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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
1. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) is undertaking a comprehensive review and update 

of its Safeguard Policy Statement, 2009 (SPS).1 The update process has been initiated 
by ADB Management following a Corporate Evaluation of the SPS by ADB’s 
Independent Evaluation Department (IED), completed in May 2020 (IED Report).2 The 
update will build off the findings and recommendations of the IED Report, which ADB 
Management endorsed. The update will seek to modernize the policy, considering the 
changing development context and evolving developing member country (DMC) and 
client needs and capacities; as well as opportunities for greater harmonization with the 
policy principles and standards of other multilateral financial institutions (MFI). The 
update will consider the diversity of ADB lending modalities and operations, including 
the private sector, as well as requirements for different contexts such as fragile and 
conflict affected situations (FCAS), small island developing states (SIDS) and 
emergency assistance. Overall, the policy update will seek to strengthen safeguard 
implementation effectiveness and efficiency, in ways that will enhance beneficial 
safeguards outcomes for the environment and affected people.  
 

2. The revised safeguard policy is expected for ADB Board for consideration in March 
2023, following a process of further review, policy development and meaningful 
stakeholder engagement. To inform this process, ADB is undertaking a series of brief 
analytical studies.3 The studies will benchmark ADB’s current SPS against the policies 
of selected MFIs and briefly consider implementation experience.4 The studies will 
inform the development of the new safeguard policy and will be provided for stakeholder 
review and consultations. Initial summaries will be disclosed first to gather initial 
stakeholder views. The analytical studies themselves will then be updated and disclosed 
in full. Stakeholder engagement and consultation will have three main phases: (i) 
preliminary information and outreach on the overall approach for the policy update and 
stakeholder engagement plan; (ii) consultation on the analytical studies; and (iii) 
consultation on the draft policy paper. There will be multiple opportunities for stakeholder 
engagement, including regional consultations; “deep dive” sessions with ADB 
developing member countries (DMCs) and civil society organizations (CSOs); focus 
groups on specific topics; and consultations with people affected by ADB projects.5 This 
document provides a summary of the analytical study on Biodiversity Conservation and 
Sustainable Natural Resource Management.  

 

                                                      
1  ADB. 2009. Safeguards Policy Statement. Manila. https://www.adb.org/documents/safeguard-policy-
statement  
2 Independent Evaluation Department. 2020. Evaluation Document: Effectiveness of the 2009 Safeguard Policy 
Statement. Manila. https://www.adb.org/documents/effectiveness-2009-safeguard-policy-statement 
3 The planned analytical studies are: 1. Overall Policy Architecture; 2. Indigenous Peoples; 3. Resource 
Efficiency and Pollution Prevention; 4. Labor and Working Conditions; 5. Community and Occupational Health 
& safety; 6. Land Acquisition, Restriction of Access and Involuntary Resettlement; 7. Stakeholder Engagement, 
Information Disclosure and grievance redress Mechanisms; 8. Biodiversity and Natural Resource Management; 
9. Country Safeguards Systems; 10. Cultural Heritage; 11. Safeguards in Different Financing Modalities; 12. 
Environmental and Social Impacts and Risk Assessment; 13. Climate Change; 14. Safeguards in Fragile and 
Conflict Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States (FCAS/SIDS). Additional studies may also be 
added where needed.     
4 The studies are intended to complement the evaluation completed by IED in May 2020 and will not duplicate 
IEDs work on the overall effectiveness of the SPS.  
5 Please refer to the ADB website and Stakeholder Engagement Plan for further details. 
https://www.adb.org/who-we-are/safeguards/safeguard-policy-review   

https://www.adb.org/documents/safeguard-policy-statement
https://www.adb.org/documents/safeguard-policy-statement
https://www.adb.org/documents/effectiveness-2009-safeguard-policy-statement
https://www.adb.org/who-we-are/safeguards/safeguard-policy-review
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II. METHODOLOGY 
 
3. Objective. This consultation draft has four objectives: (i) review ADB’s current 

safeguard policy framework and document practices and challenges in the area of 
Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management; (ii) 
undertake a broad comparison of the requirements of other relevant safeguard 
frameworks utilized by other multilateral financial institutions (MFI); (iii) look at other 
related biodiversity, natural resources and ecosystem service aspects and emerging 
issues not currently covered in existing MFI policies; and (iv) present initial findings of 
this assessment for further development and discussion with various stakeholders for 
inclusion in the revised safeguards framework.  

