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July 31, 2023

World Bank Group
1818 H Street
NW Washington, DC 20433 USA

VIA EMAIL: EvolutionRoadmap@worldbankgroup.org

Re: Comments on World Bank Group Evolution Roadmap
To Whom it May Concern with the World Bank Group (WBG):

Bank Climate Advocates (BCA) and the co-signed civil society organizations (CSOs) are
writing in response to the World Bank Group’s (WBG) public consultation on its Evolution
Roadmap (Roadmap) specifically in regards to the WBG’s climate change policies and
practices. As detailed below, the WBG’s mission and operating model must be drastically
improved - well beyond what the Roadmap outlines - to better address climate change to
achieve the WBGs goals of poverty reduction, shared prosperity, and the Sustainable
Development Goals.*

According to the Roadmap, the WBG’s focus “will continue to be on poverty reduction
and shared prosperity, while also addressing the interlinkages with global challenges,
such as climate change..,” and on “fostering sustainable, resilient, and inclusive
development.” The Roadmap details that an enhanced emphasis on sustainability,
“reflects the need to ensure that WBG impact is positive including in fiscal, economic,
social, and environmental terms.” To address the climate crisis and to ensure that the
WBG’s climate change related environmental, economic, and social impacts are positive,
the WBG must go substantially further than the current iteration of the Roadmap
provides.

As BCA’s and the undersigned Civil Society CSOs May 1, 2023 attached request to

! The undersigned CSOs echo the positions in “Civil Society calls for rethink of World
Bank’s Evolution Roadmap as part of wider reforms to highly unequal global financial
architecture CSO joint paper” authored by Bretton Woods Project, Re-Course, Eurodad,

Third World Network, We Do, and Christian Aid (July 2023).
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International Finance Corporation (IFC) Management (Request) demonstrates, the WBG
has historically and continues to systematically fail to follow its Director adopted policies
(Sustainability Policies) ? applicable to each project prior to financing approval for
securing greenhouse gas (GHG): emissions quantification, affected community impact
analysis and mitigation, alternatives analysis, emissions avoidance/mitigation
requirements (e.g. the mitigation hierarchy requirements applicable to GHG emissions),
and emissions and mitigation disclosure. Without following its board adopted policies
applicable to GHGs, the WBG:

- Will never align with the Paris Agreement’s 1.5°C warming limitation objective
and will continue its failures in addressing GHG emissions impacts to affected
communities - as adherence to its policies applicable to GHG emissions is needed
to fill gaping holes in its Paris Alignment Methods and Sector Notes. For
instance, without implementation of the policies the IFC has in place, application
of its Paris Alignment Methods and Sector Notes alone would allow for project
financing without: quantification and feasible avoidance of substantial GHG
emissions for “universally aligned” projects such as poultry and swine farming;
achievement of a mitigation hierarchy for GHG emissions (see below); an
alternatives analysis that could result in feasible avoidance of GHG emissions
through informing pursuit of projects with substantially less GHG emissions (see
below); and consultation and redress for local communities affected by climate
change when a project will emit significant GHGs;

- For each project it finances or guarantees financing for, will miss opportunities to
avoid GHG emissions as far as economically and technically feasible as a first
priority, then minimize and or offset GHG emissions as far as economically and
technically feasible as the mitigation hierarchy requirements in its Board Adopted
Policies require; The WBG’s failures to fully quantify, quantify at all, and or
include all significant GHG emissions in GHG estimates from a project it finances
or guarantees, also precludes achieving its mitigation hierarchy requirements —
which the WBG is not ensuring or even pursuing for each project’s GHG
emissions despite the possibility and room in a project’s business profit model;

- By not securing a GHG emissions / climate change alternatives analysis that is
consistent with good international industry practice as its Sustainability Policies
require, and as consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
that its own Guidelines® provide is an example of good international industry

2 The Sustainability Policies include the: IFC Policy on Environmental and Social
Sustainability (January 1, 2012) (hereinafter, “E&S Policy”), IFC Performance Standards
on Environmental and Social Sustainability (“PS” or “Performance Standards”)
(Effective January 1, 2012), and the IFC Access to Information Policy (January 1, 2012)
(hereinafter, “Access to Info Policy”).
3 The IFC cites NEPA as an example of good international industry practice (Guidance
Note 1 Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts,
Published January 1, 2012 (updated June 14, 2021) at 49). The updated interim U.S.
Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA guidance effective January 8, 2023 for
GHG emissions and climate change assessments, alternatives analysis and mitigation in
environmental impact statements, is Exhibit 2 to the attached Request and available at:
https://www.regulations.gov/document/CEQ-2022-0005-0001.
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practice, will continue to not have the information that (1) should prevent the
WBG from financing fossil fuel projects and (2) instead best ensures the WBG
pursues financing or guarantees for feasible renewable energy projects that can
meet a region’s energy demand in lieu of fossil fuel projects; and

- Despite its clear ability to do so for quite some time considering the current state
of practice on GHG accounting and reporting, will never be able to quantify and
report on the carbon footprint of its investment, financing, and guarantee portfolio
11 years after adoption of the IFC’s Access to Information Policy,* and thus never
be able to measure its Paris Alignment.

To meet its Roadmap objectives to address the climate crisis and to align its financing
flows with the Paris Agreement’s 1.5°C warming limitation objective, in addition to
adhering and committing to adhere to the GHG and climate change requirements its
policies have in place,® the undersign also request the WBG immediately commit to stop
financing and enabling fossil fuel projects. As such the WGB must rule out support for all
oil, coal and fossil gas, including co-firing of power stations, gas for hydrogen, the
gasification of coal, the building of ports that facilitate the trade of liquefied natural gas,
policy advice, as well as false and unfeasible “solutions” like carbon capture and storage
that simply prolong the use of fossil fuels.®

Thank you for consideration of our comments. We urge swift action as requested above
in response. Please confirm receipt at your earliest convenience, and feel free to contact
us with any questions or to schedule a meeting to discuss.

Sincerely,

Jason Weiner

Executive Director & Legal Director
Bank Climate Advocates

303 Sacramento Street, Floor 2

San Francisco, CA 94111

+1 (310) 439-8702

jason@bankclimateadvocates.org
www.bankclimateadvocates.org

4 IFC Access to Info Policy at | 26.

5 For IFC, these are detailed in the attached Request; MIGA’s policies have most of the
same requirements as the IFC, and the WBG policies have similar requirements to
IFC/MIGA.

6 See positions in “Civil Society calls for rethink of World Bank’s Evolution Roadmap as
part of wider reforms to highly unequal global financial architecture CSO joint paper”
authored by Bretton Woods Project, Re-Course, Eurodad, Third World Network, We Do,
and Christian Aid (July 2023) for other measures the WBG and its Evolution roadmap
must take and commit to in regards to the climate crisis, global warming, climate justice
and climate vulnerable communities, and cessation of financing and guarantees for fossil

fuel projects.
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Co-Signatory Civil Society Organizations:

Indus Consortium (Pakistan)

Maryknoll Office for Global Concerns (United States of America)
Oil Change International (International)

Recourse (Netherlands)

Sinergia Animal (Brazil)

Trend Asia (Indonesia)

Enclosures: May 1, 2023 Request to IFC Management (PDF document with all Exhibits
except for Exhibit 1); Exhibit 1 of May 1, 2023 Request to IFC Management (excel
spreadsheet, multiple tabs within).

cc: WBG Directors



BANK " (nctius fonsortivm
;\ N C L I M AT E Humanitan'aﬁ Environmentand
‘ ’ A Dv O C AT E S I Development Initiatives

POWER SHIFT

AFRICA
OXFAM

ile

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ cal Institute for Labor Education and Research

@M@ RECOURSE ¢\ stentarse @

Making finance accountable to people and planet

& @ Ol

mcounse

WISHTOYO “ BRETTONWOODS
| +rousoanoy - CHANGE prO ct

T1 O

CHUMAS

May 1, 2023

International Finance Corporation

Attn: IFC Management, Vivek Pathak, Anup Jagwani, Julia Oliver, Paolo Lombardo
2121 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20433 USA

Via Email: vpathak@ifc.org, ajagwani@ifc.org, joliver@ifc.org, plombardol@ifc.org

Dear Mr. Pathak, Mr. Jagwani, and Whom it May Concern with International Finance Corporation (IFC)
Staff Management:

After analyzing over 200 category A & B direct investments by the IFC from 2020-2023, and
approximately 300 over the last 10 years, we discovered that in nearly all cases the IFC has failed to
ensure it adheres to the requirements of its own policies pertaining to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
disclosure, analysis, mitigation, and affected communities impact assessment that apply at the
environmental and social assessment stage before the IFC approves financing for a project.

The frequency and magnitude of these failures have greatly impacted global warming and continue to
cause severe harm to communities all over the world, especially those who are differentially or
disproportionately affected by changing climate. The IFC, which is the largest global private sector
financial institution for developing countries whose investments span dozens of countries and impact
millions of people around the world, acknowledges climate change is deepening poverty. But its
alarming practices and lack of accountability mean it is systematically working against its own mandate
for sustainable development and poverty reduction by causing harm to communities in its investment
regions.

The extensive documentation included within and attached to Bank Climate Advocates’ (BCA’s) and
the undersigned Civil Society Organizations’ enclosed Request to [IFC Management clearly details the
IFC’s ongoing and continuous systematic failures to address climate change as its policies require. We
are writing to request that [IFC Management: (1) issue a formal response to our Request in short order,
(2) immediately verify its systematic failures and rectify them by committing to ensure its current
portfolio and future investments adhere to its policies’ requirements pertaining to GHG emissions
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analysis, impact assessments, mitigation commitments, and disclosure, and (3) take immediate steps to
avoid, mitigate, and remedy harms to communities caused by the IFC's lack of compliance with its
policies” GHG requirements. This internal IFC reform and corrective action must be accomplished as
soon as possible for the IFC to play its part in assuring the 1.5°C warming goal is met, to meet its
objectives of coming into alignment with the Paris Agreement and mitigating climate change, to prevent
its projects from harming Affected Communities as its policies require, and to ensure it will and can
implement its policies and Paris Agreement Methodology as applied to both its direct and financial
intermediary investments.

