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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

Two rulebooks, one project, and the
excellence that reconciles them
Any significant mining project in Central Africa must satisfy two rulebooks at once. The
first is national environmental law, which in Cameroon, the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, the Republic of the Congo and Gabon alike requires an environmental and social
impact assessment, public consultation and a government environmental certificate
before works may begin. The second is the lender standard set, principally the IFC
Performance Standards and, where project finance is involved, the Equator Principles, that
the banks funding the project impose as a condition of capital. This paper is about the
distance between meeting both rulebooks as stacked checklists, which is compliance, and
treating them as one integrated design problem, which is excellence.
It is written for two audiences whose questions differ. Project developers and owners need to know what a
bankable, permit-ready ESIA actually contains in a data-poor region, and where such assessments most
often fail. Lenders, investors and regulators need a defensible account of the frameworks their diligence
rests on, and a vocabulary for telling a genuinely rigorous assessment from a voluminous one. The paper
serves both by reading the frameworks precisely and then setting out the execution discipline that turns
them from a compliance burden into a risk instrument.

The lender baseline is specific, not vague. The IFC Sustainability Framework comprises eight Performance
Standards, in force since 1 January 2012, from assessment and management of environmental and social
risks (PS1) through labour, resource efficiency, community health and safety, land acquisition and resettle-
ment,  biodiversity,  Indigenous peoples and cultural  heritage (PS2 to PS8);  each carries an interpretive
Guidance Note, and PS7 embeds Free, Prior and Informed Consent for defined circumstances affecting In-
digenous peoples. The World Bank’s own Environmental and Social Framework, ten standards applying to
Bank investment financing on or after 1 October 2018, is the public-sector parallel.

The Equator Principles convert the standards into loan conditions. EP4, in effect from 1 October 2020, ap-
plies ten principles across five financial products, and requires that Category A projects, those with signi-
ficant adverse impacts that are diverse, irreversible or unprecedented, produce a full ESIA. Central African
jurisdictions are non-designated countries under EP4, which means the IFC Performance Standards apply
as the operative benchmark rather than host-country law alone. EP4 also requires a Climate Change Risk
Assessment for  all  Category A projects  and for  any project  whose combined Scope 1  and 2  emissions
exceed 100,000 tonnes of CO -equivalent a year. Because the Equator Principles apply globally and across
all industry sectors, their diligence expectations travel with most of the project-finance market a Central
African mine is likely to approach.

ESIA · environmental and social impact assessment: the study that predicts a project’s environmental and social impacts, sets out
how they will be avoided, minimised, restored or offset, and produces the management plan that binds the project through
construction and operation. In DRC and francophone practice the instrument is the étude d’impact environnemental et social (EIES).

What excellence adds to compliance: five findings

Dual compliance is structural, not optional. All four jurisdictions surveyed mandate an ESIA, public
consultation and a certificate before works, and non-designated-country status means the IFC stand-
ards bind on top. An assessment written to only one rulebook is not permit-ready.
The mitigation hierarchy is the spine. Avoid, minimise, restore, offset, applied at the design stage
where avoidance is still cheap, is what separates an ESIA that manages risk from one that merely
documents it (Chapter 6).
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The fatal flaws are knowable in advance. Critical habitat, physical or economic displacement, Indigen-
ous-peoples circumstances triggering consent, and unmanaged cumulative or corridor-scale impact are
the recurring project-killers, and a disciplined ESIA screens for them first, not last (Chapters 5, 6, 8).
Baseline adequacy is the usual point of failure. In data-poor environments the temptation is to assess
on a single season of thin data; a defensible ESIA states what it does not yet know and designs the
baseline to close it (Chapter 4).
Process legitimacy is diligenced as hard as the science. Stakeholder engagement, FPIC where it applies,
and a working grievance mechanism are lender requirements in their own right, and their absence
sinks technically sound assessments (Chapter 7).

Who should read this paper

For developers and owners, Chapters 1 through 3 establish the rulebooks that bind a Central African pro-
ject, Chapters 4 through 7 set out what a rigorous assessment contains, and Chapter 8 offers a method to
hold a program against. For  lenders, investors and regulators, the same chapters provide a precise ac-
count of the frameworks their conditions rest on and a diagnostic for separating a defensible ESIA from a
merely long one. The paper cites the primary instruments directly: the IFC Performance Standards, the
World Bank ESF, the EP4 text and the national decrees and laws of the four jurisdictions.

How to use this paper

Read front to back for the full method, from the rulebooks to the execution playbook. Read Chapter 8 first
for the instrument, the ESIA execution playbook and its fatal-flaw register, then trace each element back to
the framework that earns it. Or read by exhibit: the thirteen exhibits and five stat tiles, each with its source
line, carry the paper’s framework content, and the exhibit index in the back matter maps every one to its
references. The signature exhibit, the mitigation-hierarchy cascade with its fatal-flaw register (Chapter 6),
is the paper’s centrepiece and, like the closing playbook, is a framework instrument rather than a record of
any specific project.

The through-line, stated plainly

The argument of this paper reduces to a single proposition: in Central Africa the two rulebooks are not al-
ternatives a project may choose between, and they are not a sequence a project may run one after the oth-
er.  Because  every  jurisdiction  surveyed  is  a  non-designated  country  under  EP4,  the  IFC  Performance
Standards apply as the operative benchmark at the same time as national law, and a bankable assessment
has to be built to both from the first scoping decision rather than reconciled to them at the end. An assess-
ment that treats the lender standards as a later overlay on a nationally compliant study will discover, at
diligence, that the overlay demands baseline data the study never gathered and a mitigation logic the
design no longer admits.

Everything downstream follows from taking that integration seriously. The mitigation hierarchy has to be
applied while avoidance is still an option, which means at design rather than at permitting. The fatal flaws
have to be screened at the outset, because each of them, critical habitat, displacement, consent circum-
stances and unmanaged cumulative impact, can stop a project after the capital is committed rather than
before. And the process legitimacy that lenders diligence, engagement, consent where it  applies and a
working grievance mechanism, has to be run as a life-of-project discipline rather than assembled as a doc-
umentary  record  once  the  design  is  fixed.  The  chapters  that  follow  take  each  of  these  in  turn;  this
summary is the map, not the territory.

A final orientation. This is a technical paper, not a permitting manual and not legal advice; it reads the in-
struments that govern the work and sets out how a disciplined team executes against them. Its claims are
framework claims, cited to published texts, and its one delivered-practice reference is stated in an ap-
proved anonymized form. Where an instrument is dated or under review, or an article number should be
confirmed against the official code at the point of use, the paper says so rather than smoothing it over,
because a reader relying on it for diligence is entitled to know exactly how firm each claim is.
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A T  A  G L A N C E

Five figures that frame the standards

8
IFC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS,
IN FORCE SINCE 1 JANUARY 2012

IFC, Performance Standards on Environmental
and Social Sustainability, 2012

10
WORLD BANK ENVIRONMENTAL
AND SOCIAL STANDARDS (ESS1
TO ESS10), APPLYING TO BANK
INVESTMENT FINANCING ON OR
AFTER 1 OCTOBER 2018

World Bank, Environmental and Social
Framework, 2018

10 principles

EQUATOR PRINCIPLES (EP4), IN
EFFECT FROM 1 OCTOBER 2020,
APPLIED ACROSS FIVE FINANCIAL
PRODUCTS

Equator Principles Association, EP4, 2020

T H R E S H O L D

US$10m
CAPITAL COST THAT BRINGS A
PROJECT INTO EP4 SCOPE, FOR
PROJECT FINANCE AND PROJECT
FINANCE ADVISORY

Equator Principles Association, EP4, Scope,
2020

T H R E S H O L D

100k tCO e/yr

COMBINED SCOPE 1+2 EMISSIONS
ABOVE WHICH EP4 REQUIRES A
CLIMATE CHANGE RISK
ASSESSMENT

Equator Principles Association, EP4, Principle
2, 2020

HOW TO READ THIS PAGE

Each figure is transcribed from the
framework’s own published text. These are
the standards a Central African mining
ESIA must satisfy; the chapters that follow
read each one precisely and then set out
how to execute against all of them at once.

How this paper is organised

CHAPTER THE QUESTION IT ANSWERS ANCHOR SOURCE

1 · The host-country floor What does national law require across the four jurisdic‐
tions?

National decrees and laws

2 · IFC PS1 to PS8 What is the lender baseline, standard by standard? IFC, 2012

3 · Equator Principles EP4 How do the standards become binding loan conditions? EP4, 2020

4 · Scoping and baseline How is a defensible baseline built where data is scarce? IFC PS1; practice

5 · Social dimensions How are land, resettlement, Indigenous peoples and
heritage handled?