 
4. Methodology. A desk review was undertaken to compare how selected publicly-

available MFI safeguard policies and the SPS and associated ADB documents address 
the topic of biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resources management. 
In addition, current ADB practices and implementation experience were briefly 
documented. This was based on internal review with ADB safeguard staff and will be 
further supplemented by additional review and inputs by other stakeholders. The study 
considered five MFIs in addition to ADB, namely: Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank 
(AIIB); European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD); International 
Finance Corporation (IFC); Inter-American Development Bank (IDB); and World Bank 
(WB). These were selected as major peer MFIs which have more recently updated their 
safeguard policies or associated guidance.  

 
 

III. BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AND SUSTAINABLE NATURAL 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT IN ADB SPS, 2009 

 
A. Existing Policy Provisions on Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural 

Resource Management 
 
5. The SPS contains policy principles and requirements for consideration, for Biodiversity 

Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management, these are provided 
under principle 8 of the Environmental Safeguards, and within SPS Appendix 1, 
Safeguard Requirements 1: Environment (SR1). The policy sets out requirements for 
borrower/clients to assess the significance of project impacts on, and risks to, 
biodiversity and natural resources as part of the environmental assessment process. 
Major threats to biodiversity include destruction of habitats, introduction of invasive alien 
species and use of natural resources in an unsustainable manner. Borrow/clients are 
required to identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potentially adverse impacts 
and risks and, as a last resort, propose compensatory measures such as offsets to 
achieve no net loss or a net gain of biodiversity. The policy sets out specific requirements 
with respect to different habitat types – which are classified as: (i) modified; (ii) natural; 
and iii) critical habitat – as well as to legally protected areas, and details requirements 
as set out below:  
 

6. Modified Habitat: Exercise care to minimize any further conversion or degradation of 
such habitat and identify opportunities to enhance habitat. 

 
7. Natural Habitat: Do not significantly convert or degrade such habitat, unless: 

(i) There are no alternatives; 
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(ii) The overall benefits from the project will substantially outweigh the 
environmental costs; 

(iii) Any conversion or degradation is appropriately mitigated. 
 
8. Critical Habitat: No project activity will be implemented unless the following are met: 

(i) No measurable adverse impacts on the critical habitat which could impair its 
high biodiversity value or the ability to function; 

(ii) Not anticipated to lead to a reduction in the population of any recognized 
endangered or critically endangered species, or comprised persistence of an 
ecosystem on which they depend;  

(iii) Any lesser impacts are mitigated. 
 
9. Legally Protected Areas: The borrower/client will: 

(i) Act in a manner consistent with defined protected area management plans; 
(ii) Consult protected area sponsors and managers, local communities, and other 

key stakeholders on the proposed project;   
(iii) Implement additional programs, as appropriate, to promote and enhance the 

conservation aims of the protected area. 
 

10. The policy also sets out specific requirements with respect to invasive alien species. 
Borrowers/clients under no circumstances must introduce species known to be invasive 
to new environments and not intentionally introduce any new alien species to a country 
region unless carried out in accordance with the existing regulatory framework or 
following a risk assessment. In addition, assessment of potential accidental or 
unintended introduction of invasive species must be completed and measures to 
minimize the potential for release identified. 
 

11. With respect to renewable natural resources, the policy requires that these must be 
managed in a sustainable manner in terms of use, development and protection in a way 
or rate that enables people and communities including indigenous people to provide for 
their current social, economic and cultural well-being now as well as for the foreseeable 
needs of future generations including safeguarding ecosystem services.  

 
B. Experience in implementation of the existing policy 
 
12. The SPS has been in effect since January 2010 and applies to all projects financed 

and/or administered by ADB. The IED Report states that environmental safeguard 
results have been generally satisfactory from the implementation of SPS and were most 
effective regarding direct environmental impacts and limiting impacts on biodiversity. 
However, some areas require more clarity on both the policy and its application. This 
included the concept of “no net loss” of biodiversity. The IED report also highlighted the 
need for capacity development on biodiversity offsets and more detailed guidelines and 
requirements with respect to critical habitat.  
 