We kindly request that you share this letter with all applicable IFC staff and Directors. Please let us
know if we can provide any additional information, or further explain any of the details in our Request
and BCA’s documentation enclosed in Exhibit 1 as evidence. Thank you for your consideration and we
look forward to your timely response.

Sincerely,

Jason Weiner (he/him/his)

Executive Director & Legal Director

Bank Climate Advocates

303 Sacramento Street, Floor 2, San Francisco, CA 94111
+1 (310) 439-8702, jason@bankclimateadvocates.org
www.bankclimateadvocates.org

Co-Signatory Civil Society Organizations:
Powershift Africa - Bhekumuzi Dean Bhebhe, Campaigns Lead, bbhebhe@powershiftafrica.org

Indus Consortium - Fiza Naz Qureshi, Manager Program Implementation, fiza.qureshi@indusconsortium.pk
Ecumenical Institute for Labor Education and Research (EILER) - Rochelle Porras, Executive

Director, rochporras@eiler.ph

Sustentarse - Maia Seeger Pfeiffer, Directora Ejecutiva, mseeger(@sustentarse.cl

Trend Asia - Andri Prasetiyo, Research & Senior Program Manager, andri.prasetiyo@trendasia.org
Wishtoyo Chumash Foundation - Mati Waiya, President & Executive Director, Chumash Ceremonial Elder,
matiwaiya@wishtoyo.org

Accountability Counsel - Margaux Day, Policy Director, margaux(@accountabilitycounsel.org

Recourse - Kate Geary, Co-Director, kate(@re-course.org

Oxfam - Christian V. Donaldson, Senior Policy Advisor, Christian.Donaldson@oxfam.org

The Bretton Woods Project - Jon Sword, Environment Project Manager, jsward@brettonwoodsproject.org
Oil Change International - Bronwen Tucker, Global Public Finance Campaign Co-Manager,
bronwen@priceofoil.org

Enclosures: Request for [IFC Management Response to and Redress of IFC’s Systematic Failures to
Adhere to its Policies Applicable to Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Mitigation; Request Exhibits 1-4.

cc: IFC Directors
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May 1, 2023

International Finance Corporation

Attn: IFC Management, Vivek Pathak, Anup Jagwani, Julia Oliver, Paolo Lombardo
2121 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20433 USA

Re: Request for IFC Management Response to and Redress of IFC’s Systematic
Failures to Adhere to its Policies Applicable to Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Mitigation

Dear International Finance Corporation (IFC) Management:

Bank Climate Advocates (BCA) and the co-signed civil society organizations (CSOs) are writing
to request IFC Management respond to and cure the IFC’s apparent systematic continuous
and ongoing failures from 2012 to the present to adhere its environmental and social
sustainability policies’ (Sustainability Policies') requirements pertaining to greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions impact assessment and mitigation that apply before the IFC approves
financing for a project (Request). These failures are detailed and documented herein and in
Exhibit 1. Their frequencies and cumulative magnitude cause, and unless prevented and
redressed will cause, severe harms to current and future generations and communities all over
the world and especially to those that are vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change.

An important part of the IFC’s Paris Alignment is adhering to the requirements in its
Sustainability Policies applicable to GHG emissions so that it prevents individually and

! These policies include the: IFC Policy on Environmental and Social Sustainability (January 1,
2012) (hereinafter, “E&S Policy”), IFC Performance Standards on Environmental and Social
Sustainability (“PS” or “Performance Standards”) (Effective January 1, 2012), and the IFC
Access to Information Policy (January 1, 2012) (hereinafter, “Access to Info Policy™).
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cumulatively significant GHG emissions from all its projects to the furthest extent feasible. If
the IFC adheres to its Sustainability Policies, and commits to other necessary reform such as
cessation of fossil fuel financing, and achievement of net zero emissions for all projects it
funds,? the GHG emissions from IFC financed projects and their contributions to the
catastrophic impacts from climate change, can and should be avoided. This internal IFC
reform must be accomplished as soon as possible for the IFC to play its part in assuring the
Paris Agreement’s 1.5°C warming objective is met. It also must be accomplished to ensure
the IFC will and can implement all its policies applicable to GHGs, including its
Sustainability Policies and Paris Agreement Methodology, for its direct and financial
intermediary (FI) investments.

This Request provides extensive documentation of, and recommended redress for, the IFC’s
apparent deficiencies in implementing its Sustainability Policies applicable to GHG
emissions. It does so in order to facilitate a pro-active and expeditious response that
acknowledges and commits to curing these deficiencies.

This Request is organized as follows:
- Section 1. details the methodology used to inform and support this Request.

- Section II. provides a summary of the IFC’s systematic failures to adhere to its
Sustainability Policies.

- Section III. details the IFC’s apparent systematic non-compliance with its
Sustainability Policies.

- Section IV. recaps and further presents the harms resulting from the IFC’s systematic
non-compliance with its Sustainability Policies.

- Section V. requests additional information from the IFC to ensure its financing
contracts require adherence to sufficient GHG emissions monitoring and mitigation,
and to ensure proper client reporting of emissions after financing approval.

- Section VI. includes requests for redress the IFC must implement in order to cure and
prevent IFC failures to adhere to its Sustainability Policies’ requirements pertaining
to GHG emissions analysis and mitigation.

% As consistent with IFC’s Performance Standards that account for the international law principles
of sustainable development, common but differentiated responsibilities, equity, special
circumstance, and harm prevention and precaution, the IFC should ensure each project if funds
for its corporate clients achieves net zero emissions to the extent financially feasible. If the client
demonstrates it is financially infeasible to achieve net zero GHG emissions, the IFC — as these
international legal principles support - should finance such measures needed for a project to
achieve net zero emissions, including, as a last resort, by purchasing carbon offsets that respects
and protects Indigenous Peoples’ full rights, territories, sovereignty, and jurisprudence over the
land, air, water, and biodiversity they depend upon.



- Section VII. provides concluding remarks and requests the IFC takes expeditious
corrective action.

I. Methodology Used to Inform and Support this Request

The data in Exhibit 1, that informs and supports the findings and request for redress in
this Request, was obtained from review of the Environmental and Social Review Summaries
(ESRS) and Summaries of Investment Information (SII) that the IFC publicly discloses on its
Project Information & Data Portal website for each project it finances or its Board considers
for financing. To obtain relevant results, the ESRSs and SIIs were reviewed for 297 IFC
Category A & B Direct Investments?® disclosed between 2012-2022 that would likely result in
GHG emissions (98 of these were Category A projects). To ensure BCA’s findings are
applicable to the IFC’s current day practices, 212 of the 297 projects analyzed were disclosed
and brought to the IFC board for approval between January 2020 and March 2023. The
review excluded solar, wind, projects specifically to reduce/mitigate GHG emissions, and
financial intermediary investments.

BCA’s analysis acknowledges it is possible that the IFC may not capture or report the
requisite GHG emissions and mitigation analysis and figures in these publicly available
ESRS and SII summaries that the IFC had in its possession prior to approving financing for
each project. To reasonably ensure that all of the assertions and findings in this Request are
sufficiently supported to sound an alarm of IFC apparent non-compliance with its
Sustainability Policies, 67 projects from 2012 — 2022 (59 Category A and 8 Category B)
were reviewed where in addition to the SII and ESRS, the environmental impact statements /
assessments / studies or documents with similar information and analysis (ESIA) for the
project were also available for download on the IFC Project Information and Data Portal.
Review of these detailed ESIA documents, most of which contain GHG analysis and
mitigation measures for a project with the exception of those projects where it is clear no
GHG analysis was conducted, confirm the trends and findings derived from the ESRS and
SII for each project. In addition, these ESIA documents highlight the apparent severe
ongoing and continuous frequency and magnitude of the IFC’s failures to adhere to its
Sustainability Policies, including its Access to Info Policy requiring the critical disclosure of
GHG emissions and mitigation prior to financing approval that helps ensure projects the IFC
funds adequately quantify and mitigate GHG emissions.

I1. Summary of the IFC’s Systematic Failures to Adhere to its Sustainability
Policies

From 2012 to the present, the IFC has and continues to systematically fail to adhere to
its policies governing GHG impact assessment and mitigation for each project prior to I[FC
financing approval and investment. As detailed in Section III, BCA’s review of 297 Category
A & B projects the IFC approved for financing from 2012 to 2022, 212 of which were
disclosed between 2020 and 2022, reveals the IFC has and continues to routinely fail to

3 Category A and B investments are IFC projects likely to have a significant environmental and
social impacts. See E&S Policy at 9§ 40.



ensure that adequate GHG emissions quantification, impact assessment, and mitigation
commitments have been secured and disclosed prior to financing approval as required by its
Sustainability Policies. In most cases, the requisite assessments or critical components of
them are entirely missing, along with the GHG mitigation commitments that the IFC’s
Sustainability Policies require. In addition, the IFC Compliance Advisor Ombudsman (CAO)
has accepted complaints from Affected Communities for at least 13 of these IFC financed
projects.* This is indicative of the IFC’s overall failure to adhere to its environmental and
social impact procedural safeguards beyond those applicable to GHG emissions. It further
raises the question that if the IFC disclosed the GHG emissions amounts, impacts, and
analysis as its rules require, whether the communities affected by these 13 projects would
have also raised concerns to the CAO that could prevent, or result in necessary redress from,
each project’s localized climate change impacts.