IFC PS5, PS7, PS8

6 · Impact assessment to ESMP How does assessment become a plan that binds, at
project and corridor scale?

IFC PS1; IFC CIA Handbook, 2013

7 · Engagement, FPIC, grievance How is process legitimacy built and evidenced? IFC PS1, PS7; EP4

8 · The Aurus method How does a team hold an ESIA to all of the above? A fatal-
flaw playbook

Chapters 1–7

What this paper is, and is not
It is a practitioner’s reading of the frameworks that govern environmental and social impact assessment for mining in Cent‐
ral Africa, and a method for executing against them. It is not legal advice, a jurisdiction‐by‐jurisdiction permitting manual,
or a record of any specific client project. Every framework and instrument is cited to its own published text; where an in‐
strument is dated or under review, or an article number should be confirmed against the official code at the point of use, the
paper says so. The closing method and the signature cascade are framework instruments; they carry no client data.
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1
S U S TA I N    ·    T H E  H O S T - C O U N T R Y  F L O O R

The Central African permitting
floor
Four jurisdictions, four bodies of law, one structural pattern: an assessment, a
consultation and a government certificate before any works begin.

4
JURISDICTIONS SURVEYED:
CAMEROON, DRC, CONGO,
GABON (OFFICIAL TEXTS)

1996–2018
SPAN OF THE FRAMEWORK
LAWS IN FORCE (NATIONAL
INSTRUMENTS)

Before works
ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATE
REQUIRED PRIOR TO
COMMENCEMENT, IN ALL FOUR
(NATIONAL LAW)



Before a single lender covenant applies, a Central African mining project meets the law of
the country it sits in, and across the four jurisdictions this paper surveys that law
converges on a common demand: assess the project’s environmental and social impacts,
consult the public, and obtain a government environmental certificate before works
commence. The instruments differ in age and in detail; the structural requirement does
not. This chapter establishes that host-country floor, because it is the foundation the
lender standards of Chapters 2 and 3 build upon.

Cameroon: a framework law with a social dimension

Cameroon’s regime rests on Framework Law No. 96/12 of 5 August 1996 on environmental management, its
official text archived on disk, with the modalities of impact assessment fixed by Decree No. 2013/0171/PM.
That decree, dated 14 February 2013 and replacing the earlier 2005 instrument (both the date and the re-
placement drawn from the secondary sources, to confirm against the decree text at the point of use), intro-
duced the social dimension explicitly alongside the environmental, and provided for strategic environ-
mental and social assessment; a certificate of environmental conformity from the minister responsible for
the environment is required before works commence.

The Democratic Republic of the Congo: the EIES and the ACE

In the DRC the environment framework is Law No. 11/009 of 9 July 2011, with the procedural mechanisms
fixed by Décret n°14/019 of 2 August 2014. The decree establishes the étude d’impact environnemental et
social (EIES), strategic assessment, environmental audits, a public inquiry and monitoring and control. For
mining specifically, the Agence Congolaise de l’Environnement (ACE) evaluates and approves impact as-
sessments for exploration and mining permit applications under the 2018 Mining Code regime; the precise
article numbers should be confirmed against the official code text at the point of use.

The Republic of the Congo and Gabon

The Republic of the Congo fixes the scope, contents and procedures of the environmental and social im-
pact study through Decree No. 2009-415 of 20 November 2009, with sectoral codes for forestry, water, min-
ing and hydrocarbons each carrying their own impact-assessment provisions. Gabon’s Mining Code, Law
No. 037/2018, promulgated on 11 June 2019, requires an environmental impact assessment and technical
approval by the environmental authority before mining activity may proceed; the mining-specific Code is
the instrument cited here, in preference to Gabon’s general Code de l’environnement, because it governs
the mining EIA directly, and the official text should be consulted for the operative articles. Exhibit 1 sets
the four regimes side by side.

8 1  ·  THE HOST-COUNTRY FLOOR



E X H I B I T  1

Four jurisdictions, one structural requirement: assess, consult, certify before works
Principal environmental-assessment instruments, four Central African jurisdictions, as published in the official texts

JURISDICTION FRAMEWORK INSTRUMENT PROCEDURAL INSTRUMENT
CERTIFICATE BEFORE

WORKS

Cameroon Framework Law 96/12 (1996) Decree 2013/0171/PM (2013); SESA
provision

Yes: certificate of environ‐
mental conformity

DR Congo Law 11/009 (2011) Décret 14/019 (2014); EIES, public
inquiry; ACE for mining

Yes: ACE approval

Congo (Brazza‐
ville)

Environmental instruments;
sectoral codes

Decree 2009-415 (2009) Yes

Gabon Mining Code Law 037/2018 (pro‐
mulgated 2019)

EIA + technical approval by the environ‐
mental authority

Yes

Source: Republic of Cameroon, Law 96/12 (SNH official text on disk) and Decree 2013/0171/PM (MINEPDED compendium, secondary); DRC, Décret
14/019, 2014 (official text, FAOLEX); Republic of Congo, Decree 2009-415, 2009 (official text); Gabonese Republic, Mining Code Law 037/2018 (of‐
ficial text; the mining-specific instrument, cited in preference to Gabon’s general Code de l’environnement because it governs the mining EIA dir‐
ectly). Decree and law numbers cross-checked across at least two independent sources each (NCEA country profiles; legal commentaries). Art‐
icle-level detail for the DRC Mining Code and Gabon Law 037/2018, and the Cameroon 2013 decree including its 14 February 2013 date, should be
confirmed against the official code text at the point of use.

The pattern is dual compliance, and it is structural

Read together, the four regimes make one point unmistakable: all four mandate an ESIA, public consulta-
tion and a government certificate before works, and they differ mainly in age, from 2009 to 2018, and in
whether they carry an explicit strategic-assessment provision. That common floor is only half of what a
project must satisfy, however. Because these jurisdictions are treated as non-designated countries under
the Equator Principles (Chapter 3), the lenders funding a project layer the IFC Performance Standards on
top of host-country law as the operative benchmark. The result is the dual-compliance condition that gives
this paper its title: a project must satisfy national law and lender standards together, and the assessment
that treats them as one integrated obligation, rather than two sequential checklists, is the one that survives
both permitting and financing. Exhibit 2 draws the two-rulebook structure.

E X H I B I T  2  ·  F R A M E W O R K

Dual compliance: national law and lender standards are one design problem
The two rulebooks a Central African mining ESIA satisfies simultaneously; a capability instrument, not client data

A capability instrument, drawn from the national instruments of Exhibit 1 (left column) and from IFC, 2012, World Bank, 2018, and EP4, 2020 (right
column). Non-designated-country status per EP4 (2020) means the IFC Performance Standards apply as the operative benchmark alongside host-
country law.

NATIONAL LAW

ESIA / EIES mandated

Public consultation / inquiry

Government certificate before works

Sectoral codes (mining, water, forest)

Strategic environmental & social assessment

Cameroon 1996/2013 · DRC 2011/2014 · Congo 2009 · Gabon 2018

LENDER STANDARDS

IFC Performance Standards PS1 to PS8

World Bank ESF (public-sector parallel)

Equator Principles EP4 (10 principles)

Independent E&S review; covenants

Climate Change Risk Assessment

Non-designated countries: IFC PS apply as the benchmark

+

Excellence treats the two columns as one integrated obligation, not two sequential checklists.

1  ·  THE HOST-COUNTRY FLOOR 9



Non-designated country · under the Equator Principles, a country not on the list of designated (largely high-income, strong-
governance) states. For projects in non-designated countries, EPFIs require assessment against the IFC Performance Standards
rather than relying on host-country law alone. All four jurisdictions in this paper are non-designated.

A  N OT E  O N  P E R M I T T I N G  T I M E L I N E S

Why this paper does not quote permitting durations or costs

Developers frequently ask for a benchmark permitting timeline or cost for a Central African ESIA. This paper
does not supply one, and the omission is deliberate. No reliable, public, comparable dataset of permitting 
durations or costs across these four jurisdictions exists in a form this paper is willing to cite, and an estimate
drawn from private experience would breach the evidence discipline the series holds to. What can be said
with confidence is structural, and it is in Exhibit 1: the certificate precedes the works in every jurisdiction, so
permitting is a critical-path activity to be resourced early, not a formality to be cleared late. Where a project
needs a duration estimate, it should be built from the specific regulator’s current published guidance, not
from a regional average that does not exist.

10 1  ·  THE HOST-COUNTRY FLOOR



A project satisfies national law and
lender standards together, or it
satisfies neither in the way that
matters. The two rulebooks are one
design problem.

T H E  D U A L- C O M P L I A N C E  T H E S I S
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S U S TA I N    ·    T H E  I F C  P E R F O R M A N C E  S TA N D A R D S

The IFC Performance Standards,
PS1 to PS8
Eight standards, one management system. They are the lender baseline for
Central African mining, and PS1 is the engine that drives the other seven.

