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The above civil society organizations submit this letter to voice our strong dissent regarding the current 

formulation of the Biodiversity standard in the new draft Environmental and Social Framework (ESF). The 

proposed content on natural ecosystems, articulated in ESS6 on Biodiversity, falls short of the existing 

World Bank (WB) Natural Habitats (OP 4.04) and Forests (OP 4.36) policies, and certainly fails to upwardly 

harmonize with other international financial institutions and development financiers. The removal of a 

mandatory safeguard to protect forests represents a significant dilution of environmental protections. This 

dilution is particularly alarming in light of the WB’s portfolio of potentially risky forest and climate 

investments. Forests play an indispensable role in the livelihoods of the world’s extreme poor, as well as 

the cultural survival and fulfillment of the world’s indigenous and forest dependent peoples. As drafted, the 

policy language in ESS6 does not approach the degree of rigor or urgency needed to address climate 

change, global forest loss, biodiversity loss, or failure to uphold the rights of forest dependent peoples ESS6 

falls short of international best standards, and must be substantially redrafted to reflect repeated civil 

society concerns and global expectations. 
 

Numerous civil society submissions providing input on natural habitats and forests—all of which have 

encouraged the Bank to take the opportunity of the safeguard review to enhance existing protections and 

be more ambitious—were generally not heeded (including safeguard submissions from April 2013, July 

2014, and March 2015). Instead, we are presented with a draft ESS6 which largely weakens existing 

protections. Rather than protecting natural ecosystems, the proposed policy imperils our global natural 

capital and ecosystem services, and puts at risk the local communities and indigenous peoples who depend 

upon forests and other ecosystems for subsistence and cultural survival. It is further important to place 

ESS6 in the broader context of a substantially weakened safeguards framework, which debilitates any 

policy language in the ESSs. We hold the WB and the broader development community to a higher 

standard, and as such we reject the draft ESS6 in its current state. 
 

These weaknesses are disappointing and surprising from an institution ostensibly seeking to position itself 

as a global leader in climate finance and poverty alleviation. In addition to the external voices of dissent 

from the global north and global south, feedback within the WB community signals internal concern 

regarding safeguard content on forests and biodiversity. The 2013 IEG Forest Evaluation urged the Bank to 



consider their engagement in logging in moist tropical forest, to which WB Management replied that the 

issue would be taken up separately in the safeguard review.1 Not only does the safeguard review not 

address these issues as promised, it completely disregards the recommendations of IEG’s evaluation. 
 

Additionally, Operational Vice Presidents’ reactions to the first draft of the ESF voiced concern regarding 

the weaknesses of the Biodiversity standard, stating “language in ESS6 would severely weaken the 

protections that currently exist for biodiversity and natural habitats under both IFC’s PS6 and the Bank’s OP 

4.04.”2 Given the limited changes between the first and second draft, this critique remains highly relevant 

and valid. The proposed Biodiversity policy is furthermore inconsistent with strong WB rhetoric which 

warns of the perils of climate change (in which conservation of forests plays an indispensable role in 

mitigation), and their apparent recognition of the importance of forest conservation as articulated by the 

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and Forest Investment Program. 
 

This letter does not seek to provide an exhaustive description of the numerous dilutions and areas of 

concern in ESS6, but rather outlines critiques in a handful of particularly problematic subjects, which 

endorsing organizations consider non-negotiable. A more comprehensive description of the many dilutions 

in ESS6 can be found in the annexed matrix, which compares language in the existing OP 4.04 and OP 4.36 

with the draft ESS6 across thematic areas. The key areas of concern outlined in this letter are: 
 

1.   ESS6 objectives are vague, undemanding, and overly discretionary 

2.   Failure to recognize the rights and role of forest dependent peoples and the multiple values of 

forests 

3.   A narrow and exclusive definition of critical habitat 

4.   Problematic allowance of biodiversity offsets in any and all habitats 

5.   The complete absence of forest specific requirements, content, or criteria 

6.   Non-binding language on ecosystem services does not go far enough 
 

 
 

ESS6 objectives are vague, undemanding, and overly discretionary 
The Environmental and Social Policy for Investment Project Financing in the draft ESF specifies that the 

Borrower’s obligations extend only to ensuring that a given project “achieves objectives materially 

consistent with the ESSs” in three instances: 1) a “common approach” taken for joint finance with other 

development agencies (para 9), 2) lending to a Financial Intermediary (FI) in instances in which other 

multilaterals or bilaterals have previously provided finance to the same FI (para 13), and 3) when using the 

borrower’s own environmental and social framework (para 24). Borrowers will increasingly be held only 

to the standard of “material consistency” with the objectives of the policy, rather than the full suite of 
 
 
 

1 
IEG Evaluation: Managing Forest Resources for Sustainable Development: An Evaluation of the World Bank Group 

Experience. Management Response. February 2013. 
https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/Data/reports/chapters/forest_man_response.pdf 
See pg 9: “the conditions and circumstances of whether and how‟ the Bank should be providing … support for sustainable 
forest management in tropical moist forest countries” are already clearly articulated in OP 4.36. . . The safeguard review 
process which is already underway will take the relevant evaluative evidence from this review into account. 
2 

Operational Vice Presidents comments on the draft, May 2014. 

https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/Data/reports/chapters/forest_man_response.pdf


requirements outlined in the body of each ESS. As such, the objectives of each ESS assume special 

importance. 
 

The objectives of ESS6 fall well short of the rigorous, standalone requirements that would hold borrowers 

accountable to the conservation and sustainable management of natural resources— including the 

standards many have already agreed to under the Sustainable Development Goals and the Convention on 

Biological Diversity. Although these objectives have improved somewhat since the first draft—largely due 

to the inclusion of a new objective to “maintain the benefits from ecosystems services”—they are not far 

reaching or explicit enough. Compliance with these objectives will amount to a simple box-checking 

exercise, offering no assurance that natural ecosystems will be conserved, or that forest dependent people 

will avoid irreparable harm. 
 