In summary and as further detailed in Section III and Exhibit 1, contrary to the IFC’s
E&S Policy and or Access to Info Policy, from 2012 to the present at the environmental
assessment stage before the IFC approves financing for a project, it is apparent the IFC has
failed and continues to fail to ensure and secure for approximately:

Mitigation & Alternatives Analysis

- 100% of projects, a mitigation hierarchy analysis and adoption of an adequate
mitigation hierarchy as required by Performance Standard (PS) 1;

- 100% of projects, an analysis of the technical and financial feasibility of
mitigation measures to prevent/avoid (as a 1% priority), minimize, and offset GHG
emissions the furthest extent technically and economically feasible as required by
PS 1;

- at least 82% of projects, quantification of the GHG emissions mitigation amounts
or reductions in GHG emissions resulting from mitigation measures that PS 1
necessarily requires;

- 53% of applicable projects, a GHG emissions alternatives analysis required by PS
1 (and only approximately 6% of alternatives analysis conducted could be
considered consistent with good international industry practice as PS 1 requires);

- 90% of projects, a GHG emissions avoidance analysis that is necessarily required
by PS 1 (and almost all avoidance analysis were inadequate or did not result in
avoidance of GHG emissions);

- 99% of projects, as PS 1 requires, the offset of GHG emissions to the furthest
extent financially feasible through the purchase or commitment to purchase

* These 13 projects in Exhibit 1 for which the CAO has accepted a Complaint from an Affected
Community include IFC project numbers: 32253, 36706, 34602, 37673, 39102, 29007, 31632,
33435, 36699, 33557, 33479, 34203, and 43466.
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carbon offsets, when after the application of avoidance and other mitigation to the
furthest extent feasible a project still results in net GHG emissions;

12% of projects, adoption of any GHG emissions mitigation measures required by
PS 1 (and for about 4% of projects, impermissible deferral of GHG emissions

mitigation until after project financing occurred);

62% of projects with construction, adoption of mitigation measures for GHG
emissions from the construction activities as required by PS 1;

Quantification of GHG Emissions

22% of projects, quantification of any GHG emissions (and for about 10% of
projects, impermissible deferral of GHG emissions quantification until after
project financing occurred);

35% of projects, where a significant portion of the project funded is an addition to
or expansion of an existing activity / operation / facility, quantification of GHG
emissions figures for the expansion or addition as required by PS 1;

100% of projects, quantification of GHG emissions that include all of a project’s
clearly recognized sources of GHG emissions as necessarily required by PS 1;

7% of projects, quantification of exact GHG emissions estimates when the ESRS
indicates GHG emissions would either be greater than 25,000 CO2 Equivalent
Tons/Year as necessarily required by PS 1;

28% of projects, quantification of exact GHG emissions estimates when the ESRS
indicates GHG emissions would either be less than 25,000 CO2 Equivalent
Tons/Year as necessarily required by PS 1;

92% of projects, if prior to the adoption of mitigation an increase in Scope 1
GHGs in the atmosphere from the loss of carbon sequestration due to the Project
is foreseeable, a GHG analysis for this as necessarily required by PS 1;

10% of projects, quantification and analysis of Scope 3 indirect GHG emissions
as necessarily required by PS 1;

almost 100% of projects, if transportation related Scope 3 GHG emissions due to
project are foreseeable, a GHG analysis for these emissions as necessarily
required by PS 1 (e.g. if significant new community or workforce commutes (not
counting company vehicle use or 3rd party contracted vehicles) is foreseeable, a
GHG analysis was conducted for this);

100% of projects, if local population growth related Scope 3 GHG emissions due
to project are foreseeable, a GHG analysis for these emissions as necessarily



required by PS 1 (e.g. if deforestation from influx of people due to project is
foreseeable, a GHG analysis was conducted for this);

- 16% of projects with construction, that a GHG emissions quantification and
analysis for the construction activities was conducted as necessarily required by
PS 1;

Cumulative Impacts Analysis

- 49% of projects, a cumulative impacts analysis was conducted as necessarily
required by PS 1;

- 39% of projects, that Paris Agreement, Kyoto Protocol, UNFCCC, 1.5°C - 2°C
warming objectives, National Determined Contributions (NDCs) or other
applicable regional, national and global GHG emission plans were taken into
account as necessarily required by PS 1;

Affected Communities Analysis

- 90% of projects, analysis of a Project’s GHG emissions’ contribution to global
warming impacts on biodiversity or on ecosystem services upon which Affected
Communities’ livelihoods are dependent as required by PS 1;

- 100% of projects, adoption of adequate mitigation for project’s GHG emissions’
contribution to global warming impacts on biodiversity or on ecosystem services
upon which Affected Communities’ livelihoods are dependent as required by PS 1
(and out of the 8% of projects that acknowledged these impacts in an analysis,
80% of these adopted mitigation measures, but none of these adopted (or
analyzed) a mitigation hierarchy as required by PS 1);

- 97% of projects, analysis was conducted as to whether individuals or groups may
be directly and differentially or disproportionately affected by the Project’s GHG
emissions’ contribution to global warming because of their disadvantaged or
vulnerable status as required by PS 1;

- 88% of projects, identification of risks and potential impacts of the Project on
priority ecosystem services (outside of those services on which the project is
directly dependent for its operations) that may be exacerbated by climate change
as required by PS 1 and 4 (of these risks and potential impacts identified, 87%
failed to adhere to PS 4’s requirements for avoidance and redress);

Additional E&S Policy and Access to Info Policy Violations

In addition, and as further detailed in Section III and Exhibit 1, contrary to the IFC’s
E&S Policy and or Access to Info Policy, from 2012 to the present at the environmental
assessment stage before the IFC approves financing for a project, for approximately and as
demonstrated by:



100% of projects, it is apparent the IFC has violated and continues to violate the
requirement in paragraph 28 of its E&S Policy to ensure that a project’s non-
compliance with the PS” GHG emissions analysis and mitigation requirements are
addressed in an Environmental and Social Management System (via an
amendment, Action Plan, or other action) prior to financing;

100% of projects, it is apparent the IFC has violated and continues to violate the
requirement in paragraph 42 of its E&S Policy to assign a proper risk
categorization commensurate with the severity of a project’s GHG emissions risks
and impacts, as it appears not to have factored GHG emissions into its risk
categorizations;

78% of projects, it is apparent the IFC has violated and continues to violate
section 31(a)(vi) and 8 of its Access to Information Policy for its failure to
publicly provide GHG Environmental and Social Impact Assessments and
documents with GHG emissions and mitigation analysis and figures for projects;

22% -100% of projects, it is apparent the IFC has violated and continues to
violate section 31(a)(v) of its Access to Information Policy for its failure to
provide and publicly disclose a project’s expected GHG emissions amounts when
these amounts will exceed a total 25,000 tCO2 throughout a project’s life cycle
(some GHG emissions, but not all, were disclosed for 78% of these projects); and

100% of projects, it is apparent the IFC has violated and continues to violate 9
31(a)(iv) of its Access to Information Policy for its failure to publicly disclose
supplemental actions PS 1 requires to be implemented to mitigate the GHG
emissions risks and impacts of projects, including for projects that are expected to
emit over 25,000 MT CO2-equivalent over their life cycle or on an annual basis.

Further, the IFC is not complying with section 26 of its Access to Information Policy, as it is
not quantifying and reporting, or collecting the requisite information to quantify and report
on, the carbon footprint of its Portfolio 11 years after adoption of its Sustainability Policies.

III.  IFC’s Systematic Failures to Adhere to its Sustainability Policies.

A. The IFC is Required to Ensure Implementation of Performance Standard 1

Prior to Approval of Financing for a Project.

The IFC Policy on Environmental and Social Sustainability (2012) (E&S Policy)
requires the IFC to ensure implementation of PS 1 prior to approval of financing for a
project. Specifically, the E&S Policy requires the IFC to conduct, consider, and provide its
board with environmental and social due diligence of all of its investment activities proposed

for its support, whether in the design, construction, operation stage, or whether the

investment activity is for a new element of a project the IFC already funded. E&S Policy 9
2,20, 21,22, 26, 29. This diligence requires the IFC, amongst other things, to (a) “analyze
the business activity’s environmental and social performance in relation to the requirements
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of the Performance Standards and provisions of the World Bank Group Environmental,
Health and Safety Guidelines or other internationally recognized sources, as appropriate;”
and (b) “identify[ ] any gaps therewith, and corresponding additional measures and actions
beyond those identified by the client’s in-place management practices,” and (c) “[t]o ensure
the business activity meets the Performance Standards [by making] these supplemental
actions (Environmental and Social Action Plan) necessary conditions of IFC’s investment.”
E&S Policy 9] 28. Because Performance Standard 1 sets forth the requirements for assessing
and mitigating a project’s environmental and social impacts, the IFC must assure itself PS
1’s requirements are met prior to approving financing for a project. /d.; Performance
Standards at pages 5-15. The assurance of an adequate environmental and social assessment
prior to IFC financing that complies with the requirements of PS 1, is also a requisite
component to inform Environmental and Social Action Plans that become “necessary
conditions of the IFC’s investment.” E&S Policy 9 28. Moreover, this assurance is necessary
for the IFC to ensure it can meet its requirements to “only finance investment activities that
are expected to meet the requirements of the Performance Standards within a reasonable
period of time.” E&S Policy § 22. For all these reasons, a failure of the IFC to ensure the
requirements are met for PS 1 prior to project financing is a violation of its E&S Policy.

The IFC Access to Information Policy (2012) (“Access to Info Policy”) further
demonstrates that the IFC must ensure the requirements are met for PS 1 before the IFC
finances a particular project. The IFC’s Access to Info Policy, in its section entitled “Pre-
Approval Disclosure”, requires the IFC to make a Summary of Investment Information (SII)
and Environmental and Social Review Summary (ESRS) available 30-60 days “prior to
consideration of the investment for approval by IFC’s Board of Directors.” Access to Info
Policy at q 34. The Access to Info Policy provides that a project’s SII: “is made publicly
available once the relevant IFC department has determined that: ... (b) IFC has assured itself
that the client can be expected to undertake the project in a manner consistent with the
Performance Standards.” Access to Info Policy at § 33. The IFC cannot determine a client
can be expected to undertake a project in a manner consistent with the Performance
Standards if it does not adhere to the requirements of PS 1 governing the contents of an
environmental and social assessment. The Access to Info Policy thus requires that the IFC
necessarily assure itself that all PS 1 environmental and social assessment requirements are
met before public disclosure and consideration of the investment for approval by the IFC
Board. Therefore, a failure of the IFC to ensure that the conditions of PS 1 are met prior to
project financing also constitutes a violation of its Access to Info Policy.