8
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, IN
FORCE SINCE 1 JANUARY 2012
(IFC, 2012)

GN1 to GN8
GUIDANCE NOTES: THE
PRACTITIONER
INTERPRETATION LAYER (IFC,
2012)

PS7
EMBEDS FREE, PRIOR AND
INFORMED CONSENT IN
DEFINED CIRCUMSTANCES
(IFC, 2012)



The IFC Performance Standards are the lingua franca of project finance environmental
and social diligence, and for a Central African mining project they are, in practice, the
standard that binds. There are eight, in force since 1 January 2012, and each is
accompanied by a Guidance Note that supplies the interpretation practitioners actually
work to. This chapter walks through them for mining, but the organising point comes first:
PS1 is not one standard among eight, it is the management system that operationalises the
other seven.

E X H I B I T  3

Eight standards, driven by one: PS1 is the management system
The IFC Performance Standards, in force since 1 January 2012, with the mining relevance of each

STAND‐

ARD
SUBJECT WHY IT BITES IN CENTRAL AFRICAN MINING

PS1 Assessment & management of E&S risks
and impacts

The engine: the assessment, the management system, stakeholder
engagement, the ESMP

PS2 Labour & working conditions Workforce, contractor labour, worker accommodation, grievance

PS3 Resource efficiency & pollution prevention Water, tailings, emissions, hazardous materials

PS4 Community health, safety & security Traffic, dam safety, security-force conduct, in-migration effects

PS5 Land acquisition & involuntary resettle‐
ment

Physical and economic displacement, livelihood restoration

PS6 Biodiversity & living natural resources Critical-habitat screening, offsets, ecosystem services

PS7 Indigenous peoples FPIC in defined circumstances; culturally appropriate process

PS8 Cultural heritage Tangible and intangible heritage, chance finds, sacred sites

Source: IFC, Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability, 2012 (page capture on disk); each standard carries an interpretive
Guidance Note (GN1 to GN8), IFC, 2012 as updated. Mining relevance is this paper’s framing, drawn from the standards’ own text.

PS1 is the engine

PS1 requires an environmental and social assessment proportionate to risk, a management system to act
on its findings, structured stakeholder engagement, and an environmental and social management plan
(ESMP) that carries commitments through construction and operation. Every other standard feeds PS1: a
PS6 critical-habitat finding, a PS5 resettlement requirement, a PS7 consent circumstance all become, in the
end, commitments in the PS1 management system. An assessment that treats PS1 as a cover chapter rather
than the integrating spine produces eight disconnected studies instead of one managed project, and that
disconnection is a recurring reason assessments fail lender review.

The other seven, briefly, in mining terms

If PS1 is the system, the other seven are the risk domains it must manage, and each bites in a specific way
on a Central African mine. PS2, labour and working conditions, reaches the direct workforce and, critic-
ally, the contractor labour that does much of the construction, together with worker accommodation and a
workforce grievance channel. PS3, resource efficiency and pollution prevention, is where water abstrac-
tion, tailings, air emissions and hazardous-materials handling are governed, and it is rarely the standard
that stops a project but frequently the one that shapes its operating cost. PS4, community health, safety
and security, covers traffic on shared roads, dam safety, the conduct of security personnel and the health
effects of the in-migration a mine induces. PS6, biodiversity, carries the critical-habitat screening that can
convert a site into a no-go or a very-high-offset case. PS8, cultural heritage, protects tangible and intan-
gible heritage and requires a chance-find procedure during construction. PS5 and PS7, resettlement and

2 ·  IFC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 13



Indigenous peoples, are treated in Chapter 5 because they are where a technically sound project most often
meets a genuine constraint.  The organising discipline is  unchanged:  a  finding under any of  the seven
becomes, in the end, a commitment in the PS1 management system.

The categories that decide the depth of assessment

The IFC categorises projects by the severity of their potential impacts. Category A denotes potential signi-
ficant adverse environmental and social risks or impacts that are diverse, irreversible or unprecedented,
and it is the class that the mining and corridor projects of this paper occupy. That categorisation is not a
label; it sets the depth of assessment required, and, through the Equator Principles, it determines whether
a full  ESIA and independent review are mandatory (Chapter 3).  PS7’s embedding of Free, Prior and In-
formed Consent for defined circumstances affecting Indigenous peoples is the standard that most often
converts a Category A project from difficult to genuinely constrained, and it is treated in Chapter 5.

Where PS3 becomes the operating constraint

One standard deserves singling out for Central African mining, because it shapes the project’s economics
more than it stops the project: PS3, resource efficiency and pollution prevention, and within it, water. A
mine is a large, long-lived water user and a potential source of contamination in catchments that com-
munities and ecosystems depend on, and PS3 requires that water use be efficient, that pollution be preven-
ted at source rather than treated at the end of pipe, and that hazardous materials and tailings be managed
to a standard the lender can verify. In practice this is where much of the assessment’s engineering content
lives, and where the mitigation hierarchy of Chapter 6 is applied most concretely: avoid the impact by sit-
ing and process choice, minimise it by water recycling and containment, and only then manage the resid-
ual. A water balance that is honest about wet-season and dry-season extremes, built on the multi-season
baseline of Chapter 4, is among the most scrutinised elements of a Central African mining ESIA, because a
project that misstates its water demand or its discharge in a shared basin has misstated its single largest
continuing interaction with the communities around it.

The public-sector parallel: the World Bank ESF

Where a project touches World Bank investment financing, the parallel instrument is the Environmental
and Social Framework, whose ten Environmental and Social Standards (ESS1 to ESS10) have applied to
Bank investment project financing initiated on or after 1 October 2018. The ESF and the IFC Performance
Standards are closely aligned in intent, and a project designed to the IFC standards is largely, though not
automatically,  positioned for the ESF. Exhibit 4  sets the two families against each other so that a team
working to one can see where the other diverges.

Two differences are worth a team’s attention before it assumes the two sets are interchangeable. The World
Bank framework is borrower-facing and applies to sovereign investment project financing, where the IFC
standards govern private-sector clients, so the same physical project can fall under one instrument or the
other depending on who lends and how the finance is structured. And the ESF distributes across ten stand-
ards what the IFC set carries within PS1: stakeholder engagement is a standalone standard (ESS10), finan-
cial intermediaries another (ESS9), and the borrower’s undertakings are gathered into an Environmental
and Social Commitment Plan that the financing agreement makes binding and that is updated as the pro-
ject’s risks change. A team that has built its assessment to the IFC Performance Standards has done most of
the work the ESF also asks for, but it should map that assessment onto the ESF structure rather than as-
sume equivalence, not least because the ESF contemplates use of the borrower’s own national framework
where  that  framework  meets  the  Bank’s  objectives,  a  route  the  IFC  standards  do  not  carry  a  direct
counterpart to.

ESCP · Environmental and Social Commitment Plan: under the World Bank ESF (ESS1), the summary of the material measures and ac‐
tions a borrower commits to, made binding through the financing agreement and revised as the project’s risks change. It is the ESF
counterpart to the commitments an IFC-standard ESMP carries.

14 2 ·  IFC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS



E X H I B I T  4

Two aligned families: the IFC Performance Standards and the World Bank ESS
Approximate correspondence between the eight IFC Performance Standards and the ten World Bank Environmental and Social

Standards

THEME IFC PERFORMANCE STANDARD WORLD BANK ESS

Assessment & management PS1 ESS1

Labour PS2 ESS2

Resource efficiency & pollution PS3 ESS3

Community health & safety PS4 ESS4

Land & resettlement PS5 ESS5

Biodiversity PS6 ESS6

Indigenous peoples PS7 ESS7

Cultural heritage PS8 ESS8

Financial intermediaries / stakeholder engagement / information (within PS1) ESS9, ESS10

Source: IFC, Performance Standards, 2012; World Bank, Environmental and Social Framework, 2018. The correspondence is approximate and them‐
atic, not a legal equivalence; the ESF separates stakeholder engagement (ESS10) and financial intermediaries (ESS9) into standalone standards that
the IFC set carries within PS1. ESS titles are given in abbreviated short-label form; several published titles run longer (for instance ESS7 is titled
Indigenous Peoples / Sub-Saharan African Historically Underserved Traditional Local Communities).

