

Program (Subprogram 
I) 

36172-042 0118/ 
0206 

106.3 PSM B B B PBL Sovereign 

83 Nepal 2011 Support for Targeted 
and Sustainable 
Development 
Programs for Highly 
Marginalized Groups 

42321-012 9159 2.7 MUL C C A Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

84 Nepal 2011 Electricity 
Transmission 
Expansion and Supply 
Improvement Project 

41155-013 0270/ 
0271/ 
2808/ 
7923 

75.3 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

85 Nepal 2013 Kathmandu Valley 
Wastewater 
Management Project 

43524-014 0342/ 
3000/ 
8269 

80.0 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

86 Nepal 2011 Reducing Child 
Malnutrition through 
Social Protection 

43103-012 9157 1.6 HLT C C B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

87 Nepal 2013 Bagmati River Basin 
Improvement Project 

43448-013 0367/ 
3057/ 
8500 

30.5 ANR A C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

88 Nepal 2010 Community Irrigation 
Project 

38417-022 0219 24.4 ANR B C B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

89 Pakistan 2012 Punjab Irrigated 
Agriculture 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

37231-043 2971 73.0 ANR B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

90 Pakistan 2011 Punjab Irrigated 
Agriculture 
Investment Program, 
Project 2 

37231-033 2841 270.0 ANR B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

91 Pakistan 2011 Power Transmission 
Enhancement 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

37192-043 2846 243.2 ENE B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

92 Pakistan 2010 Renewable Energy 
Development Sector 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

34339-033 2726 200.0 ENE B C C MFF Project Sovereign 

93 Pakistan 2010 Power Distribution 
Enhancement 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

38456-033 2727 172.3 ENE B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

94 Pakistan 2012 Power Distribution 
Enhancement 

38456-034 2972 245.0 ENE B B C MFF Project Sovereign 
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Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

95 Pakistan 2011 Flood Emergency 
Reconstruction Project 

44372-013 2742/ 
2743/ 
7795 

637.4 TRA B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

96 Palau 2013 Koror-Airai Sanitation 
Project 

42439-013 3060/ 
3061 

28.8 WUS B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

97 Papua New 
Guinea 

2010 Town Electrification 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 1 

41504-023 0469/ 
2713/ 
2714 

54.3 ENE B B B MFF Project Sovereign 

98 Papua New 
Guinea 

2011 Bridge Replacement 
for Improved Rural 
Access Sector Project 

43200-024 2783/ 
2784/ 
7874 

90.8 TRA B B B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

99 Papua New 
Guinea 

2013 Civil Aviation 
Development 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

43141-043 3069/ 
3070 

130.0 TRA B C C MFF Project Sovereign 

100 Papua New 
Guinea 

2013 Highlands Region 
Road Improvement 
Investment Program, 
Project 2 

40173-043 3076/ 
3077 

109.0 TRA B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

101 Papua New 
Guinea 

2011 Rural Primary Health 
Services Delivery 
Project 

41509-013 0259/ 
2785/ 
8274 

20.0 HLT B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

102 Papua New 
Guinea 

2011 Lae Port Development 
Project - Additional 
Financing 

40037-043 2803/ 
2804 

89.1 TRA B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

103 Philippines 2010 Social Protection 
Support Project 

43407-013 2662/ 
3369/ 
7586/ 
7587/ 
9079 

801.8 EDU C C B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

104 Regional 2012 Greater Mekong 
Subregion Flood and 
Drought Risk 
Management and 
Mitigation Project 
(Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic/Viet Nam) 

40190-023 0316/ 
0317/ 
0483/ 
2936/ 
2937 

81.5 ANR B A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

105 Samoa 2013 Renewable Energy 
Development and 
Power Sector 
Rehabilitation Project 

46044-002 0370/ 
0371/ 
0373/ 
0456/ 
0457 

18.2 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 
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106 Solomon 