B. The IFC’s Failures to Adhere its E&S and Access to Information Policies by Not
Assuring Itself of Satisfaction of Performance Standard 1’s Requirements
Before Project Financing

In the following ways from 2012 to the present, the IFC has systematically violated
its E&S Policy and Access to Info Policy for failures to assure itself of and secure adherence
to Performance Standard 1’s GHG emissions quantification, impact analysis, and mitigation
requirements prior to IFC approval of financing for projects:

Mitigation & Alternatives Analysis




i. Failure to Assure Itself of an Adequate Mitigation Hierarchy Analysis and
Adoption of an Adequate Mitigation Hierarchy — 100% of Projects:
Performance Standard 1’s objectives require the “adopt[ion] [of] a mitigation
hierarchy to anticipate and avoid, or where avoidance is not possible, minimize,
and, where residual impacts remain, compensate/offset for risks and impacts to
workers, Affected Communities, and the environment.” PS 1 at 6. The provisions
of PS1 mirrors this requirement and provides that if avoidance of risks and
impacts is not possible as a first priority, impacts must be offset to the extent
technically and financially feasible, and the client must identify mitigation and
performance measures and establish corresponding actions:

The mitigation hierarchy to address identified risks and impacts will favor the
avoidance of impacts over minimization, and, where residual impacts remain,
compensation/ offset, wherever technically and financially feasible... Where
the identified risks and impacts cannot be avoided, the client will identify
mitigation and performance measures and establish corresponding actions to
ensure the project will meet the requirements of Performance Standards 1
through 8.

PS 1 at 99 14, 15.° ¢ Thus, PS 1 clearly requires not only the adoption and
commitment to implement a mitigation hierarchy, but to support it:

o an avoidance analysis detailing whether avoidance of impacts is possible;

> IFC’s Guidance Notes: Performance Standards (updated June 14, 2021), Guidance Note 1
Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts (Guidance Note 1),
GN61, further supports a mitigation hierarchy analysis must be conducted and documented
“focusing on measures to prevent these from occurring in the first place,” that “mitigation
measures should be drawn from options that are technically and financially feasible (as defined in
footnotes 21 and 22 of PS 1)”, and that “where trade-offs between avoidance and mitigation /
compensation are considered, these should also be documented.”

% IFC’s Guidance Notes: Performance Standards (updated June 14, 2021), Guidance Note 1,
GN62, confirms adoption of this mitigation hierarchy ... “is widely regarded as a good
international industry practice approach to managing environmental and social risks and impacts,
and that [a]s such, it is a general principle of the Performance Standards that clients adopt (and
demonstrate to have adopted) an approach consistent with this practice, as follows:

(1) Avoidance requires the client to identify and, where available and technically and
financially feasible, make changes to the project’s design (or potential location) to avoid
adverse risks and impacts on social and/or environmental features. Avoidance is considered
to be the most acceptable form of mitigation.

(2) Minimization: where avoidance is not possible, adverse impacts and risks can be minimized
through environmental and social measures/treatments/design. Acceptable options to
minimize will vary and include: abate, rectify, repair, and/or restore impacts, as appropriate.

(3) Compensation/Offset: where avoidance or minimization measures are not available, it
may be appropriate to design and implement measures that compensate/offset for
residual risks and impacts. It should be noted that these measures do not eliminate the
identified adverse risks and impacts, but they seek to offset it with an (at least) comparable
positive one.”




ii.

o an analysis of the technical and economic feasibility of GHG mitigation
measures and offsets, including an analysis demonstrating the technical
and economic infeasibility of any measures not adopted that could result
in complete avoidance of GHG emissions, additional minimization of
GHG emissions to the furthest extent possible, or carbon offsets of GHG
emissions to the furthest extent possible;

o quantification of the totality of scope 1, 2, and 3 GHG emissions to inform
the amount of GHG emissions that must be avoided, minimized, and or
offset, and the quantification of the total amount of GHG emissions
mitigated as a result of avoidance, minimization, and offsets.

100% of the 297 projects evaluated appear to violate PS 1 because for all of the
67 projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these documents
nor the project’s ESRS or SII, include adoption of a mitigation hierarchy for GHG
emissions (see Exhibit 1). In addition, 100% of these projects appear to violate PS
1 because for the projects with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII, contain an adequate or any mitigation
hierarchy analysis needed to inform adoption of a mitigation hierarchy. /d. The
information from ESRSs and SIIs for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII
available do not demonstrate inconsistency with and further support these trends.
Id. This is because for some projects, the ESRS contains information about the
adoption of a mitigation hierarchy for certain environmental impacts, but never
for impacts associated with a project’s GHG emissions.

As the E&S Policy provides,” adoption of a mitigation hierarchy is “central” to
the Performance Standards. E&S Policy at 9 6. Importantly, like the PS 1
requirement to conduct a complete GHG analysis in the first instance, regardless
of the anticipated GHG emissions amount, the PS 1 requirement to adopt a
sufficient mitigation hierarchy applies to all projects with GHG emissions.

Aside from thwarting achievement of a cornerstone of the Performance Standards,
these violations are particularly harmful and preclude the IFC from coming into
alignment with the Paris Agreement. This is because a mitigation hierarchy
analysis and adoption of a mitigation hierarchy is needed for projects to achieve
net zero GHG emissions if possible, and for the individual and cumulative climate
change impacts and GHG emissions of all the projects the IFC funds to be
avoided, and if not avoided, minimized to the maximum extent feasible.

Failure to Assure Itself of Quantification of the GHG Emissions Mitigation
Amount — at least 82% of Projects: As detailed in (i) above, before the IFC

" The E&S Policy provides that “[c]entral to [Performance Standard] requirements is the
application of a mitigation hierarchy to anticipate and avoid adverse impacts on workers,
communities, and the environment, or where avoidance is not possible, to minimize, and where
residual impacts remain, compensate/offset for the risks and impacts, as appropriate.” E&S Policy

atq 6.
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approves financing for a project, PS 1 requires the quantification of the total
amount of GHG emissions mitigated as a result of avoidance, minimization, and
offsets. At least approximately 82% of projects appear to violate PS 1 because for
82% of the projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII, provide figures for the GHG mitigation
amounts or reductions in GHG emissions resulting from project mitigation
measures (see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and SlIs for projects with
only a ESRS and/or SII available indicate this trend is likely significantly worse.
1d. By failing to provide this quantification, the IFC did not have the information
it needed to evaluate the adequacy of any GHG mitigation hierarchy or overall
impact and effectiveness of the GHG measures adopted.

iii. Failure to Ensure Completion of an Alternatives Analysis to Avoid or Reduce
GHG Emissions— 53% of Projects: Before financing is provided, for “greenfield
developments and large expansions with specifically identified physical elements,
aspects, and facilities likely to generate potential significant environmental and
social impacts,” PS 1 requires an analysis of possible alternatives to a project to
avoid and reduce GHG emissions. PS 1 at 7, fn.11.% This analysis is critical
because without this analysis, the IFC cannot assure itself that there are not
feasible project alternatives that could be implemented instead, that avoid as a
first priority, or if avoidance is not feasible that minimize, GHG emissions. At
least approximately 53% of all projects evaluated appear to violate PS 1 because
for 53% of the projects evaluated for which an alternatives analysis was required
and for which ESIA documents are available, neither these documents nor the
project’s ESRS or SII include an analysis that examines alternatives to avoid and
minimize GHG emissions (see Exhibit 1).

In addition, when an alternatives analysis was conducted, review of project ESIA
documents demonstrate that only 6% of the alternatives analysis are adequate and
in line with good international industry practice as the Performance Standards
require (see Exhibit 1).” PS 1 at §7. For instance, while projects 39630

¥ PS 3 further provides support for GHG alternatives analysis and considerations for what such an
analysis should include, but does not replace the requirements in PS 1 for a full alternatives
analysis that is in line with good international industry practice (PS 3 at § 7 provides “the client
will consider alternatives and implement technically and financially feasible and cost-effective
options to reduce project-related GHG emissions during the design and operation of the project.
These options may include, but are not limited to, alternative project locations, adoption of
renewable or low carbon energy sources, sustainable agricultural, forestry and livestock
management practices, the reduction of fugitive emissions and the reduction of gas flaring.”).

? The IFC cites NEPA as an example of good international industry practice (Guidance Note 1
Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts, Published January
1, 2012 (updated June 14, 2021) at 49). The updated interim U.S. Council of Environmental
Quality (CEQ) NEPA guidance effective January 8, 2023 for GHG emissions and climate change
assessments, alternatives analysis and mitigation in environmental impact statements, is attached
as Exhibit 2 and available at: https://www.regulations.gov/document/CEQ-2022-0005-0001
(“Interim CEQ GHG NEPA Guidance”). This Interim CEQ GHG NEPA Guidance builds upon

11



iv.

(YEREVAN CGT in Armenia) and 43099 (Central Termica de Temane in
Mozambique) provide a paragraph as to why solar, wind, and other renewables
are not viable alternatives to the natural gas power plant funded, all of these
analyses are cursory and dismiss the renewable energy options without a
supportable technical and financial feasibility analysis. Other alternatives analysis
for natural gas plants fail to contain any analysis of the feasibility of renewable
power generation in lieu of the natural gas project. Instead, they only compare the
natural gas plant to coal powered plants and or various natural gas plant
configurations (see e.g. in Exhibit 1, IFC project numbers 32258 - Gama Energy
in Turkiye; 39879 RIAU PP in Indonesia; 39096 FCS RE CIPREL V in Cote
D'lIvoire, and 39652 — CELSE in Brazil). Furthermore, in the projects evaluated
with ESIA documents available, no alternatives analysis for IFC financed mid and
downstream natural gas projects meets the U.S. Department of the Treasury non-
opposition to / support for project financing requirement for these types of
projects that “[t]here is a credible alternatives analysis that demonstrates that there
is no economically and technically feasible clean energy alternative.”'°

The information from ESRSs and SIIs for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII
available indicate this trend - that no or an inadequate alternatives analysis is
being performed - could be significantly worse (see Exhibit 1). This is because as
opposed to projects with ESIA documents available which are primarily Category
A projects, these projects which are mostly Category B cases, appear in many
cases to not have ESIA documents at all nor ESIA type analysis consistent with
good international industry practice.