13. During the SPS update process to date, internal feedback has identified that 
implementation has been varied. As the SPS has become increasingly outdated, ADB 
has increasingly relied on external guidance to support appropriate implementation of 
the SPS, but this has not been standardized across projects. Selected experiences from 
ADB Regional Departments are summarized in this section, with some key policy 
implementation issues provided as examples. In many cases, however, it was identified 
that while the policy update is necessary, strengthening of implementation 
arrangements, is arguably more important and this will have to become a key part of the 
policy update and roll-out.  
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14. For many proposed projects, more upstream consideration of project alternatives is 

needed. Sites for developments are often well established, so that by the time a project 
is taken forward for preparation, opportunities for avoidance of negative environmental 
impacts are severely limited. This is particularly relevant for biodiversity, where avoiding 
natural and critical habitat become challenging. While the SPS requires key habitats to 
be avoided unless there are no viable alternatives and other conditions met (as stated 
in para 7, 8 and 9), there is a risk that borrowers/clients may only conduct superficial 
consideration of alternatives if considerable resources have already been dedicated to 
feasibility and design studies. This may result in some projects that cannot be 
considered for ADB financing as won’t be able to meet ADB’s safeguard requirements, 
and for others the full application of the mitigation hierarchy may be constrained and 
may be applied without avoidance being truly explored. 

 
15. The SPS does not specifically require that a Biodiversity Action Plan is developed, 

although for projects located in Critical Habitats they are often prepared following the 
ADB Good Practice Note.6 For projects which require offsets, the SPS requires "no net 
loss" or "net gain" of biodiversity, but does not provide detailed guidance as the concept 
of biodiversity offsetting was in its infancy when the policy was prepared. Biodiversity 
offsets need to have long-term financial commitments (often perpetual), but it is usually 
difficult to reach agreement with clients on commitments beyond project life. The SPS 
does not set out any requirements on this issue and no guidance is provided. ADB also 
has very limited leverage on the borrower and mechanisms under the SPS to manage 
and monitor projects once construction is completed and the loan is repaid. 

 
16. A general issue is the capacity of experts completing environmental assessments. This 

is particularly relevant to biodiversity and sustainable natural resource management as 
capacity needs to include region-specific expertise and experience in undertaking 
impact, mitigation and offset assessment and design which is sufficiently stringent to 
achieve “no net loss” or “net gain”. SPS does not set out clear requirements for baseline 
data collection, completion of impact assessment or critical habitat assessment, so often 
they are not undertaken following a robust and defensible approach.  

 
 

IV. BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AND SUSTAINABLE NATURAL 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT STUDY FINDINGS 

 

A. Preliminary Key Findings of the Benchmarking Analysis 
 
17. The ongoing Analytical Study compared the overall ADB approach to biodiversity 

conservation and sustainable natural resource management with that of five comparator 
MFIs. SPS was leading in its time, but is now more than a decade old and so has fallen 
behind peer MFI policies in almost all areas. The comparison focused on general 
environmental assessment and management requirements (baseline, mitigation 
hierarchy and offsets and management plan requirements) as well as focused thematic 
areas, including requirements for modified, natural and critical habitats, legally 
protected/internationally-recognized areas, ecosystem services, invasive alien species 
and management and use of renewable natural resources. Based on the analysis, the 
study identified some key differences between ADB and other MFIs, including areas and 

                                                      
6 ADB. 2012. Environment Safeguards: A Good Practice Sourcebook. Manila 
https://www.adb.org/documents/environment-safeguards-good-practice-sourcebook 

https://www.adb.org/documents/environment-safeguards-good-practice-sourcebook
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sub-topics that may need strengthening in terms of policy principles and requirements, 
or greater clarity or guidance to support implementation. The review focused on areas 
in which peer policies illustrated opportunity for improvement of the SPS, rather than a 
detailed evaluation of the peer policies themselves. Further details are provided in the 
sections below. 

 
18. Baseline Requirements. ADB, AIIB and IDB policies have limited discussion of 

biodiversity baselines. EBRD, IFC and WB all explain and provide guidance on the topic. 
This is often one of the most expensive and time-intensive parts of an environment 
assessment, and frequently scoped more broadly than is necessary to meet ADB 
requirements. 

 
19. Mitigation Hierarchy Including Offsets. All reviewed MFI policies define and require 

the impact mitigation hierarchy to be followed. Offsets are part of all MFI mitigation 
hierarchies, required to deal with residual impacts remaining after mitigation. IDB does 
not allow offsets in Critical Habitat (which, coupled with a requirement for net gain, 
seems to essentially preclude funding of any projects in CH). WB is more specific, in 
recognizing that some impacts are not offsetable and must be avoided (but gives no 
clarity on what these are). WB also sometimes allows “trading up” offsets. IFC policy 
includes substantial guidance on offsets, and lots of pointers to external guidance. The 
2016 World Bank guidance is particularly comprehensive and useful, although it does 
not adequately address the duration/sustainability of offsets. 