Islands 
2010 Transport Sector 

Development Project 
41171-022 0243/ 

7715 
12.0 TRA B B C Stand-alone 

Investment Project 
Sovereign 

107 Sri Lanka 2010 North East 
Community 
Restoration and 
Development Project 
II, Supplementary 
Financing 

36601-023 2618 12.8 EDU B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

108 Sri Lanka 2011 Improving 
Community-Based 
Rural Water Supply 
and Sanitation in 
Post-Conflict Areas of 
Jaffna and Kilinochchi 

44082-012 9154 2.0 WUS B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

109 Sri Lanka 2010 Conflict-Affected 
Region Emergency 
Project 

44065-013 0246/ 
2626 

150.0 TRA B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

110 Tajikistan 2011 CAREC Corridor 3 
(Dushanbe-Uzbekistan 
Border) Improvement 
Project 

42052-022 0245 120.0 TRA A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

111 Timor-Leste 2011 Mid-Level Skills 
Training Project 

45139-001 0274 12.0 EDU B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

112 Timor-Leste 2013 Road Network 
Upgrading Sector 
Project 

46260-002 0404/ 
3020/ 
3021/ 
3341/ 
3342 

126.2 TRA B B C Sector Sovereign 

113 Turkmenistan 2011 North-South Railway 
Project 

43441-013 2737 125.0 TRA B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

114 Uzbekistan 2011 Housing for 
Integrated Rural 
Development 
Investment Program-
Tranche 1 

44318-023 2775 200.0 FIN C FI-C FI FI/DFI Sovereign 

115 Uzbekistan 2011 Water Supply and 
Sanitation Services 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 3 

42489-043 2825 58.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

116 Uzbekistan 2013 Amu Bukhara 
Irrigation System 
Rehabilitation Project 

44458-013 3025/ 
3026 

220.0 ANR B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

117 Uzbekistan 2011 CAREC Corridor 2 
Road Investment 
Program, Tranche 2 

42107-033 2746 240.0 TRA B B C MFF Project Sovereign 
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118 Uzbekistan 2010 CAREC Corridor 2 

Road Investment 
Program, Tranche 1 

42107-023 2635 115.0 TRA B C C MFF Project Sovereign 

119 Uzbekistan 2013 Housing for 
Integrated Rural 
Development 
Improvement 
Program, Tranche 2 

44318-025 3039 200.0 FIN FI FI-C FI FI/MFF Project Sovereign 

120 Uzbekistan 2010 Second Small and 
Microfinance 
Development Project 

42007-013 2634/ 
7523 

50.6 FIN FI FI-C FI FI/stand-alone 
investment project 

Sovereign 

121 Uzbekistan 2013 Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship 
Development Project 

42007-014 3043/ 
8480 

50.5 FIN FI FI-C FI-C FI/stand-alone 
investment project 

Sovereign 

122 Uzbekistan 2010 Water Supply and 
Sanitation Services 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

42489-033 2633 140.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

123 Vanuatu 2011 Interisland Shipping 
Support Project 

42392-013 0273/ 
0427/ 
2820/ 
3249/ 
7938 

30.0 TRA B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

124 Viet Nam 2011 Development of the 
Northern Chu and 
Southern Ma Rivers 
Irrigation System 
Project 

40239-013 2828 110.0 ANR B A A Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

125 Viet Nam 2012 Power Transmission 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 2 

42039-035 2959 68.6 ENE B A B MFF Project Sovereign 

126 Viet Nam 2010 Greater Mekong 
Subregion Ben Luc-
Long Thanh 
Expressway Project, 
Tranche 1 

41414-043 2730 350.0 TRA A A C MFF Project Sovereign 

127 Viet Nam 2013 Central Mekong Delta 
Region Connectivity 
Project 

40255-033 0353/ 
3013 

410.0 TRA A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

128 Viet Nam 2011 Comprehensive 
Socioeconomic Urban 
Development Project 
in Viet Tri, Hung Yen 
and Dong Dang 

41462-013 2826 70.0 TRA B A B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 
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129 Viet Nam 2013 Greater Mekong 