In the draft ESS6, the first objective calls for the protection and conservation of biodiversity (and only 

biodiversity), and the third objective provides a clear opening for environmentally destructive projects by 

calling for “the adoption of practices that integrate conservation needs and development priorities.” These 

two objectives are pulled directly from IFC’s Performance Standard 6 on Biodiversity. However, given 

national governments’ mandate to protect natural habitats and the citizens who depend upon them, there 

is a clear rationale for demanding more stringent borrower government objectives compared to the 

objectives of a private sector client. The responsibility of the borrower government must also include 

explicit commitments to protect and enhance nationally protected areas, indigenous and community 

conserved areas (ICCAs) and natural habitats, including natural habitats and areas critical to the livelihoods 

and culture of local communities and indigenous peoples. Furthermore, the mandate for environmental 

protection within ESS6’s objectives must extend beyond biodiversity, to include the ecological integrity of 

natural ecosystems writ large. A more robust objective would read as follows: “to prevent the conversion 

and degradation of natural and critical habitat, including protected areas and indigenous and community 

conserved areas, and fully mitigate any negative impacts to natural habitats or ecosystem services.” 
 

In the interest of upward harmonization with other MDBs, we note an objective of the ADB’s safeguard 

policy which is absent in ESS6, regarding incorporating environmental concerns into the project design and 

decision making: “To ensure the environmental soundness and sustainability of projects and to support the 

integration of environmental considerations into the project decision-making process.”3 A similar objective 

should be taken up by the World Bank’s safeguard policy. 
 

Failure to recognize the rights and role of forest dependent peoples and the multiple 

values of forests 
An inexcusable shortcoming of ESS6 is the failure to adequately recognize or engage precisely the local 

communities that the WB seeks to lift out of poverty. ESS6 removes key provisions of the current safeguard 

policies which explicitly recognize the unique consequences that projects impacting natural resources have 

on resource dependent communities, and the important role these communities play in natural resource 

management. Most notably, the draft policy fails to maintain the provision categorizing traditional 

community areas as “critical habitat,” eliminates resource dependent communities from the scope of the 

policy, and removes several footholds which provide opportunities for community engagement throughout 
 

3 
ADB. June 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Environmental Policy, pg. 16. 



the project cycle. The scope of ESS6 must include mandatory requirements for assessment of project 

impacts on community natural resource use and rights, require community engagement throughout the 

project cycle, incorporate traditionally important community areas as “critical,” and cover projects 

impacting local community welfare. 
 

The complete disregard for local communities in the context of ESS6 is best demonstrated by the removal 

of a provision in OP 4.04 and OP 4.36 which recognizes areas important to local communities in the 

definition of the more stringently protected critical habitats and critical forests. We recognize that the 

current definitions of “critical” include the strong language: “areas initially recognized as protected by 

traditional local communities (e.g. sacred groves), and sites that maintain conditions vital for these 

protected areas.”4 Retaining this language is essential to ensuring that development projects do not 

culturally and economically impoverish communities, while also acknowledging that natural habitats are 

often cultural landscapes shaped by centuries of community use and management. ADB’s safeguard policy 

demonstrates that the incorporation of community areas within “critical habitats” is international best 

practice, by including “areas having biodiversity of significant social, economic, or cultural importance to 

local communities.”5 The removal of this clause from the definition of critical habitats—along with existing 

and proposed protected areas—underscores ESS6’s single-minded focus on biodiversity at the expense of 

all other environmental values. The definition of critical in ESS6 is prefaced by an explanation that critical 

areas are only “defined as areas with high importance for biodiversity.”6 

 

The removal of local communities from the scope of ESS6 is also a major dilution, and severely 

compromises the integrity of the policy. While the existing OP 4.36 applies “projects that affect the rights 

and welfare of people and their level of dependence upon or interaction with forests,”7 the draft 

Environmental and Social Framework eliminates this language, focusing only on project impacting 

biodiversity and primary production. 
 

Although the dilutions of scope and definition are the most problematic with regards to preventing harm to 

resource dependent communities, ESS6 is rife with other failures to fully incorporate and engage local 

communities and harness traditional ecological knowledge. For example, ESS6 does not require the active 

participation of affected communities and Indigenous Peoples, and project assessment need only 

“consider” affected communities’ use and dependence on living natural resources “where applicable.” 8 

 
ESS6 removes clear requirements for the borrower to involve resource dependent communities in project 

planning, design, implementation, and monitoring. Instead, a requirement to involve affected communities 

in these activities appears to be restricted only to projects “impacting legally protected or internationally 

recognized areas of biodiversity value.”9 Failure to institute these requirements for all projects impacting 

natural habitats is a lost opportunity, as is the failure to engage local communities in the development of a 

Biodiversity Management Plan— regarding which there are no details on process or content. 
 

 
4 

OP 4.26, Annex A- para c(i); OP 4.04, Annex a- para b(i). 
5   

ADB safeguard policy statement. June 2009. Safeguards Requirements 1: Environment, footnote 5. 
6 

ESS6, para 23. 
7 

OP 4.36, para 3(b). 
8 

ESS6, para 14. 
9 

ESS6, para 28. 



Lastly, while additions made to the second draft recognizing “modified habitat” as its own category of 

habitats is potentially positive, this policy language must be carefully qualified in order to prevent the 

categorization of the areas used and managed by local communities as “modified,” and thereby not subject 

to the protections afforded to other natural habitats. 
 

 
A narrow and exclusive definition of Critical Habitat 
ESS6 now includes four habitat categories: modified habitat, such as agricultural zones and reclaimed 

wetlands; natural habitat, which are mainly biologically intact areas; critical habitat, which are areas of 

especially high biodiversity importance; and legally protected areas, which include areas that are protected 

by law, designated for protection, or recognized regionally or internationally. 

 
This categorization system raises a number of concerns. The first is that critical habitat is very narrowly 

defined. This is in contrast to OP 4.04, where critical habitat is a subset of natural habitat, and includes both 

protected areas and areas of importance to traditional communities. OP 4.04 is further supplemented by 

OP 4.36, which establishes the critical forest designation. In addition, the OPs include unambiguous 

language preventing a Borrower from undertaking any activity that might lead to significant conversion or 

degradation of critical habitat, whereas under ESS6 as drafted, offsets are now allowed in all habitat types 

including critical habitat. ESS6 should make a clear commitment to zero deforestation and degradation, 

particularly in critical habitats. Natural habitat also appears to have been downgraded in that projects in 

natural habitat previously required a cost-benefit analysis demonstrating that benefits outweighed costs to 

proceed— a requirement that has now been removed. 