Where the two families diverge

The crosswalk is a thematic aid, not a legal equivalence, and its most useful line is the last one. The World
Bank framework carries stakeholder engagement and disclosure as a standard in its own right, ESS10, and
financial-intermediary due diligence as another, ESS9, where the IFC set folds both into PS1 rather than
numbering them separately. This last line is the loosest of the crosswalk: the IFC in practice runs financial-
intermediary due diligence through its own distinct FI process rather than strictly inside PS1, so the map-
ping to ESS9 is thematic placement rather than a settled home. The practical consequence for a mining
borrower is that an assessment built to the IFC standards still has to satisfy the ESF’s explicit engagement
and disclosure expectations when a World Bank institution sits in the syndicate, and that the ESF’s Envir-
onmental and Social Commitment Plan, the binding, revisable summary of committed measures estab-
lished under ESS1, is the public-sector counterpart to the commitments an IFC-standard ESMP carries.
Reading the two families together, rather than treating one as a relabelling of the other, is what keeps an
assessment defensible in front of a mixed lender group.

Category A · the IFC and Equator Principles class for projects with potential significant adverse environmental and social impacts
that are diverse, irreversible or unprecedented. It is the class most mining and mineral-corridor projects occupy, and it triggers a full
ESIA and independent review.

PS1 is not the first of eight standards. It is the system
into which the other seven resolve. Assess to PS1, or

assess eight times and integrate nothing.
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A standard is an aspiration until a
lender writes it into a loan. The
Equator Principles are how the
Performance Standards become
conditions of capital.
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S U S TA I N    ·    E Q U AT O R  P R I N C I P L E S  E P 4

Equator Principles EP4
The standards become binding when a bank writes them into a loan. EP4 is
how the IFC Performance Standards turn into covenants, independent review
and a climate test.

Oct 2020
EP4 IN EFFECT; 10 PRINCIPLES,
ALL SECTORS GLOBALLY (EP4,
2020)

5
FINANCIAL PRODUCTS IN
SCOPE, FROM US$10 MILLION
PROJECT FINANCE UP (EP4,
2020)

Global
EP4 APPLIES GLOBALLY AND
TO ALL INDUSTRY SECTORS;
THE COMMON LENDER
STANDARD A CENTRAL
AFRICAN PROJECT IS BUILT TO
MEET (EP4, 2020)



A performance standard is an aspiration until a lender makes it a condition of drawing
funds. That is what the Equator Principles do. EP4, in effect from 1 October 2020, is a risk-
management framework adopted by financial institutions, comprising ten principles that
apply globally and to all industry sectors. For the Central African mining developer, EP4 is
the mechanism through which the IFC Performance Standards of Chapter 2 become
enforceable loan covenants, independent-review obligations and a mandatory climate
assessment.

What EP4 covers, and from what threshold

EP4 applies across five financial products: project-finance advisory services and project finance from a
total capital cost of US$10 million; project-related corporate loans meeting defined control, commitment
and tenor tests; bridge loans intended to be refinanced by project finance; and project-related refinance
and acquisition finance meeting three criteria. Expansions and upgrades of existing projects are in scope,
and the principles are not applied retroactively. Exhibit 5 sets the scope thresholds out.

E X H I B I T  5

EP4 applies from US$10 million, across five product types
Scope of the Equator Principles EP4, as published (2020)

PRODUCT THRESHOLD / TEST

Project Finance Advisory
Services

Total project capital cost ≥ US$10 million

Project Finance Total project capital cost ≥ US$10 million

Project-Related Corporate
Loans

Majority related to a project under Effective Operational Control; aggregate and individual EPFI
commitment ≥ US$50 million; tenor ≥ 2 years

Bridge Loans Tenor < 2 years, to be refinanced by project finance or a project-related corporate loan

Project-Related Refinance &
Acquisition Finance

Three criteria (project previously financed under the EPs; no material change in scale or scope;
Project Completion has not yet occurred at the signing of the facility or loan agreement)

Source: Equator Principles Association, EP4, Scope §5, 2020 (official text; retrieved via Internet Archive snapshot of equator-principles.com,
2026-06-20, and transcribed). Per Scope §5(iii), the third refinance and acquisition-finance criterion is that Project Completion has not yet oc‐
curred at the signing of the facility or loan agreement. Expansions and upgrades are in scope; the principles are not applied retroactively.

Categorisation, assessment and independent review

EP4 Principle 1 categorises projects on the same logic as the IFC: Category A for significant adverse im-
pacts that are diverse, irreversible or unprecedented; Category B for limited impacts that are few in num-
ber, generally site-specific, largely reversible and readily addressed through mitigation; and Category C for
minimal or no impacts. For Category A projects, and appropriate Category B, Principle 2 requires assess-
ment documentation in the form of an ESIA, with human-rights impacts assessed in line with the UN Guid-
ing Principles and a climate-change risk assessment aligned to the physical and transition categories of the
TCFD. Because the Central African jurisdictions this paper surveys are non-designated countries under
EP4, that categorisation is read against the IFC Performance Standards rather than host-country law alone,
so a Category A finding, the class the region’s mining and corridor projects occupy, sets the full assess-
ment, independent-review and climate-test sequence running from the point of mandate rather than at
permitting. The category is less a label than a workload: it fixes whether a full ESIA is required, whether
independent review attaches, and how far the climate and human-rights assessments must reach, which is
why getting the Principle 1 determination right at the outset governs the cost and timetable of everything
that follows. Exhibit 6 draws the EP4 process as the sequence a Category A mining project actually runs.
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How EP4 turns a standard into a loan condition
The EP4 sequence for a Category A project, from categorisation to covenant (Principles 1–10, 2020)

Source: Equator Principles Association, EP4, Principles 1, 2, 7, 8 and Approach, 2020 (official text on disk). The 100,000 t CO e/yr Climate Change
Risk Assessment threshold and the alternatives-analysis requirement are as published; the quality bar in Principle 2 is quoted from the EP4 text.

The climate test, and the quality bar

Two  EP4  provisions  deserve  particular  attention  for  mining.  First,  the  climate  obligation:  a  Climate
Change Risk Assessment is required for all Category A projects, and as appropriate for Category B projects,
and for any project whose combined Scope 1 and 2 emissions exceed 100,000 tonnes of CO -equivalent a
year, together with an analysis of lower-greenhouse-gas alternatives. For an energy-intensive mine or a
mineral corridor, that threshold is routinely crossed, so the climate assessment is not optional. Second, the
quality bar: Principle 2 requires the assessment documentation to be an adequate, accurate and objective
evaluation and presentation, whether prepared by the client, consultants or external experts. That single
clause is the lender’s licence to reject a voluminous but shallow ESIA, and it is the standard Chapter 4 is
written to meet.

The EPFI-side machinery matters to the developer because it shapes what diligence will demand. For Cat-
egory A and B projects, EP4 provides for independent environmental and social review, covenants tied to
the  action  plan,  information-sharing  among  the  mandated  financial  institutions,  and  the  designated-
versus-non-designated-country distinction that puts the IFC Performance Standards at the centre for Cent-
ral  African  projects.  Because  EP4  applies  globally  and  across  all  industry  sectors,  the  practical  con-
sequence is that the same diligence expectations travel with most of the project-finance market a Central
African mine is likely to approach.

T H E  T R A N S PA R E N C Y  N O R M

What EPFI reporting reveals, and why a developer should read it

The Equator Principles carry a reporting discipline: signatory institutions publish periodic accounts of the
transactions they have screened under the framework, by category and sector. A public example is the annual
Equator Principles report of an individual signatory bank, which sets out the number of Category A, B and C
projects it financed and the sectors involved. For a developer, these reports are more than a transparency ges-
ture: they show how lenders classify projects like the one being planned, what documentation those lenders
expected, and where independent review was required. Reading a prospective lender’s own EP reporting be-
fore the first diligence meeting is among the cheapest risk-reduction activities available to a project.

CCRA · Climate Change Risk Assessment: the EP4 requirement to assess a project’s physical and transition climate risk, aligned to
the TCFD categories, for all Category A projects and any project emitting more than 100,000 tonnes of CO -equivalent a year (Scope
1+2), with an analysis of lower-emission alternatives.

P1 Categorise

A / B / C

P2 Assess

ESIA + UNGP + CCRA
to IFC PS benchmark

P3–4 Standards

apply IFC PS;
management system

P7 Independent

review
Cat A / B

P8 Covenants

action plan,
reporting

Climate Change Risk Assessment: all Category A (and, as appropriate, Category B),
and any project > 100,000 t CO2e/yr (Scope 1+2)

with alternatives analysis of lower-GHG options

Non-designated country: IFC Performance Standards are the operative benchmark, not host-country law alone.

Assessment-documentation quality bar (P2): “adequate, accurate and objective evaluation and presentation.”