Subregion Southern 
Coastal Corridor 
Project, Additional 
Financing 

41496-014 0337/ 
2988 

25.0 TRA B A B Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

130 Viet Nam 2011 Power Transmission 
Investment Program, 
Tranche 1 

42039-034 2848 104.5 ENE B A C MFF Project Sovereign 

131 Viet Nam 2013 Productive Rural 
Infrastructure Sector 
Project in the Central 
Highlands 

40238-023 3032 80.0 ANR B B B Sector Sovereign 

132 Viet Nam 2011 O Mon IV Combined 
Cycle Power Plant 
Project 

43400-013 2814 309.9 ENE A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project 

Sovereign 

133 Viet Nam 2011 Loan 2754-Water 
Sector Investment 
Program, Tranche 1 

41456-023 2754 138.0 WUS B B C MFF Project Sovereign 

134 Armenia 2011 Ameriabank [SME 
Finance Program] 

45903-024 7344/ 
2811 

20.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

135 Armenia 2011 Ardshinininvestbank 
[SME Finance 
Program] 

45903-034 7345/ 
2812 

15.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

136 Armenia 2011 Inecobank [SME 
Finance Program] 

45903-044 7346/ 
2813 

10.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

137 Armenia 2011 ACBA Credit Agricole 
Bank [SME Finance 
Program] 

45903-014 7343/ 
2810 

20.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

138 Armenia 2010 Armenia International 
Airports (ArIA) 

43922-014 7308/ 
2620 

40.0 TRA B A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

139 Azerbaijan 2010 Garadagh Cement 
Open Joint Stock 
Company [Garadagh 
Cement Expansion 
and Energy Efficiency 
Project] 

43931-014 7313/ 
2637 

27.0 ENE A C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

140 Azerbaijan 2013 AccessBank 
Azerbaijan [Promoting 
Rural Financial 
Inclusion] 

47905-014 7388/ 
3011 

50.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

141 Bangladesh 2012 Sylvan Agriculture 
Limited [PRAN 
Agribusiness Project] 

46904-014 7358/ 
2883 

25.1 ANR B C C Stand-alone 
Investment 

Project/Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 



Attachment 2: List of Projects Reviewed and Sites Visited  161 
 

 

No. Country 
Approval 

Year Project Name 
Project 
Number 

Approval 
Number 

Amount  
($ million) 

Primary 
Sector 

Safeguard Category 

Modality Financing Environment 
Involuntary 

Resettlement 
Indigenous 

Peoples 
142 Cambodia 2013 ACLEDA Bank Plc 

[Promoting Financial 
Inclusion] 

47914-014 7399/ 
3104 

75.0 FIN FI FI-C FI-C FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

143 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2012 Dynagreen 
Environmental 
Protection Group 
Company [Dynagreen 
Waste-to-Energy 
Project] 

46930-014 7377/ 
2960 

100.0 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

144 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2010 Zhongran Investment 
Limited (ZIL) 
[Municipal Natural 
Gas Infrastructure 
Development Project, 
Phase 2] 

44905-014 7316/ 
2693 

100.0 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

145 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2010 Tongfang (Harbin) 
Water Engineering 
Co., Ltd. [Songhua 
River Basin Water 
Pollution Control and 
Management Project 
Private Sector Facility] 

42936-014 7310/ 
2627 

46.6 WUS B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

146 China, 
People's 
Republic of 

2012 China Everbright 
Environmental Energy 
Limited [Municipal 
Waste to Energy 
Project] 

46906-014 7369/ 
2900 

40.0 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

147 Georgia 2013 TBC Bank (TBC) of 
Georgia 

46925-014 7379/ 
2985 

50.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

148 Georgia 2010 Joint Stock Company 
Bank of Georgia 

44923-014 7315/ 
2690 

50.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

149 India 2011 Power Grid 
Corporation [National 
Grid Improvement 
Project] 

44917-014 7338/ 
2788 

250.0 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

150 India 2014 Axis Bank Limited 
(Strengthening Rural 
Financial Inclusion 
and Farmer Access to 
Markets Project) 

48278-001 7428/ 
3195 

200.0 FIN FI FI-C FI-C FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

151 India 2012 Sand Land Real Estate 
Private Limited 

44932-054 7365/ 
2910 

13.7 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

152 India 2012 Credit Enhancement 
of Project Bonds 

43932-014 7360 128.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 
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153 India 2012 Ujiwala Power Private 