 
Thus, one of the key changes resulting from the new ESS6 draft with respect to habitat designation is the 

substantial reduction of what is considered critical habitat. The second is the expanded use of offsets. We 

would stress the importance of language stating that biodiversity offsets should only be considered as a last 

resort, after full compliance with the mitigation hierarchy. Given that offsets should only be applied in 

exceptional circumstances and as a measure of last resort, and recognizing that some elements of 

biodiversity are too unique and irreplaceable to offset, ESS6 should have provided clear guidance for when 

overall rejection of a project (i.e. without a redesign option) is required. 
 

 

Problematic treatment of the mitigation hierarchy and biodiversity offsets 
Offsets are an unproven conservation tool involving significant uncertainty. As such, they are broadly 

considered a mechanism of last resort and should not be used to justify projects which would otherwise 

not be approved by a funder or permitting agency. When they are used, they should always be used with as 

much care and precision as possible. The language in ESS6 regarding the mitigation hierarchy and offsets is 

problematic in that it provides few definitions and uses vague and discretionary standards, often with little 

or no explanation as to how discretionary language might be interpreted in practice. Especially problematic 

is the suggestion that offsets should only be “reasonably expected” to result in no net loss or a net gain in 

biodiversity and, as noted in ESS1, offsets need only be implemented where “technically and financially 

feasible.” The ambiguity of this language could allow for a wide latitude of discretion in the application (or 

non-application) of the requirements. The text is also inconsistent in referring to “residual adverse 

impacts” and “significant residual adverse impacts.” The language on the mitigation hierarchy and 



biodiversity offsets in ESS6 as drafted creates a strong risk that offsets will be misused and applied far 

more frequently than would be appropriate. 
 

In particular, the draft ESS6 does not provide nearly enough guidance regarding the many circumstances 

under which offsets should not be allowed – for example, because of the type of project involved or the very 

high sensitivity of the impacted biodiversity, because the area impacted by a project should be considered 

de facto off limits (such as sacred natural sites, or World Heritage sites) or because the proposed offset 

project is not truly additional or has too high a risk of failure. In fact, the current draft of ESS6 makes offsets 

available to address impacts to virtually any site, including in critical habitat, with few, vaguely worded 

restrictions (for example, a “net reduction in the population of any Critically Endangered, Endangered, or 

range-restricted Vulnerable species, over a reasonable time period” should not be “anticipated” by the 

project). It also makes offsets available for impacts on IUCN protected area categories I-IV, which is 

inconsistent with best practice. The failure to define no-go areas and the range of circumstances where 

offsets should not be used at all is a serious shortcoming. At minimum, critical habitats (defined more 

inclusively than in the current draft of ESS6) must be considered no-go areas for biodiversity offsets. 

Conversion or degradation of critical habitats must be prohibited. 
 

ESS6 as drafted is also deficient in numerous additional respects with regards to the mitigation hierarchy. 

There is no requirement that the mitigation hierarchy be applied at a landscape scale, that offsets be 

integrated with other conservation efforts and aggregated where appropriate to maximize their effect, or 

that offset projects account for the development project’s share of cumulative impacts in a region. Likewise, 

there is no mention of the need to synchronize the timing of benefits from the offset project so that they 

occur simultaneously with or as close as possible to project impacts. There is no requirement for the offset, 

and offset funding, to last at least as long as project impacts, and preferably in perpetuity. Furthermore, the 

misalignment of the timeline of the World Bank project cycle and the timeline for implementation and 

monitoring of biodiversity offsets poses significant challenges for continued implementation and 

accountability after the World Bank project closes. There is little indication of when the various steps in the 

mitigation hierarchy, and in particular “avoidance,” are deemed to be satisfied. Nor is there any provision 

for independent verification of offset design and implementation, a crucial omission given the complexity 

and highly specialized nature of many offset projects and given that many countries have little or nothing in 

the way of regulatory frameworks for offset design and implementation. Offsets are unlikely to be effective 

in the many World Bank Borrower countries that lack crucial enabling conditions of adequate governance, 

sufficient regulatory frameworks and capacity, and long-term funding. 
 

 
The almost complete absence of forest specific requirements, content or criteria 
The failure to include even a dedicated section on forests within ESS6, let alone a separate standard as with 

OP 4.36, represents a major flaw in the latest draft of the ESF. Indeed, in contrast to OP 4.36, which broadly 

addresses projects impacting the “health and quality of forests”, their management and protection, as well 

as the “rights and welfare” of forest communities, there are very few provisions in ESS6 directly addressing 

impacts on forests at all. ESS6 requires forestry projects to be located on already converted or highly 

degraded lands and requires that production forestry projects in natural forests be managed sustainably. 

ESS6 briefly touches on community forest management and also includes provisions requiring Borrowers, 

“where possible,” to use forest product suppliers who can demonstrate they are not significantly adversely 



impacting natural or critical habitats. Sustainability with respect to logging requires conformity with 

industry specific good management standards and independent certification, although certification 

requirements are subsequently weakened in paragraphs 34, 35 and 38. 
 

The cursory language on forests in ESS6 fails to recognize the large body of literature indicating that 

industrial logging is almost never sustainable in primary tropical forests, even where best practices are 

applied and independently verified, and that industrial scale logging in tropical forests leads to a broad 

range of biodiversity impacts, including the commercial extinction of timber species in areas that have been 

logged. It also fails to acknowledge the critical role of logging roads in facilitating conversion of logged 

forests to industrial agriculture. Just as importantly, ESS6 does not account for the growing body of 

literature indicating that primary forests contain substantially more carbon than logged or degraded 

forests and that protecting carbon stocks, stopping degradation and restoring degraded forests is critical to 

staying within a 2ᵒC temperature increase guardrail. Finally, it also fails to acknowledge that industrial 

logging in the tropics has provided few local development benefits – even though this vital point was a 

clear finding of the World Bank’s own IEG report in 2013. 
 