 
20. Management Plan Requirements. Requirements differ across MFI policies. The most 

significant difference between ADB requirements and those of other MFIs is omission of 
use of Environmental and Social Action Plans (ESAPs) by ADB. All other reviewed MFIs 
include many detailed actions within an ESAP (or, for WB, ESCP). IFC sometimes allows 
these to be topic-specific Action Plans, such as Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs). 

 
21. Modified Habitat Requirements. Neither AIIB nor EBRD have specific requirements 

for Modified Habitat (MH). ADB has a broad requirement for minimization and 
enhancement. IDB, IFC and WB require mitigation for any “significant biodiversity value”, 
but only IFC gives examples of what these might be.  

 
22. Natural Habitat Definition and Requirements. IFC uses a Modified/Natural/Critical 

habitat categorization (as do other MFI policies, including the SPS) to help identify 
project-level risks and requirements. Conversely, EBRD considers solely two tiers of 
important area – those with Priority Biodiversity Features (PBFs) and those with Critical 
Habitat Features. In essence, EBRD has removed consideration of Modified Habitat and 
replaced Natural Habitat (NH) with PBFs.  

 
23. For natural habitat, IFC only requires no net loss “where feasible”. Other MFIs use 

varying wording, but essentially require no net loss at a minimum. Neither IFC nor WB 
have a similar requirement to that of the ADB SPS to conduct “A comprehensive analysis 
[that] demonstrates the overall benefits from the project will substantially outweigh the 
project costs, including environmental costs”. 

 
24. Critical Habitat Definition. Critical Habitat (CH) definitions have started to diverge 

among MFI safeguard policies. Most significantly, the most recent IFC Guidance Note 6 
largely aligns with the latest Key Biodiversity Area criteria, and gives detailed guidance 
on identification of CH. All MFIs other than ADB have adopted “highly threatened/unique 
ecosystems” in place of “unique assemblages of species”, and excluded social, 
economic or cultural values (including ecosystem services) from qualifying areas as CH. 
Most (except IDB and IFC) have included ecological functions that maintain other CH 
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values. IDB is a very precautionary outlier in including areas important for Near 
Threatened species and many protected areas/internationally-recognized areas 
(PAs/IRAs), including sites that meet Key Biodiversity Areas (KBA) criteria, as Critical 
Habitat. IFC states that PAs/IRAs are considered CH if they contain biodiversity at CH 
levels. Other policies do not explicitly define PAs/IRAs as CH. AIIB excludes “key 
evolutionary processes”, but other policies retain this.  

 
25. Critical Habitat Requirements. Overall ADB and AIIB targets for mitigation in CH are 

unclear, whereas other reviewed MFI policies require net gain. The IDB requirement for 
net gain for Critical Habitat-qualifying biodiversity without allowing any offsets in Critical 
Habitat which essentially seems to preclude any projects in CH. No MFI policies give 
clear guidance on how much net gain is appropriate or necessary over and above no 
net loss. 

 
26. Legally Protected and Internationally Recognized Areas. Neither AIIB nor ADB 

define protected areas (PAs), whereas other MFIs repeat or cite the IUCN definition 
which clarifies that PAs include those formally proposed for protection and areas 
protected “by other effective means” (such as indigenous reserves or private protected 
areas). AIIB mentions, but does not define, internationally recognized areas (IRAs). IDB, 
IFC and WB restrict IRAs to natural (and, for IDB, mixed) World Heritage (WH) sites, 
Man and the Biosphere reserves (MABs), Ramsar sites, and KBAs, though IDB differs 
slightly in only explicitly including core areas of MABs, but more broadly including sites 
meeting KBA criteria. EBRD is an outlier in identifying IRAs as those “identified under 
international conventions or agreements”, reflecting its need to align closely with 
evolving European policy. ADB does not specifically mention the term IRAs, but lists 
natural WH sites and Ramsar sites as examples of CH.  

 
27. Legal Protected and International Recognized Areas Requirements. Different 

directions are taken by reviewed MFI policies. AIIB, IDB and IFC have the simplest 
requirements for projects in such areas (for AIIB, only in PAs), extending solely to legal 
compliance, additional enhancement programs and (for IDB and IFC) ensuring 
consistency with management plans and further stakeholder consultation. If read strictly, 
ADB has the most stringent requirements for projects in PAs, requiring those of IDB/IFC 
other than (explicitly) legal compliance, plus CH requirements. EBRD and WB focus 
more on impacts on LPAs/IRAs, so these requirements can also apply to projects 
outside PAs/IRAs; they have similar requirements to those of IDB/IFC (except EBRD 
does not explicitly mention legal compliance). EBRD/WB requirements are more 
precautionary from a biodiversity perspective since they focus attention on impacts on 
PAs/IRAs, whether projects occur inside or out of those areas.  