Limited 
44932-064 7366/ 

2911 
11.2 ENE B C C Stand-alone 

Investment Project/ 
Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

154 India 2012 Responsive Sutip 
Limited 

44932-044 7364/ 
2909 

19.1 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

155 India 2011 Dahanu Solar Power 
Private Limited 
[Dahanu Solar Power 
Project] 

45915-014 7340/ 
2798 

48.0 ENE B B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

156 India 2013 NSL Renewable Power 
Private Limited [Hydro 
and Wind Power 
Development Project] 

46919-014 7386 30.0 ENE A B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

157 Indonesia 2011 Indonesia Eximbank 44906-014 7327/ 
2740 

100.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

158 Indonesia 2013 Sarulla Operations 
Ltd, Sarulla Power 
Asset Ltd, Kyuden 
Sarulla Private Ltd, or 
Sarulla Inc, and PT 
Medco Geopower 
Sarulla [Sarulla 
Geothermal Power 
Development Project] 

42916-014 7397/ 
3089 

250.0 ENE A A A Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

159 Kyrgyz 
Republic 

2012 Kyrgyz Investment 
and Credit Bank [SME 
Finance] 

45910-014 7350/ 
2849 

10.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

160 Mongolia 2014 Khan Bank 
[Supporting Micro, 
Small, and Medium-
Sized Enterprises] 

47934-001 7410/ 
3136 

40.0 FIN FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 

161 Pakistan 2010 Zorlu Enerji Pakistan 
Limited (ZEPL) [Zorlu 
Enerji Power Project] 

43937-014 7319/ 
2704 

36.8 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

162 Pakistan 2011 Star Hydro Power 
Limited [Patrind 
Hydropower Project] 

44914-014 7339/ 
2792 

97.0 ENE A A C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

163 Regional 2010 Asia Water Fund 44927-014 7318 20.0 WUS FI FI FI FI/ Nonsovereign Nonsovereign 
164 Regional 2010 ASEAN China 

Investment Fund II 
43938-014 7312 25.0 FIN FI C C FI/ Nonsoverein Nonsovereign 

165 Thailand 2013 Solarco Company 
Limited [Central 
Thailand Solar Power 
Project] 

46934-014 7384/ 
2992 

52.0 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 
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166 Thailand 2012 Theppana Wind Farm 

Company Limited 
[Theppana Wind 
Power Project] 

45924-014 7376/ 
2945 

4.5 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

167 Thailand 2010 Natural Energy 
Development 
Company (NED) [Solar 
Power Project] 

43936-014 7311/ 
2628 

70.0 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

168 Thailand 2010 Bangchak Petroleum 
Public Company (BCP) 
[Bangchak Solar 
Power Project] 

44931-014 7314/ 
2678 

134.3 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

169 Thailand 2011 Gulf JP NS Company 
Limited [Nong Saeng 
Natural Gas Power 
Project] 

44946-014 7335/ 
2762 

170.0 ENE A C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

170 Thailand 2012 Bangchak Solar 
Energy Company 
Limited [Provincial 
(Ayutthaya) Solar 
Power Project] 

45923-014 7356/ 
2875 

25.2 ENE B C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

171 Thailand 2012 Gulf JP UT Company 
Limited [Ayudha 
Natural Gas Power 
Project] 

46907-014 7370/ 
2912 

185.0 ENE A C C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

172 Uzbekistan 2012 Uz-Kor Gas Chemical 
LLC [Surgil Natural 
Gas Chemicals 
Project] 

44944-014 7351/ 
2850 

400.0 IAT A B C Stand-alone 
Investment Project/ 

Nonsovereign 

Nonsovereign 

ANR = agriculture, natural resources and rural development, CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation, DFI = development finance institution, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FI = financial 
intermediary, FIN = finance, HLT = health, IAT = industry and trade, MFF = multittranche financing facility, PBL = policy-based lending, SME = small or medium-sized enterprise, TRA = transport, WUS 
= water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
Note: Shaded projects (28 in total) were further assessed and site visited during the country missions. 
Source: Asian Development Bank and Independent Evaluation Department. 
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