The inherent problems with attempting to log sustainably in primary tropical forests – and indeed in most 

primary forests – are not only increasingly recognized by civil society but also by leading certifying bodies, 

as illustrated by the Forest Stewardship Council’s recent motion to protect Intact Forest Landscapes 

(Motion 65). The language in ESS6 is therefore not consistent with the latest findings on the crucial 

importance of protecting forests for their biodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation benefits, 

bio-cultural benefits and livelihoods benefits. Nor is it consistent with the objective of ESS6 to apply a 

precautionary approach to protect biodiversity given that tropical forests continue to be lost and degraded 

at very high rates. A forest policy that truly seeks to adopt a precautionary approach and to safeguard the 

many essential benefits provided by natural forests and in particular primary forests would revert to the 

1993 prohibition on funding activities in primary forests: we believe such a shift is now not only warranted 

but necessary. 
 

Furthermore, prevention of negative impacts to forests and forest dependent peoples requires robust 

project level assessment of potential impacts specific to forests— which is not clearly articulated in the 

draft ESF. At present, research demonstrates that project level risks to forests and impacts on forests and 

forest communities in WB operations are poorly understood and insufficiently documented.10 As a 

consequence, impacts to forests and forest peoples are clearly not adequately avoided or fully mitigated. 

There is a need for a consistent WB methodology and toolbox for measuring a forest resource baseline at 

the project level, and monitoring forest impacts throughout the life of the project and beyond the close of 

the project. Such measuring and monitoring exercises require the active participation of local communities. 

The absence of clear forest assessment and monitoring methodologies currently renders it impossible to 

quantify the deforestation caused by WB operations. 
 
 

 
10 

For research demonstrating the inconsistency in identification and quantification of forest impacts of World Bank projects 
and triggering of safeguards, see: Bank Information Center. 6/20/2015. Analysis of World Bank Finance & Forests: The Impact 
of Development Projects on Tropical Forests and Peoples. http://www.bankinformationcenter.org/wp- 
content/uploads/2015/09/Analysis_of_WB_finance_and_forests.pdf. 

http://www.bankinformationcenter.org/wp-


Project level environmental and social impact assessment must include mandatory, explicit components 

which address the unique risks to forests, e.g. alteration of ecosystem service provision, non-timber forest 

products, potential degradation and deforestation resulting from increased access to forest areas, pests, 

invasive species, and climate change impacts. In order to facilitate provision of Bank technical support and 

ensure that appropriate ESSs are activated, there is a need for consistent flagging of projects that will have 

impacts on forests (direct, indirect, or cumulative) early in the project cycle. A survey of WB projects 

demonstrates that triggering of the existing OP 4.04 and OP 4.36 safeguards is very inconsistent and 

seemingly ad hoc.11 

 

 
Non-binding language on ecosystem services does not go far enough 
ESS6’s exclusive focus on biodiversity is disappointing and outdated, given the myriad well-recognized 

values of natural ecosystems, including human welfare and livelihood value, cultural and spiritual value, 

and ecosystem services including climate change mitigation and adaptation, pollination, flood retention, 

erosion prevention, and regulation of the water cycle. According to the most-cited publication on 

ecosystem services valuation, the economic value of 17 such ecosystem services amounts to US$16–54 

trillion per year12— a tremendous sum clearly worth protecting from both an environmental perspective 

and the perspective of “good business” for the WB and its borrowers. No rationale is given for the ESF’s 

shift to focus on biodiversity rather than natural ecosystems or ecosystem services, and it is unlikely that 

this narrow lens will facilitate better environmental or poverty alleviation outcomes. 
 

The incorporation of ecosystem services into ESS6 and ESS1 is a welcome change in the second draft ESF. 

However, the content that has been added is insufficient, and the incorporation of additional requirements 

is required for the mostly aspirational language become functional. Ecosystems services must be 

mainstreamed in order to ensure that project design truly takes into account, and ensures the provision of, 

ecosystem services. Although ecosystem services are mentioned as an objective of ESS6 and in the 

introduction, the term appears in neither the scope nor the policy requirements. 
 

While maintenance of ecosystems services is mentioned in ESS6’s objectives, this provision should go 

beyond ‘do no harm’ by seeking to enhance ecosystem services as a policy objective. Within the 

requirements of ESS6, areas of important ecosystem service value should be explicitly included in the 

currently narrow definition of “critical habitats.” The burden must be placed to incorporate risks and 

impacts to ecosystem services in project level cost benefit analysis, as well as to mitigate impacts to 

ecosystem services. There should also be detailed guidance as to how the ecosystem service assessment 

laid out in ESS1 will be undertaken—which ecosystem services, defined how, using what methodology and 

tools, and monitored how?—and explicit requirements for the engagement of local communities in 

mapping of their natural resources and ecosystem services. Given the positive forward momentum on this 

topic between the first and second draft, we are optimistic that the policy language on ecosystem services 

will be further strengthened to allow for meaningful operationalization at the project level. 
 
 
 
 

11 
Ibid. 

12 
Costanza, Robert et al. 1997. The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature. Vol. 387. 



Conclusions 
We have witnessed a consistent dilution of safeguard policies in the areas of forests and natural habitats— 

not only over the course of the current three-year safeguard review process, but over the longer history of 

the WB. The WB’s 1993 Forestry policy was a landmark moment, and stood as the first safeguard policy of 

its kind among multilateral development banks. This policy set the high bar of prohibiting WB financing of 

“commercial logging operations or the purchase of logging equipment for use in primary tropical moist 

forest”— a ban which was later overturned amid much controversy. The 1993 Forestry policy also states 

that the Bank finances only preservation and “light, nonextractive use” in forest areas of “high ecological 

value” (OP 4.25, September 1993). The Natural Habitats policy which followed in 1995 included an 

unequivocal prohibition of the significant conversion or degradation of critical habitats, defined broadly to 

include areas of importance to local communities. This clear and unequivocal language persists in current 

versions of OP 4.36 and OP 4.04, but has been limited and saddled with qualifiers in ESS6. The existing 

Forests policy also incorporates explicit content on forest ecosystems and sustainable forest management, 

which represent hard-won victories for the conservation of forests— again, unceremoniously removed 

from ESS6. 
 

Rather than electing for strong, standard-setting language to be the hallmark of WB safeguard policies on 

forests and natural habitats, weaker language has pervaded subsequent versions of these policies. We have 

witnessed a consistent trend towards removal of clear ‘no-go’ activities without the now commonplace 

qualifying statements or loopholes, the elimination of policy language specific to forest ecosystems, 

preferential treatment given to biodiversity offsets as a mitigation mechanism, the removal of protection 

for traditionally important community areas, and a failure to guarantee community engagement throughout 

the project cycle when the natural resources these communities depend upon are at stake. 
 