2

2

2
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Independent review and covenants: what diligence actually does

The provision that most changes a developer’s experience of EP4 is independent review. For Category A
projects, and appropriate Category B, an independent environmental and social consultant, engaged by or
acceptable to the lenders rather than the sponsor, reviews the assessment and the management plan, and
its findings drive an environmental and social action plan that becomes part of the loan documentation.
That review is where the quality bar of Principle 2 is enforced in practice: the reviewer’s job is precisely to
test whether the assessment is adequate, accurate and objective, and a shortfall found here is a shortfall
found in front of the people deciding whether to lend. The covenants that follow tie disbursement and con-
tinued lending to delivery of the action plan and to ongoing reporting, so the ESMP of Chapter 6 is not a
document filed at permitting but a live obligation monitored through the life of the loan. For the developer,
the lesson is to write the assessment for the independent reviewer from the outset, because that reviewer,
not the permitting authority alone, is the reader whose judgement releases the capital.

Two features of that review shape how an assessment should be written. The first is that the independent
reviewer works from the documentation as it stands, not from the sponsor’s explanation of it, so a question
the assessment leaves implicit is recorded as a gap; an assessment that states its own residual uncertain-
ties, and shows how the management plan carries them, reads as more credible than one that presents a
tidy case a reviewer then has to take apart. The second is that the action plan the review produces is not a
one-time deliverable but the spine of the covenant package: disbursement conditions, reporting obliga-
tions and the schedule of independent monitoring all attach to it, and continued access to capital depends
on delivering against it through construction and into operation. Because the Central African jurisdictions
are non-designated, the reviewer reads the assessment against the IFC Performance Standards rather than
against host-country law alone, which is why an assessment written only to the national certificate meets
its first serious test at lender diligence rather than at permitting. Where several institutions finance one
project, they mandate a single independent consultant whose review the whole syndicate relies on, so the
assessment is written once to a standard that must satisfy every lender at the table rather than renegoti-
ated with each in turn, and the findings that review generates are shared among the mandated institutions
rather than held by one. For a Category A mine that is the working meaning of the diligence regime: one
assessment, read by one reviewer, on behalf of every lender whose capital the project depends on.

Write the assessment for the independent reviewer. That
reader, not the permit alone, is the one whose judgement
releases the capital.
T H E  E P 4  D I L I G E N C E  R E A L I T Y

20 3 ·  EQUATOR PRINCIPLES EP4



4
S U S TA I N    ·    S C O P I N G  A N D  B A S E L I N E

Scoping and baseline in data-poor
environments
The baseline is where a Central African ESIA is won or lost. Thin data is not an
excuse for a thin assessment; it is a reason to design the baseline with
discipline.

PS1
REQUIRES ASSESSMENT
PROPORTIONATE TO RISK, ON
AN ADEQUATE BASELINE (IFC,
2012)

Adequate
EP4 PRINCIPLE 2 QUALITY BAR:
ADEQUATE, ACCURATE,
OBJECTIVE (EP4, 2020)

Multi-season
BASELINES THAT SPAN THE
HYDROLOGICAL AND
ECOLOGICAL YEAR, NOT ONE
VISIT



If Chapters 1 to 3 establish the rules, Chapter 4 begins the craft, and it begins where most
Central African ESIAs actually fail: the baseline. An impact is a change from a baseline, so
an assessment can be no more reliable than its account of the pre-project state. In a data-
poor region, that account has to be built rather than looked up, and the discipline of
building it well is the difference between an ESIA that a lender’s reviewer trusts and one
they send back.

Scoping decides what the baseline must cover

Scoping is the step that identifies which impacts are potentially significant and therefore which baseline
data must be gathered, and it is worth more attention than it usually receives. A good scope is driven by
the receptors  that  could be materially  affected,  water  resources and the communities  that  depend on
them, critical habitat and the species it holds, displaced land users, heritage, rather than by a generic table
of contents. The EP4 quality bar, an adequate, accurate and objective evaluation and presentation, is met
or missed at scoping: a scope that omits a material receptor guarantees a baseline that cannot support the
eventual impact prediction, however thick the final report.

The data-poor baseline: state what you do not know

Central African projects rarely enjoy long environmental time series. The disciplined response is not to
assess on whatever single season of data is available and present it as complete; it is to design a baseline
programme that spans the ecological and hydrological year, to state explicitly what remains unknown at
each decision point, and to schedule the surveys that will close each gap before the impact prediction de-
pends on it. A defensible ESIA in this setting is legible about its own uncertainty: it distinguishes what has
been measured from what has been inferred, and it never lets a data gap disappear behind confident prose.
Exhibit 7 sets out the baseline-adequacy discipline as a checklist a team can hold itself to.

E X H I B I T  7  ·  F R A M E W O R K

Baseline adequacy: the discipline that meets the EP4 quality bar
A capability instrument for building a defensible baseline in a data-poor environment

A capability instrument, drawn to the requirements of IFC PS1 (2012) and the EP4 Principle 2 quality bar (2020). No client data; the discipline shown
is standard impact-assessment practice for data-poor environments.

Baseline · the documented pre-project state of the environmental and social receptors a project could affect. Because an impact is
a change from the baseline, an assessment is only as reliable as its baseline; in data-poor regions the baseline is built through multi-
season survey, not looked up.

The components of a mining baseline

A defensible baseline for a Central African mine is built from a recurring set of components, and the dis-
cipline is to gather each over time rather than in a single campaign. The physical baseline covers climate
and,  increasingly,  the  climate-change  signal  the  EP4  assessment  will  need;  surface  and  groundwater
quantity and quality across wet and dry seasons; air quality; soils; and noise. The biological baseline cov-

1 · SCOPE BY RECEPTOR

water & dependent communities

critical habitat & species

displaced land users

heritage & Indigenous peoples

air, noise, soils

what could be materially
affected, not a generic list

2 · MEASURE OVER TIME

multi-season sampling

wet and dry hydrology

breeding / migratory windows

social baseline & census

chain-of-custody on every datum

the ecological and hydrological
year, not one site visit

3 · NAME THE GAPS

measured vs inferred, flagged

data-gap register maintained

surveys scheduled to close gaps

no gap hidden in prose

uncertainty stated at each decision

this is what the lender’s
reviewer checks first

→ →

A thin baseline behind confident prose is the single most common reason a Central African ESIA is returned.
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ers  habitats  and  their  condition,  the  species  present,  and,  decisively,  whether  any  critical  habitat  is
triggered under PS6, because a critical-habitat finding reshapes the whole project. The social baseline cov-
ers demographics, land use and tenure, livelihoods, health, cultural heritage and the presence of Indigen-
ous peoples, and it is gathered through a census and structured engagement, not a desk study. Each of
these feeds a specific impact prediction, and each has a season or a window in which it must be sampled; a
baseline built in the dry season alone will misstate the hydrology, and one built in a single month will miss
migratory and breeding patterns. The cost and time this implies are the reason baseline work must start
early, well before the design is frozen, so that its findings can still  change the design while avoidance
remains available.

The capability this demands is precisely the multi-season baseline and critical-habitat and biodiversity
survey work that a serious environmental practice delivers, together with the chain-of-custody data discip-
line that lets a reviewer trust every figure in the report. It is unglamorous, front-loaded and expensive
relative to the desk study it replaces, and it is the investment that makes everything downstream defens-
ible.  A project  that  economises  on the baseline pays for  it  at  lender review,  where the quality  bar  of
Chapter 3 is applied without sentiment.

What separates a defensible thin baseline from an indefensible one is not the volume of data but the hon-
esty of the gap register that goes with it. A serious assessment states, receptor by receptor, what it has
measured, over how many seasons, and what it has not yet closed, and it ties each open item to the survey
that will close it and to the decision that item bears on. That register is what lets a reviewer judge whether
the residual uncertainty has been managed or merely omitted, and it is what lets a design team see which
impact predictions are firm enough to build on and which must wait for another season of data. A baseline
presented as complete when it is not is the more dangerous document, because it invites decisions the data
cannot support; a baseline that is candid about its gaps, and resourced to close them before the design is
frozen, is the one that keeps avoidance on the table where it is cheapest. The gap register has a second life
the assessment rarely names at the time: the baseline it records is the reference against which the manage-
ment plan will later measure change, so a receptor left unmeasured at scoping is not merely a gap in the
report but an impact that can never afterwards be detected, because there is no pre-project state to com-
pare the monitoring against. A baseline built candidly, season by season, is therefore both the ground of an
honest assessment and the instrument that makes the management plan’s monitoring meaningful once the
mine is operating.

An impact is a change from a baseline. An assessment can
be no more honest than its account of the state it started
from.
T H E  D I S C I P L I N E  O F  C H A P T E R  4

4 ·  SCOPING AND BASELINE 23



5
S U S TA I N    ·    T H E  S O C I A L  D I M E N S I O N S

The social dimensions
Land, resettlement, Indigenous peoples, heritage and in-migration. The social
standards are where a technically sound project most often meets a genuine
constraint.