Failure to Assure Itself of Analysis of the Technical and Financial Feasibility
of Mitigation Measures to Prevent or Minimize Net GHG Emissions to the
Furthest Extent Possible — 100% of Projects: As detailed in (i) above, before
financing is provided, PS1 requires an analysis of the technical and economic
feasibility of GHG mitigation measures and offsets, which includes an analysis
demonstrating the technical and economic infeasibility of measures not adopted
that could result in additional avoidance, additional minimization, or complete
offset of GHG impacts. This analysis is critical to prevent or minimize net GHG
emissions as much as possible. 100% of projects appear to violate PS 1 because
for all of the projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII, include this analysis (see Exhibit 1).

and updates CEQ’s 2016 Final Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate Change in National Environmental
Policy Act Reviews (‘2016 GHG Guidance’’) attached as Exhibit 3 and available at
https://ceq.doe.gov/docs/ceq-regulations-and-guidance/nepa_final ghg guidance.pdf. See Interim
CEQ GHG NEPA Guidance at page 1198.

' See U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Guidance on Fossil Fuel Energy at the Multilateral
Development Banks,” available at: https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/136/Fossil-Fuel-
Energy-Guidance-for-the-Multilateral-Development-Banks.pdf and U.S. Department of the
Treasury, and “FAQ for New Fossil Fuel Energy Guidance for the Multilateral Development
Banks,” available at: https://home.treasury.gov/fag-for-new-fossil-fuel-energy-guidance-for-the-
multilateral-development-banks (Attached as Exhibit 4).
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The information from ESRSs and SIIs for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII
available do not demonstrate inconsistency with this trend. /d.

In addition, as consistent with the requirement of PS 3, the technical feasibility
analysis should include a comparison of energy, fuel and other GHG relevant
efficiency measures to benchmarks, if such benchmarks are applicable, to ensure
the most efficient GHG reduction measures are implemented. PS 3 at 4 6. It
appears however from project’s ESIA documents, ESRS, and SlIs, that
approximately 60% of projects fail to make use of benchmarks or fail to specify
that no benchmarks are available.

v. Failure to Assure Itself of Avoidance of GHG Emissions to the furthest extent
technically and financially feasible - 90% of Projects: As detailed in (i) above,
before financing is provided for a project, a mitigation hierarchy to address
identified risks and impacts is required to be adopted to favor the avoidance of
impacts over minimization, and, where residual impacts remain, compensation /
offset, wherever technically and financially feasible. PS 1 at 49 14, 6. This PS 1
requirement necessarily requires the IFC to ensure an adequate avoidance analysis
is conducted that is sufficient to determine the furthest extent avoidance of GHG
emissions can be achieved that is technically and economically feasible. Id. 90%
of projects appear to violate PS 1 because for 90% of the projects evaluated with
ESIA documents available, neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS or
SII, include a GHG avoidance analysis (see Exhibit 1). The information from
ESRSs and SIIs for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII available do not
demonstrate inconsistency with these trends. /d. In addition, when an avoidance
analysis was conducted, review of projects with ESIA documents demonstrate
that all GHG avoidance analysis that have been conducted, absent consideration
of such analysis for some renewable energy projects, are likely inadequate and
inconsistent with good international industry practice.

vi. Failure to Assure Itself of Implementation of GHG Emissions Offsets to the
furthest extent financially feasible when after the application of avoidance
and other mitigation measures to the furthest extent feasible, a Project still
results in net GHG emissions - 99% of Projects: As detailed in (i) above,
before financing is provided for a project, a mitigation hierarchy to address
identified risks and impacts is required to be adopted to favor the avoidance of
impacts over minimization, and, where residual impacts remain, compensation /
offset, wherever technically and financially feasible. PS 1 at Y 14, 6. In addition,
this PS 1 requirement necessarily requires the IFC to ensure that any offsets
purchased in carbon markets to prevent or mitigate a project’s GHG emissions
meet environmental integrity requirements accepted as good international
practice.!! This is important so that a project’s offsets result in appropriate and
actual additional reductions, avoidance, or removals of GHG emissions from the

' These environmental integrity requirements for offsets include additionality, permanence, not
overestimated, not claimed by another entity, and not associated with significant social and
environmental harms.
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atmosphere for the lifecycle of the project beyond what would otherwise occur.
Furthermore and moreover, considering carbon offsets can and have often
imparted harms on Affected Communities local to where carbon offsets are
generated, PS 1 and 4 require analysis, consultation, and mitigation for any such
harms, so that purchasing carbon offsets respects and protects the ecosystem
services Indigenous Peoples and Affected Communities depend upon, and their
full rights, territories, sovereignty, and jurisprudence over the land, air, water, and
biodiversity.!? PS 1 at 4§ 8, 12; PS 4 at § 8.

Approximately 99% of projects appear to violate PS 1 because the ESIA
documents, ESRS and or SII for 99% of projects evaluated indicate the projects
will result in GHG emissions after implementation of all mitigation measures, but
fail to indicate that the projects will offset any of their GHG emissions with
carbon offsets or demonstrate why it is not financially feasible to use carbon
offsets to offset some or all of their GHG emissions after the adoption of other
mitigation measures (see Exhibit 1). The ESIA documents, ESRS, and or SII
evaluated indicate that in all instances and contrary to PS 1 and 4, where carbon
offsets were utilized to mitigate a project’s GHG emissions, the impacts of carbon
offsets on Affected Communities and Indigenous Peoples were not analyzed.

The PS 1 requirement for GHG emissions to be offset to the extent financially
feasible is also reflected IFC’s strategic priorities. The E&S Policy provides the
“IFC also recognizes the importance of supporting sector-wide market
transformation initiatives that are consistent with sustainable development
objectives...“IFC, in its efforts to support its climate-related commitments, will
build on its experience in ... carbon markets] ...to produce instruments and
develop practices that allow its clients to consider climate-related risks and
opportunities in their investment decisions.” E&S Policy at 9 9, 11. In addition,
the IFC touts on its website that “[w]e also work with the WB and other MDBs as
part of the Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition (CPLC), a voluntary initiative
that catalyzes action towards the successful implementation of carbon pricing
around the world.”'® As such, the IFC should facilitate and ensure carbon offsets
for all of its projects where avoidance and other mitigations measures are not
feasible, as a means to ensure client satisfaction of the PS 1 mitigation hierarchy
requirements as long as such use (1) adheres to all of the Performance Standards’
impact analysis and mitigation requirements, and (2) otherwise and moreover
respects and protects the ecosystem services Indigenous Peoples and Affected
Communities depend upon, and their full rights, territories, sovereignty, and
jurisprudence over the land, air, water, and biodiversity.

vii. Failure to Assure Itself that any Mitigation for GHG Emissions was Adopted
—12% of Projects, and Impermissible Deferral of Mitigation Until After
Approval of Project Financing: As detailed in (i) above, before financing is

12 Banking on Climate Chaos Fossil Fuel Financing Report 2023 at 8, 33, 38-41.
13 See: https://www.ifc.org/wps/wem/connect/topics _ext content/ifc_external corporate _site/
climate+business/our+approach/setting+standards (last visited April 25, 2023).
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viii.

ix.

provided for a project, PS 1 requires analysis and adoption of mitigation as part of
a project’s mitigation hierarchy. PS 1 does not provide for the deferral of
mitigation before project financing except for the case in which assets to be
developed, acquired or financed have yet to be defined. PS 1 at§ 7. In cases
where projects are defined prior to financing, at least approximately 12% of
projects appear to violate PS 1 because for 12% of applicable projects evaluated
with ESTA documents available, neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS
or SII, indicate adoption of any GHG Emissions mitigation measures (see Exhibit
1). In addition, in these same cases, approximately 10% of projects with ESIA and
or ESRS and SII available appear to violate PS 1 because the project’s ESRS, SII,
and or ESIA documents indicate these projects impermissibly deferred analysis
and selection of GHG mitigation measures to a later time with no commitment to
select particular measures or achieve a particular amount of GHG reductions. /d.
In addition, the 12% of projects that fail to adopt any GHG mitigation measures
violate PS 1 because they (a) fail to contain a description of GHG mitigation
measures (PS 1 at § 13) and (b) fail to adopt Environmental and Social Action
Plans to address/mitigate GHG emissions in a measurable way such as through
performance indicators, targets, or acceptable criteria that can be tracked over
defined time periods. PS 1 at q 16.

Failure to Assure Itself that any Mitigation for GHG Emissions from
Construction Activities was Adopted — at least approximately 62% of
Projects: As detailed in (i) above, before financing is provided for a project, PS 1
requires analysis and adoption of mitigation as part of a project’s mitigation
hierarchy. At least 62% of projects for which construction is part of the project
appear to have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1 because for 62% of these
projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these documents nor
the project’s ESRS or SII provide any mitigation of GHG Emissions for a
project’s construction activities (see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and
SIls for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could
be significantly worse. /d.

Quantification of GHG Emissions

Failure to Assure Itself of Quantification of any GHG Emissions - 22% of
Projects. PS1 provides that the process of risks and impact identification will
consider the emissions of GHGs, and that “[t]he scope of the risks and impacts
identification process will be consistent with good international industry practice.
PS 1 atq 7. It is well established that good international industry practice includes
the consideration and analysis and calculation of estimates for all GHG emissions
for each project at the environmental assessment stage to determine the total
direct and indirect (Scope 1, 2, and 3 combined) GHG emissions of a project so
that the impact of a project’s GHG emissions can be assessed and mitigation can
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be pursued to avoid as much GHG emissions as feasible.'* Indeed, the IFC CAO
opined that “good practice would include the FI and sub-project publicly
disclosing Scope 1, 2 and 3 GHG emissions following the Greenhouse Gas
Protocol. Office of the Compliance Advisor Ombudsman (CAO), Compliance
Investigation Report, IFC Investments in Rizal Commercial Banking Corporation
(RCBC), The Philippines, November 19, 2021 (CAO RCBC Report).!* By
extension, this applies to all projects with estimated GHG emissions the IFC
funds directly as well.