As currently configured, the draft ESF continues this trend of weakened environmental policy, and fails to 

protect forest dependent peoples and the planet’s rapidly dwindling tropical forests. At a time when the 

private sector and national governments are making pledges of zero deforestation and deforestation free 

sourcing of commodities (e.g. the Sustainable Development Goals, Aichi targets and New York Declaration 

on Forests) the WB should be following suit with ambitious goals that align with these commitments, and 

supporting finance for national governments. Instead, ESS6 falls short of international best standards, and 

must be substantially redrafted to reflect repeated civil society concerns and global expectations. 
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Annex: ESS6 dilutions 

 
 

Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 
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The existing Forests policy includes in its 
scope projects impacting the health and quality 
of forests, management or protection of 
forests, and the rights and welfare of people. In 
contrast, the scope of ESS6 is narrowly 
defined as projects impacting biodiversity and 
involving primary production of living natural 
resources. In general, ESS6 is focused on 
biodiversity to the exclusion of other 
environmental values or services. 

 

OP 4.36: "This policy applies to the following 
types of Bank-financed investment projects: 
(a) projects that have or may have impacts on 
the health and quality of forests; 
(b) projects that affect the rights and welfare 
of people and their level of dependence upon 
or interaction with 
forests; and 
(c) projects that aim to bring about changes 
in the management, protection, or utilization 
of natural forests or plantations, whether they 
are publicly, privately, or communally 
owned." 

 

"Scope of Application 
7. The applicability of this ESS is established 
during the environmental and social assessment 
described in ESS1. 
8. Based on the environmental and social 
assessment, the requirements of this ESS are 
applied to all projects that potentially affect 
biodiversity or habitat supporting biodiversity, 
either positively or negatively. 
9. This ESS also applies to projects that involve the 
primary production and/or use of living 
natural resources." 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 Categorization of habitats was changed from the 
binary "critical habitats" and "natural habitats" to 
two broad categories of habitats: modified 
habitats and natural habitats; and two categories 
of sensitive habitats: critical habitats and 
internationally recognized protected areas. The 
inclusion of these additional categories results in 
less stringent restrictions on conversion of 
habitats that previously fell in the "critical" 
category, but now fall within a less stringently 
protected category. 

 

"Natural habitats" are land and water areas 
with ecosystems not essentially modified by 
human activity; "critical natural habitats" are 
a subset of these habitats (OP 4.04- Annex 
A, para 1). 

ESS6 recognizes both "modified habitat" (para 19) 
and "natural habitat." (para 21) 
 
“Within natural habitat, two categories of sensitive 
habitats are identified: "critical habitat" (para 23) 
and "legally protected and internationally 
recognized areas of biodiversity value" (para 27) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 The new "modified habitat" category also raises 
concerns regarding the potential to preferentially 
site projects in habitats important to local 
communities. Such areas may be considered 
"modified" by the Bank or Borrower due to local 
community use-- even though some of these 
habitats should be considered "critical habitats" or 
otherwise sensitive or priority habitats due to their 
ecological and cultural value. Additionally, there 
are no requirements for projects in modified 
habitats; other than to "implement mitigation 
measures as appropriate." 

 

No content "Modified habitats are areas that may contain a 
large proportion of plant and/or animal species of 
non-native origin, and/or where human activity 
has substantially modified an area's primary 
ecological and species composition." (para 19) 

 
In reference to modified habitats: "The borrower 
will minimize impacts on such biodiversity and 
implement mitigation measures as appropriate." 
(para 20) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 The definition of critical natural habitats is 
narrowed to consider only ecosystems with 
high biodiversity value. Compared to the 
current definition in OP 4.04, the proposed 
ESS6 definition removes both protected areas 
and areas important to traditional communities. 
Additionally, OP 4.36 specifically references 
"critical forest areas," which uses a definition 
equivalent to "critical natural habitats." The 
proposed ESS6 policy does not specifically 
reference critical forest areas. 

 

1) "Existing protected areas" 
2) "Areas initially recognized as protected by 
traditional local communities" 
3) "Sites that maintain conditions vital for the 
viability of these protected areas"    
4) "Sites identified on supplementary lists 
prepared by the Bank" (OP 4.04- Annex A, 
para 1b). 

 

"Critical habitat is defined as areas 
with high importance for biodiversity, 
including: 
(a) highly threatened or unique ecosystems; 
(b) habitat important to Critically Endangered or 
Endangered species, as listed in the IUCN Red 
List of threatened species or under national law; 
(c) habitat important to endemic or restricted-
ranges species; 
(d) habitat supporting globally or 
nationally significant concentrations of 
migratory or congregatory species; 
(e) ecological functions or characteristics that 
are needed to maintain the viability of the 
biodiversity features described above in (a) to 
(d)." (para 23) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 While the current Natural Habitats policy 
includes blanket language discouraging and 
limiting projects in natural habitats writ large, 
this general clause was removed from the first 
draft of ESS6, with requirements only placed on 
interventions in one of the three categories of 
sensitive habitats. The re-introduction of a 
paragraph on "natural habitats" broadly is a 
very welcome change to the second draft. 
 

Although this language is similar to OP 4.04, an 
important clause has been removed, which 
requires that a project only proceed if 
"comprehensive analysis demonstrates that 
overall benefits from the project substantially 
outweigh the environmental costs." (OP 4.04, 
para 5). The proposed policy simply says that 
adverse impacts to biodiversity will be avoided 
and mitigation measures will be used, but does 
not place the burden on the Borrower or Bank 
to carry out cost benefit analysis or demonstrate 
that such analysis justifies proceeding with the 
project.  

"The Bank does not support projects involving 
the significant conversion of natural habitats 
unless there are no feasible alternatives for 
the project and its siting, and comprehensive 
analysis demonstrates that overall benefits 
from the project substantially outweigh the 
environmental costs." (OP 
4.04, para 5). 
 