PS5
LAND ACQUISITION &
INVOLUNTARY RESETTLEMENT:
PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC
DISPLACEMENT (IFC, 2012)

PS7
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES: FPIC IN
DEFINED CIRCUMSTANCES
(IFC, 2012)

PS8
CULTURAL HERITAGE:
TANGIBLE, INTANGIBLE,
CHANCE FINDS (IFC, 2012)



The environmental science of an ESIA can be excellent and the project can still fail,
because the constraints that most often prove decisive are social. Land that people live on
and from, the presence of Indigenous peoples whose consent is required in defined
circumstances, heritage that cannot be relocated, and the wave of newcomers a mine
draws to a previously remote area: these are the dimensions where a Central African
project meets limits that no amount of engineering removes. This chapter reads the social
Performance Standards as the fatal-flaw territory they are.

PS5: displacement is physical and economic

PS5 governs land acquisition and involuntary resettlement, and its central insight is that displacement is
not solely physical. A project that takes no houses but cuts a community off from the farmland, grazing,
fishing or forest it depends on has caused economic displacement, and PS5 requires that livelihoods be re-
stored, not merely that structures be compensated. In the largely agrarian and forest-dependent settings of
Central African mining, economic displacement is frequently the larger and harder problem, and an as-
sessment that counts houses while ignoring livelihoods has mis-scoped its most expensive commitment.

PS7: the consent circumstances

PS7 embeds Free, Prior and Informed Consent for defined circumstances affecting Indigenous peoples: im-
pacts on lands and natural resources subject to traditional ownership, relocation from such lands, and im-
pacts on critical cultural heritage. FPIC is not a veto in the standard’s framing, but it is a materially higher
bar than consultation, and the circumstances that trigger it are exactly those a remote mineral project is
prone to create. Establishing early, and honestly, whether PS7 consent circumstances apply is among the
highest-value screening a  project  can do,  because a  consent  requirement  discovered late  is  a  consent
requirement discovered expensively.

PS8 and in-migration: the impacts a mine induces

PS8 protects cultural heritage, tangible and intangible, including chance finds during construction and
sites of value to communities, and it requires process rather than a one-time survey. In-migration is the
induced impact that ties the social  standards together:  a  mine in a previously remote area draws job-
seekers and the settlements, pressure on services and health and security dynamics they bring, and those
effects fall under PS4 community health and safety as much as under the social standards proper. This pa-
per does not quote in-migration statistics, because no reliable public dataset supports a general figure; the
point is qualitative and, from the practice principles, unavoidable: the population a mine attracts can ex-
ceed the workforce it employs, and an ESIA that plans only for its own employees has planned for the
smaller problem. Exhibit 8 sets the social fatal-flaw screen out as a decision aid.

The management response to induced in-migration is a distinct workstream, not a footnote to the resettle-
ment plan. It begins with a realistic projection of the influx a project of a given scale and remoteness will
draw, because the settlements that form at a mine gate arrive whether or not the assessment anticipated
them, and it extends to the services those settlements will demand, water, sanitation, health, schooling
and public order, that a host administration is rarely resourced to supply on its own. PS4 places the com-
munity health, safety and security consequences squarely with the project: the disease burden that con-
centrated in-migration carries, the road-safety exposure of shared haul routes, and the conduct of security
personnel where a growing informal population meets a fenced industrial asset. An assessment that plans
only for the workforce a project directly employs has scoped the smaller and more tractable population;
the harder problem, and the one PS4 will not let a lender overlook, is the population the project induces
but does not employ, which is why in-migration is screened on the fatal-flaw register rather than left to the
social-management plan to absorb later.
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In-migration · the influx of job-seekers and dependants a project draws to a previously remote area, with the informal settle‐
ments and service demands they create. Governed under PS4, community health, safety and security, as much as under the social
standards proper; it can exceed the workforce a project employs and is planned as a distinct workstream, not a subset of resettle‐
ment.

E X H I B I T  8  ·  F R A M E W O R K

The social fatal-flaw screen: five questions to ask before the baseline is finished
A capability instrument mapping the decisive social questions to their Performance Standard

PS THE SCREENING QUESTION IF YES, THE CONSEQUENCE

PS5 Will the project physically displace households? Resettlement action plan; replacement housing and land

PS5 Will it cut land users off from livelihoods (economic dis‐
placement)?

Livelihood restoration programme, often the larger com‐
mitment

PS7 Are Indigenous peoples present, and do consent
circumstances apply?

FPIC process; a materially higher bar than consultation

PS8 Is critical or irreplaceable cultural heritage affected? Avoidance first; chance-find procedures; community
process

PS4 Will the project induce significant in-migration? Community health, safety and services planning beyond
the workforce

A capability instrument, drawn to IFC PS4, PS5, PS7 and PS8 (2012). No client data. FPIC applies in the defined circumstances set out in PS7;
whether it is triggered is a project-specific determination made early, on the baseline of Chapter 4.

Resettlement done early, or paid for late

Resettlement is the clearest case of a commitment whose cost is set by when it is confronted. Done early, it
is a planned programme: affected households and land users identified on a proper census, replacement
housing and land secured, livelihoods restored to at least their prior level, and the whole governed by a re-
settlement action plan that PS5 requires and the lender covenants. Done late, after a design has fixed the
footprint and construction is pressing, it becomes a scramble conducted under time pressure, with com-
pensation substituting for the livelihood restoration that PS5 actually demands, and with the grievances
that follow when people find their farming or fishing gone and a cash payment in its place. The economic-
displacement point of the previous section is the crux: a household can keep its house and still lose its
living, and an assessment that has counted structures but not livelihoods has under-scoped the most ex-
pensive and most socially consequential commitment the project carries. The disciplined ESIA treats reset-
tlement as a fatal-flaw screen (Chapter 6), tests it against the baseline census, and resources the livelihood-
restoration programme as a multi-year obligation rather than a one-time payment.

FPIC · Free, Prior and Informed Consent: the standard, embedded in IFC PS7, for defined circumstances affecting Indigenous
peoples, including impacts on traditionally owned lands and relocation from them. A materially higher bar than consultation, and a
screening priority because a consent requirement found late is found expensively.

Economic displacement · loss of access to assets, resources or means of livelihood caused by a project, even where no
physical relocation occurs. Under PS5 it requires livelihood restoration; in agrarian and forest-dependent settings it is frequently the
larger resettlement problem.
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The environmental science can be
flawless and the project can still fail.
The constraints that decide are
usually social, and they are knowable
early.

T H E  L E S S O N  O F  C H A P T E R  5
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S U S TA I N    ·    F R O M  A S S E S S M E N T  T O  E S M P

From impact assessment to ESMP
The mitigation hierarchy is the spine of a credible assessment, and the
management plan is where its promises become binding. This chapter carries
the signature exhibit.

Avoid first
THE MITIGATION HIERARCHY:
AVOID, MINIMISE, RESTORE,
OFFSET (IFC PS, 2012)

Cumulative
IFC CUMULATIVE IMPACT
ASSESSMENT GOOD PRACTICE
HANDBOOK (IFC, 2013)

ESMP
THE PLAN THAT BINDS
COMMITMENTS THROUGH
CONSTRUCTION AND
OPERATION (IFC PS1, 2012)



An impact assessment that predicts harm without a credible plan to prevent it is a
document, not a management instrument. Two things turn the one into the other: the
mitigation hierarchy, which disciplines how each impact is addressed, and the
environmental and social management plan, which binds the resulting commitments.
This chapter sets out both, and carries the paper’s signature exhibit, the mitigation-
hierarchy cascade with its fatal-flaw register.

The mitigation hierarchy is applied at design, not at report

The hierarchy is deceptively simple to state, avoid, minimise, restore, offset, and demanding to apply, be-
cause its whole value lies in being applied at the design stage, where avoidance is still an option. Avoid-
ance is the most reliable and cheapest mitigation there is: an alignment moved off a wetland, a facility
sited away from critical habitat, a schedule shifted out of a breeding season. Once a design is fixed, avoid-
ance is gone and the project is left with the weaker, costlier lower tiers. An ESIA that reaches for offsets
before it has exhausted avoidance has inverted the hierarchy, and a lender’s reviewer reads that inversion
as a warning sign. Exhibit 9, the signature exhibit, draws the hierarchy as the cascade it is, with the fatal-
flaw register that a disciplined team runs alongside it.

E X H I B I T  9  ·  S I G N AT U R E  E X H I B I T  ·  F R A M E W O R K

The mitigation-hierarchy cascade, with the fatal-flaw register that runs beside it
Each impact descends the cascade only when the tier above is exhausted; the register screens for the flaws that kill projects. A

capability instrument, no client data

A capability instrument, drawn to the mitigation hierarchy of the IFC Performance Standards (2012) and this paper’s fatal-flaw findings (Chapters 4,
5, EP4 2020). No client data; the register lists the recurring project-killers that a disciplined ESIA screens for before, not after, the assessment is
written.