As detailed in (i) above, the PS 1 mitigation hierarchy analysis and adoption
requirement also requires an adequate analysis and calculation of Scope 1, 2, and
3 GHG emissions. This is critical not only to identify the severity of a project’s
impact on climate change, but for each project to include and adopt an adequate
mitigation hierarchy that avoids or reduces a project’s GHG emissions to the
fullest extent economically and technically feasible. In addition, it is critical
because fully comprehensive GHG emissions quantification and disclosure before
project financing could reveal that a project’s GHG emissions exceeds the PS 3
threshold of 25,000 tons of CO2-equivalent annually that triggers annual
reporting of a Project’s GHG emissions to the IFC. PS 3 at 9 8. Without
quantification of a project’s full GHG emissions, the IFC cannot ascertain
whether this annual GHG emissions monitoring and reporting threshold is met.

Approximately 21% to 22% of projects appear to violate PS 1’s requirement to
quantify GHG emissions prior to IFC financing approval. This is because (i) for
22% of the 67 projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII, include any GHG emissions figures (see
Exhibit 1), and (ii) for 21% of the 297 projects evaluated with ESIA documents,
ESRS and or SII available, none of these sources provide GHG emissions figures.

Failure to Assure Itself of Quantification of any GHG Emissions for the
Project Expansion or Addition Funded - 35% to 48% of Projects:
Performance Standard 1 provides that the process of risk and impact identification
will consider the emissions of GHGs, and that “[t]he scope of the risks and
impacts identification process will be consistent with good international industry
practice. PS 1 at § 7. Good international industry practice includes
analysis/quantification and mitigation for all scope 1, 2, and 3 GHG emissions
resulting from a project, including GHG emissions from new additions to or
expansion of a project already in place or funded. See section ix and fn. 9, ante.
These calculations are also required to meet the Performance Standard 1

' See fn. 9, ante (detailing that the IFC cites NEPA as good international industry practice); The
Interim CEQ GHG NEPA Guidance provides “Agencies should quantify the reasonably
foreseeable direct and indirect GHG emissions of their proposed actions.”

' For the Greenhouse Gas Protocol referenced in the CAO RCBC Report see: Task Force on
Climate-related Financial Disclosure, 2017, Recommendations and Implementation Guidance
available at https://bit.ly/3D0FvdR and Greenhouse Gas Protocol, Technical Guidance for
Calculating Scope 3 Emissions available at https://bit.ly/3mSchby.
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xi.

Xii.

requirements to adopt a sufficient mitigation hierarchy to prevent GHG emissions
to the furthest extent economically and technically feasible.

Where a significant portion of the project funded is an addition to or expansion of
an existing activity / operation / facility, approximately at least 35% to 48% of
applicable projects appear to violate PS 1 because they fail to quantify GHG
emissions for the significant expansion or addition funded (for 35% of these
projects evaluated with ESIA documents, ESRS, and SII available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII, include GHG emissions figures for the
significant expansion or addition funded; for 48% of projects evaluated with
ESIA documents and or ESRS and SII information available, none of these
sources provide GHG Emissions figures for the significant expansion or addition
funded) (see Exhibit 1). Instead of quantifying and disclosing the GHG emissions
for the significant expansion or addition funded, for many of these Projects, it
appears from information included in the ESRS and SII that the IFC is
impermissibly only requiring and utilizing quantification of GHG emissions from
a project’s existing components.

Failure to Assure Itself that Impermissible Deferral of Quantification of
GHG Emissions to After Project Financing Does not Occur — 11% of
Projects: PS1 provides that the process of risk and impact identification will
consider the emissions of GHGs, and that “[t]he scope of the risks and impacts
identification process will be consistent with good international industry practice.
PS 1 atq 7. PS 1 does not provide for the deferral of GHG emissions analysis and
quantification before project financing except for the case in which assets to be
developed, acquired or financed have yet to be defined. PS 1 at § 7. In cases
where projects are defined prior to financing, 11% of projects appear to violate PS
1 because the ESIA documents, ESRS, and SII for approximately 11% of these
projects evaluated provide that the analysis and quantification of GHG emissions
was deferred to a later time after project financing (see Exhibit 1). Without
quantification of a project’s emission at the environmental assessment stage prior
to financing, the extent of a project’s impacts from GHG emissions cannot be
determined and a mitigation hierarchy cannot be crafted and adopted to avoid and
prevent GHG emissions from a Project to the fullest extent feasible.

Failure to Assure Itself of Quantification and Analysis of the Complete Scope
of a Project’s GHG Emissions Including all clearly recognized sources of
GHG Emissions — 100% of Projects, such as from: (i) aspects of projects well
known to emit significant GHG emissions; (ii) the loss of carbon
sequestration due to the Project (iii) Scope 3 indirect emissions; (iv)
construction activities, (v) unplanned but predictable Developments caused
by the project that may occur later in time or at a different location and or
caused by associated facilities. PS1 provides that the process of risk and impact
identification will consider the emissions of GHG, and that “[t]he scope of the
risks and impacts identification process will be consistent with good international
industry practice. PS 1 at § 7. Good international industry practice includes
analysis, quantification, and mitigation for all scope 1, 2, and 3 GHG emissions
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resulting from a project, including GHG emissions related to construction
activities of a project, and all recognized and apparent sources of GHG emissions
from a particular project over its lifecycle.'® These calculations are also required
to meet the PS 1 requirements to adopt a sufficient mitigation hierarchy to prevent
GHG emissions where economically and technically feasible. Indeed, the IFC
CAO opined in 2021 that “good practice would include the FI and sub-project
publicly disclosing Scope 1, 2 and 3 GHG emissions following the Greenhouse
Gas Protocol. CAO RCBC Report.!” By extension, this applies to all Category A,
B, and Projects with estimated GHG emissions the IFC funds directly as well.

Almost all projects appear to fail to meet the requirements of PS 1 to include
analysis and calculations of particular sources of GHG emissions widely
known to be associated with a project activity. This is because for all projects
evaluated, these components are not included in the project’s ESIA documents,
ESRS or SII despite information about these emissions sources being readily
available and identified through a simple Google search. These include for
example failures to quantify and analyze: scope 1 GHG emissions from livestock
manure (methane) and scope 3 GHG emissions from the cereals and soy used to
feed livestock, both of which are the largest sources of GHG emissions from that
industry (see e.g. project no. 45292 — the Mavin swine farm); fugitive GHG
emissions from fossil fuel infrastructure, including from natural gas storage tanks,
LNG facilities, and natural gas pipelines; scope 3 GHG emissions; GHG
emissions from construction activities; and GHG emissions from unplanned but
predictable developments caused by the project that may occur later in time or at a
different location and or caused by associated facilities.

At least 92% of projects for which an increase in GHGs in the atmosphere
from the loss of carbon sequestration due to the Project is foreseeable prior
to the adoption of mitigation (e.g. if for instance tree loss will occur as part of
the project), appear to have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1 because for
92% of these projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII provide quantification of increased
GHGs in the atmosphere from the loss of carbon sequestration due to the project
(see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and SlIs for projects with only a
ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could be significantly worse. /d.

At least 90% of projects fail to include an analysis or quantification of Scope
3 GHG Emissions. Scope 3 GHG emissions are emissions that are a consequence
of a project’s activities, which occur at sources not owned or controlled by the
project, and which are not classified as scope 2 indirect emissions (scope 2
indirect emissions are GHG emissions associated with a project’s consumption of

16 See fn. 9, ante (detailing that the IFC cites NEPA as good international industry practice; The
Interim CEQ GHG NEPA Guidance provides “[a]gencies should quantify the reasonably
foreseeable direct and indirect GHG emissions of their proposed actions.”).

17 See fn. 15, ante.
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purchased electricity, heat, steam, and or cooling).'® Examples of scope 3
emissions are business travel; delivery, transport, shipping or distribution of
goods by a 3™ party by means not owned or controlled by the project owners;
purchased materials and fuels (e.g. emissions from extraction, processing, and
production of purchased materials and fuels); emissions from construction or
operation activities carried out by 3™ parties or contractors; emissions from waste
disposal, waste decomposition, or recycling; emissions from leased assets,
franchising, and outsourcing; and emissions from use of sold goods and services.

While some projects may have little scope 3 emissions, other projects may have
significant scope 3 emissions. Regardless, as detailed above in this section, PS 1
requires scope 3 emissions resulting from Projects to be taken into consideration
and included in the total GHG emissions amount at the environmental assessment
stage before the [FC decides to finance a project. This is critical not only to
identify the severity of a project’s impact on climate change, but for each project
to include and adopt an adequate mitigation hierarchy that avoids or reduces a
project’s net GHG impact to the fullest extent economically and technically
feasible. In addition, it is critical because the inclusion of scope 3 emissions in a
project’s GHG analysis at the environmental assessment stage before project
financing could reveal that a project’s GHG emissions exceeds the PS 3 threshold
0f 25,000 tons of CO2-equivalent annually, that triggers annual reporting of a
project’s GHG emissions to the IFC. PS 3 at § 8.

At least 90% of projects appear to fail to meet PS 1’s requirements because for
90% of the projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII quantify or analyze scope 3 GHG
emissions (see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and SlIs for projects with
only a ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could be significantly
worse. /d.

84% of projects for which construction is a part of the project appear to have
failed to meet the requirements of PS 1 because for 84% of these projects with
ESIA documents available, neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII
provide GHG Emissions figures for the construction activities that will occur as
part of the project (see Exhibit 1). The projects with only information available
from the ESRS or SII indicate these trends could be significantly worse. /d.