"If a project involves the significant conversion 
or degradation of natural forests or related 
natural habitats that the Bank determines are 
not critical, and the Bank determines there are 
no feasible alternatives to the project and its 
siting, and comprehensive analysis 
demonstrates that overall benefits from the 
project substantially outweigh environmental 
costs, the Bank may finance the project 
provided that it incorporates appropriate 
mitigation measures." (OP 4.36, para 5). 

 

"If natural habitats are identified as part of the 
assessment, the Borrower will seek to avoid adverse 
impacts... the Borrower will not implement any project 
related activities unless: 
 a) There are no technically and financially 
feasible alternatives" 
b) appropriate mitigation measures are put in 
place... the Borrower will implement 
compensatory measures, such as biodiversity 
offsets, where appropriate." (para 22) 
 
Other language applying to a broad range 
of habitats only addresses biodiversity 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 Protected areas no longer fall in the more 
highly protected category of "critical habitats," 
but are separated into their own category, 
which is governed by less stringent 
requirements for project activities. In the 
proposed ESS6, protected areas may be 
subject to project activities as long as the 
development is legal, is consulted, and is 
consistent with government management 
plans for the area. Such projects are not 
required to be designed to enhance the 
functioning or natural ecosystems of the 
protected area. 

 

Protected areas are considered "critical 
habitats," and as such, the Bank does not 
support their conversion. The only exception 
is finance for "community-based harvesting 
activities that take place within Category VI 
Protected Areas, Managed Resource 
Protected Areas" if such activities comply 
with national law and have achieved (or 
adhere to a time bound action plan to 
achieve) a standard of forest management 
(OP 4.36, footnote 10). 

"Where the project occurs within or has the 
potential to adversely affect an area that is legally 
protected, designated for protection, or regionally 
or internationally recognized, the Borrower will 
ensure that any activities undertaken are consistent 
with the area’s legal protection status and 
management objectives. The Borrower will also 
identify and assess potential project-related 
adverse impacts and apply the mitigation hierarchy 
so as to prevent or mitigate adverse impacts from 
projects that could compromise the integrity, 
conservation objectives or biodiversity importance 
of such an area." (para 27) 
 
"...the borrower will: 
a) Demonstrate that the proposed development 
in such areas is legally permitted; 
b) Act in a manner consistent with any 
government recognized management plans for 
such areas; 
c) Consult and involve protected area sponsors 
and managers, affected communities including 
Indigenous Peoples, and other interested parties 
on planning, designing, implementing, monitoring, 
and evaluating the proposed project as 
appropriate, and; 
d) Implement additional programs, as appropriate, to 
promote and enhance the conservation aims and 
effective management of the area." 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 While existing OPs include straightforward 
provisions that prohibit significant conversion or 
degradation of critical natural habitats or critical 
forests—without qualifiers—the proposed ESS 
provides a series of conditions that, if met, allow 
project activities in critical habitats, including 
biodiversity offsets to compensate for impacts 
to critical habitats 

"The Bank does not support projects that, in 
the Bank's opinion, involve the significant 
conversion or degradation of critical natural 
habitats" (OP 4.04, para 3) 
 
"The Bank does not finance projects that, in 
its opinion, would involve significant 
conversion or degradation of critical forest 
areas or related critical natural habitats." (OP 
4.36, para 5) 

 

"In areas of critical habitat, the Borrower will 
not implement any project activities unless all 
of the following conditions are met: 
(a) No other viable alternatives within the region 
exist for development of the project in habitats 
of lesser biodiversity value 
(b) All due process required under international 
obligations or national law. . . has been 
complied with; 
(c) The potential adverse impacts, or likelihood 
of such, on the habitat will not lead to 
measurable adverse impacts on those 
biodiversity values for which the critical habitat 
was designated; 
(d) The project is designed to deliver net gains 
for critical habitat of concern to the project area; 
(e) The project is not anticipated to lead to a net 
reduction in the population of any Critically 
Endangered, Endangered, or range-restricted 
Vulnerable species, over a reasonable time 
period;  
(f) New or renewed forestry or agricultural 
plantations will not convert or degrade any critical 
habitat, either on-site, in adjacent or downstream 
areas; 
(g) The project will not involve significant 
conversion or degradation of critical habitats, 
including forest areas; and 
(h) A robust and appropriately designed, long-
term biodiversity monitoring and evaluation 
program aimed at assessing the status of critical 
habitat is integrated into the Borrower’s 
management program." (para 24) 
 
"In instances where biodiversity offsets are 
proposed as part of the mitigation hierarchy, the 
Borrower will demonstrate through an assessment 
that the project’s significant residual adverse 
impacts on biodiversity will be adequately 
mitigated to meet the conditions of paragraphs 18 
and 24." (para 26) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 In ESS6, offsets are explicitly permitted as a 
mitigation mechanism in any and all habitats, 
including critical habitats. 

 
Existing policies make reference to offsetting 
as a mitigation mechanism only once—for 
natural habitats—although the term 
"biodiversity offsets" is not used. In contrast, 
ESS6 relies heavily on biodiversity offsets, 
mentioning the term 6 times in the policy, and 
allowing offsets as a mitigation mechanism for 
conversion and degradation of all habitats, 
including critical habitats. Although slightly 
more nuanced language was added in the 
second draft which identifies offsets as a last 
resort, there is still no guidance on 
implementation offsets, no conditions of 
eligibility for offsets to be considered feasible 
(in terms of budget, capacity, timeframe, 
governance conditions, etc.), nor a subset of 
“no-go” habitats for which offsets are not 
allowed, e.g. critical habitats. 

 

"If the environmental assessment indicates 
that a project would significantly convert or 
degrade natural habitats, the project includes 
mitigation measures acceptable to the Bank. 
Such mitigation measures include, as 
appropriate, minimizing habitat loss (e.g., 
strategic habitat retention and post- 
development restoration) and establishing 
and maintaining an ecologically similar 
protected area. The Bank accepts other forms 
of mitigation measures only when they are 
technically justified" (OP 4.36, para 5). 