Mitigation hierarchy · the ordered sequence avoid, minimise, restore, offset, applied at the design stage. Its value depends
on early application: once a design is fixed, avoidance is no longer available, and only the weaker, costlier lower tiers remain. Offsets
are a last resort, never a first move.

Cumulative and corridor-scale impact

A project assessed in isolation can pass while the landscape it sits in fails, which is why cumulative impact
assessment is a distinct discipline. The IFC’s Cumulative Impact Assessment and Management Good Prac-
tice Handbook, published in 2013, is the reference this paper’s method section works from: it requires that

THE MITIGATION HIERARCHY

1 · AVOID

re-site, re-route, re-schedule; the cheapest, most reliable mitigation

2 · MINIMISE

engineering & management controls to reduce residual impact

3 · RESTORE

rehabilitate affected areas; progressive rehabilitation

4 · OFFSET

last resort; like-for-like, additional, durable; never first

Residual impact after the full cascade is what the ESMP manages and the
lender covenants. Reaching for offsets before avoidance inverts the hierarchy.

FEEDS → the ESMP (Ch. 6) and the covenants (Ch. 3)

FATAL-FLAW REGISTER
screened first, not last

• Critical habitat (PS6)
no-go, or a very high offset bar

• Physical / economic displacement (PS5)
livelihood restoration, not just houses

• FPIC circumstances (PS7)
consent, a higher bar than consultation

• Irreplaceable heritage (PS8)
avoidance first; chance-find process

• Cumulative / corridor-scale impact
assessed beyond the project boundary

• Inadequate baseline (Ch. 4)
the flaw that hides the others

• Climate / GHG > 100k t (EP4)
CCRA + alternatives analysis
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a project’s impacts be assessed together with those of other existing, planned and reasonably foreseeable
developments on the same valued environmental and social components. For mineral corridors, where a
mine, a railway, a port and their induced settlements act on one river basin and one set of communities,
cumulative and corridor-scale assessment is not an optional refinement; it is the only scale at which the
real impact is visible. A companion paper in this series treats corridor engineering and governance in full;
the environmental and social envelope of linear infrastructure is where that work meets this one.

Corridor-scale assessment in practice

Cumulative assessment becomes most  demanding,  and most  consequential,  at  corridor scale,  where a
mine is only one node in a system that also contains a railway, a port, power infrastructure and the settle-
ments each induces. The valued components at that scale, a river basin, a migratory corridor, a set of com-
munities strung along a right-of-way, are acted on by all the nodes at once, and no single node’s project-
level assessment captures the combined effect. The disciplined approach defines the components that mat-
ter, draws the assessment boundary around the system rather than the licence area, and assesses the de-
velopments together, existing, planned and reasonably foreseeable, against each component. This is pre-
cisely the method the IFC handbook sets out, and it is where an ESIA that is excellent at project scale can
still miss the impact that matters, because the impact lives in the interaction between nodes that no node
owns. For a Central African developer whose mine depends on a shared corridor, corridor-scale assess-
ment is not a courtesy to neighbours; it  is the only scale at which the project’s own dependency on a
functioning, licensed system is honestly tested.

The ESMP: where promises become binding

The environmental and social management plan is the instrument that converts an assessment’s predic-
tions and commitments into managed, monitored, resourced actions with owners and timelines, and it is
what the lender’s covenants attach to. A credible ESMP names each residual impact left after the mitigation
hierarchy, the specific management action for it, the monitoring that will show whether the action works,
the responsible party, and the trigger for corrective action if monitoring shows the commitment is not
being met. In the francophone national regimes surveyed here the instrument is the plan de gestion en‐
vironnementale  et  sociale (PGES),  the  management-plan  counterpart  to  the  étude  d’impact  environ‐
nemental et social (EIES). An ESIA whose management plan is a list of aspirations rather than a set of
owned, monitored commitments has stopped short of the one document that actually governs the project,
and it is the document a lender’s reviewer turns to first.

What a binding ESMP actually contains

Because the ESMP is the document a lender covenants to, it is worth being specific about what separates
one that binds from one that gestures. A binding plan is organised by residual impact, not by discipline, so
that each significant impact left after the mitigation hierarchy has a single row that names the manage-
ment measure, the performance standard it must meet, the monitoring that will show whether it is meet-
ing it, the party accountable, the frequency of reporting, and the corrective action triggered if the monitor-
ing  shows  a  shortfall.  It  carries  a  monitoring  plan  with  defined  indicators  and  thresholds,  a  defined
budget, and a schedule that ties commitments to project phases. And it is written to be audited: an inde-
pendent reviewer, or a regulator, should be able to take any commitment and trace it from the impact that
generated it to the monitoring that verifies it. A plan that lists good intentions without owners, indicators
and triggers  has produced the appearance of  management without  its  substance,  and it  is  the gap an
experienced lender’s reviewer finds first.
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Avoidance is the cheapest mitigation there is, and it is
only available before the design is fixed. Everything

after that is more expensive and less certain.
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The science can be complete and the
plan can bind, and a project can still
fail on process. The last test is
legitimacy.
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S U S TA I N    ·    E N G A G E M E N T ,  F P I C  A N D  G R I E V A N C E

Stakeholder engagement, FPIC
and grievance
Lenders diligence the process as hard as the science. Engagement, consent
where it applies, and a working grievance mechanism are requirements in
their own right.

PS1
STRUCTURED STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT ACROSS THE
PROJECT LIFE ( IFC, 2012)

FPIC
WHERE PS7 CIRCUMSTANCES
APPLY, CONSENT, NOT JUST
CONSULTATION (IFC, 2012)

Grievance
AN ACCESSIBLE, RESPONSIVE
MECHANISM THE LENDER
TESTS (IFC PS1; EP4)



A technically excellent assessment built on a process the affected communities never
trusted is a project waiting to be halted, and lenders know it. Under the IFC Performance
Standards and the Equator Principles alike, stakeholder engagement, Free, Prior and
Informed Consent where it applies, and a functioning grievance mechanism are
diligenced as rigorously as the environmental science. This chapter treats process
legitimacy as the substantive requirement it is, not the soft edge of a hard report.

Engagement is a process, not an event

PS1 requires stakeholder engagement across the project life, and the emphasis on continuity is the point
that assessments most often miss. Engagement is not a public meeting held to tick a box before submis-
sion; it is identification of affected and interested parties, disclosure of accessible information, meaningful
consultation whose results demonstrably shape the project, and ongoing engagement through construc-
tion and operation. The test a reviewer applies is whether the consultation changed anything: an engage-
ment record in which the project emerged identical to how it entered is evidence of a process performed
rather than conducted. Exhibit 10 sets the engagement sequence out.

E X H I B I T  1 0  ·  F R A M E W O R K

Engagement as a life-of-project process, not a pre-submission event
The stakeholder-engagement sequence required by IFC PS1, with the FPIC branch where PS7 applies. A capability instrument

A capability instrument, drawn to IFC PS1 stakeholder-engagement requirements and the PS7 FPIC branch (2012). No client data. The test a
lender’s reviewer applies to step 4 is whether consultation demonstrably shaped the project.

The grievance mechanism a lender actually tests

A grievance mechanism is required by PS1, and its credibility is checked by use, not by its existence on
paper. A mechanism that communities cannot reach, do not trust, or that returns no timely response is, for
diligence purposes, no mechanism at all. The features a reviewer looks for are concrete: accessibility in
the relevant languages and channels, a defined and short response time, protection from retaliation, a
route to escalate, and a record that shows grievances received and resolved. Exhibit 11 sets the anatomy
out. The reason lenders weight this so heavily is empirical: a project that cannot hear and respond to a
grievance early will meet the same grievance later as a work stoppage, a legal challenge or a reputational
event that the loan cannot easily survive.

What a reviewer probes beyond the existence of a channel is proportionality and independence. A mine
carries two distinct grievance streams that a single suggestion box cannot serve: operational grievances
from  the  workforce  and  contractors,  which  the  labour-management  system  under  PS2  is  expected  to
handle, and community grievances about land, water, noise, road safety and compensation, which belong
to the PS1 mechanism and feed the environmental and social management plan. The reviewer tests wheth-
er the two are kept separate, whether the community stream reaches a function the project does not itself
control, and whether its record is reconciled against the commitments the ESMP already carries, so that a
recurring grievance about a discharge or a haul road registers as a monitoring signal rather than a filed
complaint. Proportionality is the second test, and it is where paper mechanisms fail under load: the chan-
nel a remote Category A mine in a populated catchment needs is not the one a small works project needs,

1 Identify

parties & interests

2 Disclose

accessible info

3 Consult

meaningfully

4 Show it

changed the
project

5 Grievance

mechanism
live

FPIC branch (PS7 circumstances)

consent process, culturally appropriate, documented

the loop: grievances and ongoing engagement feed back into the project through construction and operation
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and a mechanism resourced for a handful of contractor disputes will be swamped by the volume a large
project generates, then cited at diligence as evidence the system does not work. A mechanism sized and
staffed for the project’s actual footprint, with a response time it can hold to when the volume arrives, is
what turns the requirement on paper into the working instrument a lender will accept.