Almost 100% of projects fail to include GHG emissions from unplanned but
predictable developments caused by the project that may occur later or at a
different location and or caused by associated facilities. Read as a whole, PS 1
provides that “[w]here the project involves specifically identified physical
elements, aspects, and facilities that are likely to generate impacts,” GHG impacts
will be identified for “impacts from unplanned but predictable developments
caused by the project that may occur later or at a different location” and

'8 JFC’s Guidance Notes: Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability,
January 1, 2012, at Guidance Note 3 GN17 at 6; Guidance Note 3 Annex A at 17.
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Xiii.

“[a]ssociated facilities, which are facilities that are not funded as part of the
project and that would not have been constructed or expanded if the project did
not exist and without which the project would not be viable.” PS 1 at 9 8, 7.
Examples of some types of these GHG impacts include: GHG emissions from
new vehicular traffic resulting from the project (employees, residents, customers
ect. traveling to and from the project); new or expanded residential areas resulting
from project induced population increases that deforests surrounding vegetation
(resulting in more GHGs in the atmosphere) and that result in GHG emissions
from the new or expanded population as a consequence of the project; and or the
impacts of new roads that open a forest up to timber harvesting activities.
However, approximately 99% of projects where GHG emissions from increases in
transportation related emissions due to projects are foreseeable (e.g. significant
new community or workforce commutes, not counting company vehicle use or
use of 3rd party contracted vehicles, caused by the project is foreseeable), appear
to have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1 because approximately 99% of
these projects’ ESIA documents, ESRS, and SII fail to provide quantification or
analysis of these GHG emissions (see Exhibit 1). In addition, 100% of projects
where local population growth related Scope 3 GHG emissions due to project are
foreseeable (e.g. if deforestation from influx of people due to project is
foreseeable), appear to have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1 because all of
these projects’ ESIA documents, ESRS, and SII fail to provide quantification or
analysis of these GHG emissions (see Exhibit 1).

Failure to Assure Itself of Quantification of Exact GHG Emissions — 8% to
15% of projects: PS1 provides that the process of risks and impact identification
will consider the emissions of GHGs, and that “[t]he scope of the risks and
impacts identification process will be consistent with good international industry
practice. PS 1 at 4| 7. It is well established that good international industry practice
includes the consideration and analysis and calculation of estimates for all GHG
emissions for each project at the environmental assessment stage (see section ix,
ante). As detailed in section (i) above, the PS 1 requirement for adoption and
analysis of a mitigation hierarchy requires calculation and disclosure of an exact
amount of estimated Scope 1, 2, and 3 GHG emissions. This is critical not only to
identify the severity of a project’s impact on climate change, but for each Project
to include and adopt an adequate mitigation hierarchy that avoids or reduces a
project’s net GHG impact to the fullest extent possible and economically and
technically feasible.

The IFC appears to have failed to ensure approximately 8% - 15% of projects
adhere to PS 1 because for (a) 8% of projects evaluated with ESTA documents,
ESRS, and SII available, and (b) 15% of projects evaluated with only ESRSs and
or SlIs available, these documents only indicate project GHG emissions would be
greater or less than 25,000 MT CO2 equivalent per year, and do not quantify or
disclose exact GHG emissions amounts (see Exhibit 1). These failures are harmful
because they preclude identifying the extent of project’s climate change impact.
Moreover, they are harmful and violate PS 1 because they preclude crafting and
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adopting a mitigation hierarchy that avoids or reduces a project’s net GHG impact
to the fullest extent economically and technically feasible.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis

xiv.  Failure to Assure Itself of a Cumulative Impacts Analysis — 49% of projects:
A cumulative impact is universally defined as the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what entity or
person undertakes such other actions. A cumulative impacts analysis is a
cornerstone of environmental assessments because it is well accepted that the
most devastating environmental effects may result not from the direct effects of a
particular action, but from the combination of individually minor effects of
multiple actions over time.!® PS 1 provides that the scope of the impacts
identification process will be consistent with good international industry practice,
and that the impacts identification process will consider the emissions of GHGs.
The inclusion of a cumulative GHG impacts analysis that quantifies all of a
project’s GHG emissions (no matter how big or small) in an impact identification
process during a project’s environmental impact assessment stage is required
because it is necessary for consistency with good international industry practice.?
PS 1 at 9 7.2! An adequate cumulative GHG impact assessment that includes
quantification of all of project’s GHG emissions, must necessarily analyze a
project’s impact on a country’s ability to meet its Paris Agreement obligations,
including a country’s ability to achieve its National Determined Contributions
(NDCs); the impact on Paris Agreement goals more generally, including its 1.5°C
warming limitation objective; the project’s incremental contribution combined
with all other emissions to global GHG emissions; and any local, regional, nation-
wide or global GHG plans and agreements. Such a cumulative analysis that
includes quantification of all of project’s GHG emissions is also needed to ensure

1 See NEPA Guidance available at: https://ceq.doe.gov/docs/ceq-publications/ccenepa/sec1.pdf.
2" Id.; See e.g., the National Environmental Protection Act (USA); California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA); The IFC sites NEPA as an example of good international industry practice
(Guidance Note 1 Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts,
Published January 1, 2012 (updated June 14, 2021) at 49); See fn. 9, ante (The Interim CEQ
GHG NEPA Guidance details the cumulative GHG emissions analysis NEPA requires).

2l A collection of other clauses in PS 1 reiterate the requirement for a cumulative impacts
analysis. PS 1 provides that when a project involves specifically identified physical elements,
aspects, and facilities that are likely to generate GHG emissions, cumulative GHG emissions
impacts will be identified that result from the incremental impact of the project’s GHG emissions
in addition to other existing GHG emissions, planned projects with GHG emissions or reasonably
defined developments with GHG emissions at the time the risks and impacts identification
process is conducted. PS 1 at 9 8, 7. PS 1 also provides that when a project involves specifically
identified physical elements, aspects, and facilities that are likely to generate GHG emissions, the
identification of impacts “will take into account the findings and conclusions of related and
applicable plans, studies, or assessments prepared by relevant government authorities or other
parties” that are related to the incremental effects of its GHG emissions on global warming. PS 1
atqy11,7,8.
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XVi.

that a mitigation hierarchy can be created and adopted that reduces a project’s
incremental impacts on global warming to the fullest extent feasible.

At least 49% of projects appear to fail to meet the requirements of PS 1 because
for 49% of projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither these
documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII include a cumulative impacts analysis
(see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and SlIs for projects with only a
ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could be significantly worse. /d.

Failure to Assure Itself that Paris Agreement National Determined
Contributions (NDCs) and Any Regional, National and Global GHG
Emissions Plans Were Taken Into Account: Read as a whole, PS 1 provides
that “[w]here the project involves specifically identified physical elements,
aspects, and facilities that are likely to generate environmental and social
impacts,” a GHG impacts analysis “will take into account the findings and
conclusions of related and applicable plans, studies, or assessments prepared by
relevant government authorities or other parties that are directly related to the
project and its area of influence.” PS 1 at § 11. At least 39% of projects appear to
have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1 because for 39% of projects
evaluated with ESTIA documents available, neither these documents nor the
project’s ESRS or SII take into account a country’s National Determined
Contributions (NDCs), global warming treaty or agreement goals, or any other
applicable regional, national and global GHG emission plans because this
information is not mentioned (see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and
SIls for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could
be significantly worse. /d.

Affected Communities Analysis

Failure to Assure Itself that Analysis was Conducted (90% of Projects) and
Mitigation Provided (100% of Projects) for a Project’s GHG Emissions’
Contribution to Global Warming Impacts on Biodiversity or on Ecosystem
Services upon Which Affected Communities’ Livelihoods are Dependent as
Required by Performance Standard 1: Performance Standard 1 provides that
“[w]here the project involves specifically identified physical elements, aspects,
and facilities that are likely to generate impacts,” indirect project impacts [will be
identified] on biodiversity or on ecosystem services upon which Affected
Communities’ livelihoods are dependent.” PS 1 at 9/ 8, 7. Thus, Prior to project
approval, Performance Standard 1 necessarily requires an analysis of a project’s
GHG emissions’ contribution to global warming “impacts on biodiversity or on
ecosystem services upon which Affected Communities’ livelihoods are
dependent, as these are “indirect project impacts”. Id. In addition, like for other
project impacts, PS 1 requires the adoption of a mitigation hierarchy to avoid as a
first priority, and if avoidance is not feasible to minimize, these impacts to the
furthest extent economically and technically feasible (see i. and iv. in this section
above). Failure to conduct this analysis as to a project’s GHG emissions impacts
on Affected Communities obstructs Performance Standards and E&S Policy
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safeguards to ensure a project does not cause harm to a community as it can
prevent findings that trigger the client to engage in a process of Informed
Consultation and Participation (ICP) with Affected Communities. E&S Policy at
99 30, 55; PS 1 at 6 (PS 1 objectives); PS 1 at 99 11-12, 15, 25-32, 36.

At least 90% of projects appear to have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1
because for 90% of projects evaluated with ESIA documents available, neither
these documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII analyze a project’s GHG
emissions’ contribution to global warming “impacts on biodiversity or on
ecosystem services upon which Affected Communities’ livelihoods are dependent
(see Exhibit 1). The information from ESRSs and SIIs for projects with only a
ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could be significantly worse. /d.

In addition, 100% of projects appear to have failed to meet the requirements of PS
1 because for all projects evaluated with ESIA documents available,

neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII adopt mitigation for
project’s GHG emissions’ contribution to global warming impacts on biodiversity
or on ecosystem services upon which Affected Communities’ livelihoods are
dependent (see Exhibit 1). While 8% of projects acknowledged these impacts, and
of these, 80% adopted mitigation measures for these impacts, none of these
projects adopted (or analyzed) a mitigation hierarchy as required by Performance
Standard 1. /d. The information from ESRSs and SlIs for projects with only a
ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could be significantly worse. /d.