 

"For the protection and conservation of 
biodiversity, the mitigation hierarchy includes 
biodiversity offsets, which will be considered as a 
last resort only after appropriate avoidance, 
minimization, and restoration measures have 
been applied but residual adverse impacts remain. 
A biodiversity offset will be designed and 
implemented to achieve measurable, additional, 
and long-term conservation outcomes that can 
reasonably be expected to result in no net loss 
and preferably a net gain of biodiversity; in the 
case of critical habitats, a net gain is required. The 
design of a biodiversity offset will adhere to the 
“like-for-like or better” principle and will be carried 
out in alignment with GIIP. When a Borrower is 
considering the development of an offset as part 
of the mitigation strategy, qualified experts with 
knowledge in offset design and implementation 
will be involved. Certain adverse residual impacts 
cannot be offset, particularly if the affected area is 
unique and irreplaceable from a biodiversity 
standpoint. In such cases, the Borrower will not 
undertake the project unless it is redesigned to 
avoid the need for such offset, and to meet the 
requirements of this ESS." (para 18) 
 
"In instances where biodiversity offsets are 
proposed as part of the mitigation hierarchy, the 
Borrower will demonstrate through an 
assessment that the project’s significant residual 
adverse impacts on biodiversity will be 
adequately mitigated to meet the conditions of 
paragraphs 18 and 24." (para 26) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 The scope of the existing Forests 
policy includes projects that impact 
local communities' interaction with 
forests, and signals that the borrower 
should involve local communities in 
project planning, design, and 
evaluation. ESS6 does not include 
local communities or forest 
dependent peoples in its scope, nor 
does it call for local involvement 
throughout the project cycle— except 
for within legally protected areas. 
Although ESS6 includes provisions 
for small-scale harvesting operations 
(as does the existing policy), 
preference is not given to 
community-level management 
approaches. Only "where applicable" 
does the policy require consideration 
of affected communities' use of 
natural resources. Finally, areas 
recognized as protected by 
traditional communities are no longer 
included in the ESS6 definition of 
more "critical habitats," which now 
focuses exclusively on biodiversity. 
 
One positive change in the second 
draft of ESS6 is the inclusion of a 
reference to supporting local 
livelihoods within one of ESS6's 
objectives, and consideration of the 
impacts of primary production local 
communities. 

 

The scope of OP 4.36 includes "projects 
that affect the rights and welfare of people 
and their level of dependence and 
interaction with forests." (para 3) 
 
"The Bank expects the borrower to take into 
account the views, roles, and rights of 
groups, including local nongovernmental 
organizations and local communities 
affected by Bank-financed projects 
involving natural habitats, and to involve 
such people in planning, designing, 
implementing, monitoring, and evaluating 
such projects." (OP 4.04, para 10) 
 
Included in the definition of critical habitats: 
"Areas initially recognized as protected by 
traditional local communities (e.g., sacred 
groves) (OP 4.36- Annex A, para 1bi.) 
 
"The system's [forest certification] standards 
must be developed with the meaningful 
participation of local people and 
communities; indigenous peoples..." (OP 
4.36, para 11) 
 
"The Bank may finance harvesting 
operations conducted by small-scale 
landholders by local communities under 
community forest management, or by such 
entities under joint forest management 
arrangements, if these operations: (a) have 
achieved a standard of forest management 
developed with the meaningful participation 
of locally affected communities." (OP 4.25, 
para 12) 
 
"Preference is given to small-scale, 
community-level management approaches 
where they best harness the potential of 
forests to reduce poverty in a sustainable 
manner." (para 14) 

 

Policy objective: "To promote the sustainable management of 
living natural resources to support local livelihoods and inclusive 
economic development, through the adoption of practices that 
integrate conservation needs and development priorities." 

 
"ESS6 also addresses the need to consider the livelihood of 
affected communities, including Indigenous Peoples, whose 
access to, or use of, biodiversity, ecosystem services, or 
living natural resources may be affected by a project." (para 
4) 
 
Environmental and social assessment in ESS1 "will also take 
into account the differing values attached to biodiversity by 
affected communities and other interested parties." (para 10) 
 
"Where applicable, the assessment will consider the use of and 
dependence on living natural resources by affected 
communities, including Indigenous Peoples, who live in or 
around the project area and whose use of biodiversity may be 
affected by the project, as well as their potential role in the 
conservation and sustainable use of such biodiversity." (para 
14) 
 
"Borrowers with projects involving the primary production or 
use of living natural resources will assess the sustainability of 
the resources and their use, as well as the potential impacts 
of this production or use on local, nearby or ecologically 
linked habitats, biodiversity and communities, including 
Indigenous Peoples." (para 32) 
 
"For harvesting operations conducted by small-scale 
producers, by local communities under community forest 
management... the Borrower will ensure that they: (a) have 
achieved a standard of forest management developed with the 
meaningful participation of locally-affected communities, 
consistent with the principles and criteria of responsible forest 
management outlined in paragraph 36, even if not formally 
certified; or (b) adhere to a time-bound action plan to achieve 
such a standard. The action plan must be developed with the 
meaningful participation of communities and be acceptable to 
the Bank. The Borrower will monitor all such operations with 
the meaningful participation of locally-affected communities." 
(para 37) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 The existing Forests policy outlines 9 criteria for 
sustainable forest management, which serve as 
minimum requirements for a forest certification 
system. The proposed ESS6 removes any 
specific forest content including sustainable 
forest management criteria. Despite Bank 
Management’s comments that existing forest 
content from OP 4.04 would be reincorporated 
into ESS6 in the second draft, this has not been 
fulfiled. The only relevant language is the vague 
requirement that the borrowers manage living 
natural resources through industry-specific good 
management standards. 

 

"To be acceptable to the Bank, a forest 
certification system must require: 

a) compliance with relevant laws; 
b) recognition of and respect for any legally 
documented or customary land tenure and 
use rights as well as the rights of indigenous 
peoples and workers; 
c) measures to maintain or enhance sound 
and effective community relations; 
d) conservation of biological diversity and 
ecological functions; 
e) measures to maintain or enhance 
environmentally sound multiple benefits 
accruing from the forest; 
f) prevention or minimization of the adverse 
environmental impacts from forest use; 
g) effective forest management planning; 
h) active monitoring and assessment of 
relevant forest management areas; and 
i) the maintenance of critical forest areas and 
other critical natural habitats affected by the 
operation." (para 10) 

 

"Borrowers will manage living natural resources in 
a sustainable manner, through the application of 
good management practices and available 
technologies." (para 33) 
 
"When the Borrower invests in production forestry 
in natural forests, these forests will be managed 
sustainably." (para 36) 
 