 
28. Ecosystem Services. ADB is the only MFI to consider ecosystem services as 

potentially qualifying an area as Critical Habitat. AIIB and WB have little discussion of 
the subject. EBRD, IDB and IFC have their Performance Standard 6 equivalents as the 
core “home” for this subject requiring identification of important ecosystem services and 
impacts upon them. IDB and, in particular, IFC clearly outline where ecosystem services 
fit among different policy documents, and IFC have clear guidance on how to conduct 
impact assessment for them. IFC appears to be the only MFI to mention Natural Capital 
(stocks that provide ecosystem service flows). 

 
29. Invasive Alien Species. The current wording within the SPS is weaker than that of other 

reviewed MFI policies (other than AIIB), e.g., not discussing avoidance of further spread 
of IAS already occurring in the project area and focusing on the possible intent of the 
borrower/client to introduce species (rather than explicitly also including care to avoid 
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accidental introductions). However, other policies require that “as practicable” (or, for 
the WB, “where feasible”), clients attempt to eradicate existing IAS in the project area. 

 
30. Management and Use of Renewable Natural Resources definition and 

requirements. The ADB SPS currently has minimal coverage of this topic, and AIIB 
even less. Other MFI policies have variable coverage. IFC delves deepest, including into 
discussion of topic-specific terms such as High Conservation Value (HCV). WB and 
(where feasible) IDB and IFC require agribusiness and forestry projects to take place on 
unforested/deforested land. EBRD, IDB, IFC and WB also outline requirements for 
adopting existing standards and independent certification/verification, where these exist, 
with IFC having the most in-depth guidance.  

 
B. Areas for Further Consideration  
 
31. Through review and comparison of the safeguard frameworks of other MFIs, the study 

identified key areas and topics that are being addressed in other MFI safeguard 
frameworks. In particular, the analysis suggested that ADB should consider: (i) 
development of a separate standard that addresses biodiversity and sustainable natural 
resource management, which would fit into a wider integrated impact assessment 
approach; and (ii) development of additional supporting technical guidance, similar to 
those provided by most other MFIs to support their safeguard frameworks (such as for 
offsets, biodiversity action plans and ecosystem services). 

 
32. Several specific areas were also identified for further consideration. These include: (i) 

clear, scientifically-underpinned definitions of critical habitat; (ii) exclusion of funding to 
projects in the most sensitive sites; (iii) clear requirements for projects in critical habitat 
(including net gain); (iv) inclusive definitions of protected and internationally-recognized 
areas; (v) clear requirements for identification of ecosystem services, and their impact 
assessment; (vi) clear requirements for, and definition of, biological baseline; (vii) 
inclusive definitions of associated and existing facilities; (viii) clear requirements for, and 
guidance on biodiversity impact mitigation, management planning, and monitoring; (ix) 
strong requirements for mitigating potential impacts of alien species; and (x) clear 
requirements and guidance for projects involving management of living natural 
resources. 

 
C. Emerging Environmental Issues 
 
33. The study, which is still in its preliminary stages, has also identified some emerging 

areas which are only loosely touched on by other MFIs and need further discussion as 
part of the SPS update. These include: (i) supply chains; and (ii) agricultural/natural 
resources businesses (including biomass/biofuel, forestry, aquaculture and fisheries); 
(iii) protected area downgrading, downsizing and degazettement (PADDD); (iv) 
Genetically Modified Organisms/Living Modified Organisms/synthetic biology; (v) 
quantification of ecosystem services; and (vi) animal welfare.  

 
D. Next Steps 
 
34. ADB will undertake further study and analysis on thematic areas that may be included 

in the revised safeguards framework, how these areas may be strengthened, and how 
new and emerging approaches can be integrated into the revised policy. Feedback on 
areas identified in this preliminary analysis will be incorporated into the ongoing 
discussion on the policy update. Stakeholder inputs and recommendations will be 
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solicited to enhance the analysis. More detailed analyses have also been initiated for 
specific topics including offsets, ecosystem services and e-flow assessment. These 
studies are on-going and will be integrated into future reports. 
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