Failure to Assure Itself that the Client Identifies and Provides Redress to
Individuals and Groups that may be Directly and Differentially or
Disproportionately Affected by a Project’s GHG Emissions’ Contribution to
Global Warming because of their Disadvantaged or Vulnerable Status — 97%
of Projects. PS 1 provides that “[w]here the project involves specifically
identified physical elements, aspects, and facilities that are likely to generate
impacts,” as part of the process to identify GHG impacts, the client will:

identify individuals and groups that may be directly and differentially or
disproportionately affected by the project because of their disadvantaged
or vulnerable status. Where individuals or groups are identified as
disadvantaged or vulnerable, the client will propose and implement
differentiated measures so that adverse impacts do not fall
disproportionately on them and they are not disadvantaged in sharing
development benefits and opportunities.

PS 1 at 4 12. At least 97% of projects appear to have failed to meet the
requirements of PS 1 because for 97% of projects evaluated with ESIA
documents available, neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII
contain analysis as to whether individuals or groups may be directly and
differentially or disproportionately affected by the project’s GHG emissions’
contribution to global warming because of their disadvantaged or vulnerable
status (see Exhibit 1). Thus, also in violation of PS 1, none of these projects
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provide redress that prevents (1) a project’s adverse impacts from falling
disproportionately on individuals and groups that may be directly and
differentially or disproportionately affected by climate change, and (2) these
individuals and groups from not being disadvantaged in sharing development
benefits and opportunities. The information from ESRSs and SlIs for projects
with only a ESRS and/or SII available indicate these trends could be worse. /d.

Failure to Assure Itself the Client Identifies Risks and Potential Impacts of
the Project on Priority Ecosystem Services, Outside of Those Services on
Which the Project is Directly Dependent for its Operations, that may be
Exacerbated by Climate Change — 88% of Projects: PS 4 provides that:

where appropriate and feasible, the client will identify those risks and
potential impacts on priority ecosystem services that may be exacerbated
by climate change. Adverse impacts should be avoided, and if these
impacts are unavoidable, the client will implement mitigation measures in
accordance with paragraphs 24 and 25 of Performance Standard 6.

PS 4 at §| 8. PS 4 also provides that when a project is “likely to adversely impact
ecosystem services, as determined by the risks and impacts identification
process, the client will conduct a systematic review to identify priority ecosystem
services.” PS 4 at 9 24. Priority ecosystem services include “those services on
which project operations are most likely to have an impact and, therefore, which
result in adverse impacts to Affected Communities.” /d. PS 4 also instructs that
(1) “when Affected Communities are likely to be impacted, they should
participate in the determination of priority ecosystem services in accordance with
the stakeholder engagement process as defined in [PS] 1,” and (ii) that:

With respect to impacts on priority ecosystem services of relevance to
Affected Communities and where the client has direct management
control or significant influence over such ecosystem services, adverse
impacts should be avoided. If these impacts are unavoidable, the client
will minimize them and implement mitigation measures that aim to
maintain the value and functionality of priority services.

PS 4 at 9] 24, 25. Because these requirements of PS 4 apply at the “risks and
impact identification process,” this analysis must also be conducted as consistent
with PS 1’s environmental and social impact assessment requirements prior to
IFC approval of financing for a project.

At least 88% of projects appear to have failed to meet the requirements of PS 1
and 4 because for 88% of projects evaluated with ESIA documents available,
neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS or SII contain analysis as to the
risks and potential impacts of the project on priority ecosystem services of
importance to Affected Communities that may be exacerbated by climate change
(see Exhibit 1). In addition, at least 87% of projects appear to have failed to meet
the requirements of PS 1 because for 87% of projects evaluated where these risks
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and impacts were identified, neither the ESIA documents nor the project’s ESRS
or SII demonstrate adherence to PS 4’s procedures and requirements pertaining
to avoidance and redress of priority ecosystem services of importance to
Affected Communities that may be exacerbated by climate change. /d. The
information from ESRSs and SlIIs for projects with only a ESRS and/or SII
available indicate these trends could be worse. /d.

C. The IFC’s Additional Violations of its E&S Policy

i.

ii.

The IFC’s has ongoing and continuously violated the requirement in
paragraph 28 of its E&S Policy to ensure that a project’s non-compliance
with the Performance Standard’s GHG emissions analysis and mitigation
requirements are addressed in its Environmental and Social Management
System (ESMS) prior to financing: To ensure the business activity meets the
Performance Standards, prior to project financing, the IFC is required to make
supplemental actions (Environmental and Social Action Plan or “E&S Action
Plan”) - to fill any gap between the business activity’s environmental and social
performance and the requirements of the Performance Standards and provisions of
the World Bank Group Environmental, Health and Safety Guidelines (ESMS
implementation gaps) - necessary conditions of IFC’s investment. E&S Policy at
9] 28, see also E&S Policy at 9 22, 24, 25. For 100% of projects, the IFC appears
to not meet these E&S Policy requirement to close gaps in critical weaknesses in
the client’s ESMS before IFC’s approval and commitment to financing, or as a
condition of disbursement. This is because for all of the projects evaluated with
ESIA documents available, neither these documents nor the project’s ESRS or
SII, demonstrate (i) each of these projects meet the Performance Standard’s
requirements for GHG emissions quantification, impact analysis, alternatives
analysis, and mitigation (including in regards to development and adoption of a
mitigation hierarchy), and (ii) the IFC required these ESMS implementation gaps
to be addressed prior to financing approval (see Exhibit 1).

The IFC Has Ongoing and Continuously Violated the Requirement in
Paragraph 42 of its E&S Policy to Properly Categorize Projects According
the Severity of their Social and Environmental Risks and Impacts from GHG
Emissions. The E&S Policy defines Category A projects as projects “with
potential significant adverse environmental or social risks and/or impacts that are
diverse, irreversible or unprecedented.” E&S Policy at 4 40. The E&S Policy
defines Category B projects as projects “with potential limited adverse
environmental or social risks and/or impacts that are few in number, generally site
specific, largely reversible and readily addressed through mitigation measures.”
E&S Policy at 4 40. “Where the use of proceeds of IFC financing and the
associated environmental and social footprint of the business activity are known
at the time of the decision to invest, as part of the review of environmental and
social risks and impacts prior to IFC consideration for financing, the “IFC [is
required to] determine the business activity’s environmental and social category
based on its potential environmental and social risks and/or impacts.” E&S Policy
at 99 42, 40. It is also required to publicly disclose a project’s social and
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environmental categorization prior to IFC consideration for financing. Access to
Info Policy at 9 30(), 31.

Based on current trajectories to meet the 1.5 degree C warming limitation
objective needed to avoid the most catastrophic impacts of climate change, it is
well accepted that a project that will emit net GHGs to the atmosphere after
mitigation will impart an incremental irreversible adverse environmental and
social impact.?? From 2012 to the present, for 100% of the Category B projects it
financed with net GHG emissions after mitigation, the IFC violated its E&S
Policy by (i) failing to factor the project’s net GHG emissions in the project’s risk
categorization and disclose these GHG emissions as part of the risk
categorization; and (ii) mis-categorizing projects with estimated net GHG
emissions after mitigation as Category B projects instead of Category B projects
(see Exhibit 1). In addition, the IFC has routinely violated its E&S Policy for
almost all Category A projects for failing to identify a project’s net GHG
emissions as part of its risk categorization. Curing these violations of its E&S
Policy to account for and identify GHG emissions in its risk categorization for
projects is essential to alert Affected Communities, the general public, and the
IFC when attention to a project prior to financing approval is needed to ensure a
project’s GHG emissions are avoid and mitigated to the furthest extent feasible.

D. The IFC’s Additional Violations of its Access to Information Policy

i. From 2012 to the Present, the IFC has routinely violated and continues to
violate paragraphs 31(a)(vi) and 8 of its Access to Information Policy for its
failure to publicly provide GHG Environmental and Social Impact
Assessment (“ESIA”) documents to the public 30-60 days before
consideration by the IFC for financing that contain GHG emissions and
mitigation analysis and figures. Thirty to sixty days prior to IFC Board approval
of an investment, the IFC is required to make environmental and social
information [as part of the ESRS for each Category A & B project] publicly
available as follows: “electronic copies or web links, where available, to any
relevant ESTA documents prepared by or on behalf of the client.” Access to Info
Policy at Y 31(a)(vi), 29, 34.2> These relevant ESIA documents necessarily
include all documents analyzing GHG emissions, impacts, alternatives, and
mitigation, including technical supporting appendices, prepared by or on behalf of
the client, including by the IFC. This is because the IFC has acknowledged the
significant adverse effects of global warming caused by GHG emissions and

*2 See, United Nations Environment Programme (2022), Emissions Gap Report 2022: The
Closing Window — Climate crisis calls for rapid transformation of societies (https://www
.unep.org /emissions-gap-report-2022); See, Interim CEQ GHG NEPA Guidance (fn. 9, ante).

2 The Access to Info Policy also suggests that for projects or investments with potential
significant adverse environmental or social risks and/or impacts, disclosure and provision of the
ESIA to the public should occur earlier in the environmental and social assessment process, even
if the ESIA prepared by the client is in draft form before the IFC has completed, or in some cases
even started, the review of its investment. Access to Info Policy at q 36.
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GHG emissions from the private sector,?* and PS 1 requires that each project’s
environmental and social impact assessment includes this GHG emissions and
mitigation analysis. PS 1 at §7; see section II1.B., ante.

Despite these requirements, from 2012 to the present, the IFC has only provided
links to ESTA documents on its Project Information & Data Portal website for
approximately 23% of its Category A and B direct investments (see Exhibit 1
providing this figure for the 297 projects evaluated). From 2012 through the
present, the IFC has thus routinely violated its Access to Information Policy for its
failure to provide GHG ESIA documents to the public 30-60 days before
consideration by the IFC for financing that contain GHG emissions and mitigation
analysis and figures. This runs afoul of paragraph 31 of the Access to Info Policy
and thwarts the Access to Info Policy’s purpose to achieve “the transparency and
accountability [that] are fundamental to fulfilling its development mandate.”
Access to Information Policy at 9 3, 31(a)(vi). 29, 34. Furthermore, this practice
is contrary to paragraph 8 of the 