"For harvesting operations conducted by small- 
scale producers, by local communities under 
community forest management, or by such entities 
under joint forest management arrangements, 
where such operations are not directly associated 
with an industrial-scale operation, the Borrower 
will ensure that they: (a) have achieved a standard 
of forest management developed with the 
meaningful participation of locally-affected 
communities, consistent with the principles and 
criteria of responsible forest management outlined 
in paragraph 36, even if not formally certified; or 
(b) adhere to a time-bound action plan to achieve 
such a standard. The action plan must be 
developed with the meaningful participation of 
communities and be acceptable to the Bank. The 
Borrower will monitor all such operations with the 
meaningful participation of locally-affected 
communities." (para 37) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 Under existing safeguards, independent forest 
certification is clearly required for industrial- 
scale commercial harvesting operations 
financed by the Bank, as well as harvesting 
operations conducted by small scale 
landholders and local communities. In contrast, 
language on certification and independent 
verification in ESS6 is very unclear and 
inconsistent. There is no clarity regarding what 
sorts of operations require independent 
certification and verification, and the only 
reference to independent verification is among 
the list of characteristics of standards for 
sustainable management of living natural 
resources.  

 

Furthermore, verification need only be carried 
out “in a timeframe acceptable to the Bank,” as 
opposed to the “time-bound phased action plan” 
referenced in OP 4.04. References to 
production in natural forests is even weaker, 
simply stating that production forests “will be 
managed sustainably.” 

 

"To be eligible for Bank financing, industrial- 
scale commercial harvesting operations must 
also 
a) be certified under an independent forest 
certification system acceptable to the Bank 
as meeting standards of responsible forest 
management and use; or 
b) where a pre-assessment under such an 
independent forest certification system 
determines that the operation does not yet 
meet the requirements of subparagraph 9(a), 
adhere to a time-bound phased action plan 
acceptable to the Bank for achieving 
certification to such standards." (OP 4.04, para 
9). 
 
"In addition to the requirements in paragraph 
10, a forest certification system must be 
independent, cost-effective, and based on 
objective and measurable performance 
standards that are defined at the national 
level and are compatible with internationally 
accepted principles and criteria of sustainable 
forest management." (OP 4.04, para 11). 

 

“Borrowers will manage living natural resources in a 
sustainable manner, through the application of good 
management practices and available technologies. 
Where such primary production practices are codified 
in standards that are globally, regionally, or 
nationally recognized, particularly for industrial-
scale operations, the Borrower will implement 
sustainable management practices consistent with 
these standards, as relevant to such operations. 
(para 33) 
 
"Globally, regionally, or nationally recognized 
standards for sustainable management of living 
natural resources are those which: (a) are 
objective and achievable; (b) are founded on a 
multi- stakeholder consultative process; (c) 
encourage step-wise and continual improvements; 
and (d) provide for independent verification or 
certification through appropriate accredited bodies 
for such standards." (footnote 12) 

 
"Where relevant and credible standard(s) exist, but 
the Borrower has not yet obtained independent 
verification or certification to such standard(s), the 
Borrower will conduct a pre-assessment of its 
conformity to the applicable standard(s) and take 
actions to achieve such verification or certification 
in a timeframe acceptable to the Bank." (para 34) 

 
“When the Borrower invests in production forestry in 
natural forests, these forests will be managed 
sustainably.” (para 36) 
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Topic Summary of Dilution Current Language in OP 4.04 & OP 4.36 ESS6 Language- Second Draft 

 The core language in OP 4.04 that prohibits 
finance for plantations in critical habitats and 
downstream critical habitats is maintained in 
ESS6. However, broad language on logging, 
certification, and third party monitoring of forest 
management is lacking. Unlike OP 4.36, there is 
no language prohibiting commercial harvesting in 
critical habitats, or requiring independent 
certification for all logging operations. Although 
establishment of plantations in critical habitat is 
prohibited, logging of natural forests appears to 
be permitted in any type of habitat under ESS6. 
The absence of requirements on logging or 
management of natural forests is a major 
shortcoming of ESS6. 
 
New language in ESS6 also allows land clearing 
and salvage logging to proceed if the operation is 
unable to follow a certification scheme, 
apparently in any habitat, as long as logging 
areas meet the bare bones criteria of “kept to a 
minimum” and following national legislation. It is 
unclear why this apparent loophole has been 
included in ESS6. 

 

"The Bank does not finance plantations that 
involve any conversion or degradation of 
critical natural habitats, including adjacent or 
downstream critical natural habitats. When the 
Bank finances plantations, it gives preference 
to siting such projects on unforested sites or 
lands already converted excluding any lands 
that have been converted in anticipation of the 
project)." (OP 4.36, para 7) 
 
"The Bank may finance commercial 
harvesting operations only when the Bank has 
determined, on the basis of the applicable 
environmental assessment or other relevant 
information, that the areas affected by the 
harvesting are not critical forests or related 
critical natural habitats. To be eligible for Bank 
financing, industrial- scale commercial 
harvesting operations must also 
a) be certified under an independent forest 
certification system acceptable to the Bank 
as meeting standards of responsible forest 
management and use..." (OP 4.36, para 8 
and 9) 

 

"If a non-forestry project financed by the Bank 
includes land clearing and related salvage 
logging that cannot follow applicable globally, 
regionally or nationally recognized standards as 
per paragraph 33 of this ESS, the Borrower will 
ensure that logging areas are kept to a minimum 
and justified by the project’s technical 
requirements, and that relevant national 
legislation and other relevant standards are being 
followed." (para 38) 
 
The only restrictions on plantations and 
production forestry are as follows: 

 
"In view of the potential for plantation projects to 
introduce invasive alien species and threaten 
biodiversity, such projects will be designed to 
prevent and mitigate these potential threats to 
natural habitats. When the Borrower invests in 
production forestry in natural forests, these 
forests will be managed sustainably.” (para 36) 
 
And with regards to critical habitat: 
"(f) New or renewed forestry or agricultural 
plantations will not convert or degrade any 
critical habitat, either on-site, in adjacent or 
downstream areas; 
(g) The project will not involve significant 
conversion or degradation of critical habitats, 
including forest areas" (para 24) 

 
Additionally, "forest plantations" are cited as 
an example of modified habitat. (para 19) 

 
 

 