E X H I B I T  1 1  ·  F R A M E W O R K

What makes a grievance mechanism credible to a lender
The features a reviewer tests, against the failure they each prevent. A capability instrument

FEATURE THE TEST THE FAILURE IT PREVENTS

Accessible Reachable in the relevant languages and channels Grievances that never arrive

Responsive Defined, short response and resolution times Frustration escalating to stoppage or litigation

Safe Protection from retaliation for complainants Silence mistaken for consent

Escalable A route beyond the project when unresolved Capture of the mechanism by the project

Recorded An auditable log of grievances and outcomes An unverifiable claim that the mechanism works

A capability instrument, drawn to the grievance-mechanism requirements of IFC PS1 and the EPFI diligence regime under EP4 (2020). No client
data.

FPIC in practice, not in principle

Where PS7 consent circumstances apply, the difference between consultation and consent becomes opera-
tional, and it is worth being concrete about what FPIC demands beyond a signature. Free means without
coercion, intimidation or manipulation, which puts a burden on the project to show that the process was
not driven by its own timeline or bargaining power. Prior means sufficiently ahead of project decisions
that the community’s view can still shape them, which rules out the consent sought after the design is
fixed. Informed means the community understood the impacts, in its own language and through its own
legitimate representatives, which rules out a technical disclosure no one could act on. And consent is the
outcome of a process the community recognises as its own, reached through its customary decision-mak-
ing, not a form signed by a convenient interlocutor. None of this is a veto in the standard’s framing, but all
of it is a genuine constraint, and a project that treats FPIC as a document to be obtained rather than a pro-
cess to be run will find its consent challenged at exactly the moment it can least afford the challenge. The
screening  discipline  of  Chapter 6  exists  to  establish,  early,  whether  this  constraint  applies,  because  a
consent process cannot be compressed into the weeks before financial close.

A  N OT E  O N  P R O C E S S  L E G I T I M AC Y

Why lenders weight process as heavily as science

A newcomer to project finance sometimes assumes the environmental science is what gets diligenced and the
social process is a formality. The weighting is closer to the reverse. Environmental impacts, once assessed, are
largely a matter of engineering and money: a water-treatment plant, a tailings design, an offset. Social legitim-
acy cannot be bought after the fact, and its absence expresses itself in the risks lenders fear most, blockades,
litigation, permit challenges and the reputational events that make a loan un-syndicable. A grievance ignored
in year one becomes a work stoppage in year three; a consent process shortcut at the outset becomes a con-
tested licence for the life of the mine. That asymmetry, cheap-to-fix engineering against expensive-to-repair
trust, is why the process chapters of an ESIA are read as hard as the science, and why this paper treats them as
substance rather than as the report’s soft edge.

Grievance mechanism · the accessible, responsive, safe and recorded channel through which affected parties raise and re‐
solve complaints about a project. Required by IFC PS1 and tested by lenders through use, not existence; an unreachable or
unresponsive mechanism is treated as no mechanism at all.
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Social legitimacy cannot be bought
after the fact. It is built, early, through
a process the community recognises
as its own.
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S U S TA I N    ·    T H E  A U R U S  E S I A  M E T H O D

The Aurus ESIA method
A capability instrument built from the record: an execution playbook
organised around a fatal-flaw register, so the project-killers are screened first,
not discovered late.

Screen first
FATAL-FLAW REGISTER RUN AT
SCOPING, BEFORE THE
BASELINE IS FIXED (CH. 4–6)

One system
NATIONAL LAW AND LENDER
STANDARDS EXECUTED AS ONE
OBLIGATION (CH. 1)

PGES / ESMP
COMMITMENTS THAT BIND
THROUGH CONSTRUCTION AND
OPERATION (IFC PS1)



This closing chapter distils the preceding seven into a method. It is a capability
instrument, argued from the frameworks this paper has read and from delivered
environmental practice; it is not a template that substitutes for the judgement a specific
project demands. Its organising idea is the fatal-flaw register: the discipline of screening,
at the very start, for the small set of issues that kill Central African mining projects, so that
avoidance, the cheapest mitigation there is, remains available when it still matters.

The playbook: eight stages, one integrated obligation

The method runs the ESIA as eight stages that satisfy national law and lender standards together rather
than in sequence: screen for fatal flaws; scope by receptor; build a multi-season baseline that names its
gaps; assess impacts down the mitigation hierarchy; convert residuals into a binding ESMP or PGES; run
engagement, and FPIC where it applies, as a process rather than an event; submit for permitting and inde-
pendent lender review at once; and monitor against the covenants through construction and operation.
Exhibit 12 sets the playbook out against the chapters that earn each stage.

E X H I B I T  1 2  ·  F R A M E W O R K

The ESIA execution playbook: eight stages, screened by the fatal-flaw register
A capability instrument mapping each stage to the chapter that earns it. No client data

A capability instrument built on the frameworks read in Chapters 1–7 (IFC, 2012; EP4, 2020; IFC CIA Handbook, 2013). No client data; the stages are
argued from the cited frameworks, never from a specific project record.

Where this method comes from

The method is offered as capability, and the capability is evidenced. Aurus consultants bring combined
decades of experience in geology, geophysics, geochemistry, drilling, ESIA, scoping studies, PFS, DFS, NI
43-101, JORC and AACE-class estimating, and the environmental practice within that spans multi-season
biodiversity baselines, critical-habitat assessment, resettlement and livelihood frameworks, full manage-
ment-plan suites and grievance mechanisms in Central Africa. The paper’s discipline about baselines and
data quality is not theoretical: it reflects a delivered practice in which every datum carries its chain of
custody, which is exactly what lets a lender’s reviewer trust the assessment built on it.

A U R U S  P R AC T I C E  N OT E

Aurus authored a ~1,550-page environmental and social impact assessment, aligned with the IFC Perform-
ance Standards and Equator Principles (Category A), for a US$10-billion-class integrated iron-ore program
in Central Africa (open-pit direct-shipping-hematite deposits, a heavy-haul rail corridor and a deep-water
mineral terminal assessed as one system), with resources and reserves framed to JORC / NI 43-101 conven-
tions. It is the delivered basis for the method set out in this chapter; the method, not the project, is what this
paper offers.

1 Fatal-flaw screen

Ch. 4–6

2 Scope by receptor

Ch. 4

3 Multi-season baseline

Ch. 4

4 Assess down the hierarchy

Ch. 6

5 Binding ESMP / PGES

Ch. 6

6 Engagement + FPIC

Ch. 5, 7

7 Permit + lender review

Ch. 1–3

8 Monitor vs covenants

Ch. 3, 6

monitoring feeds the next cycle; the register is re-run whenever the project design materially changes

Stage 1 governs: a fatal flaw found here is cheap; the same flaw found at stage 7 is not.
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What the method asks of each reader

For a  developer or owner,  the method is a sequencing discipline:  run the fatal-flaw screen before the
design is fixed, resource the baseline early, and treat the ESMP as the deliverable that governs the project
rather than the appendix that closes the report. For a lender, investor or regulator, it is a diligence lens:
the questions in Exhibit 13 separate an assessment that manages risk from one that merely documents it,
and they can be asked of any ESIA regardless of its length. The recurring lesson of this paper is that ESIA
excellence is not a matter of volume; a defensible assessment can be shorter than a weak one, because it
screens for the flaws that matter, states honestly what it does not know, and binds its commitments in a
plan that a reviewer can test.

E X H I B I T  1 3  ·  F R A M E W O R K

Ten questions that separate a rigorous ESIA from a voluminous one
A diligence checklist for lenders, regulators and owners. A capability instrument; each question maps to a chapter

# THE QUESTION TO ASK EARNED BY

1 Does the assessment satisfy national law and the IFC standards together? Ch. 1–2

2 Is the project correctly categorised, with the assessment depth to match? Ch. 2–3

3 Was a Climate Change Risk Assessment done where EP4 requires it? Ch. 3

4 Is the baseline multi-season, and does it name its own gaps? Ch. 4

5 Were fatal flaws screened at scoping, before the design was fixed? Ch. 6, 8

6 Is the mitigation hierarchy applied in order, avoidance before offsets? Ch. 6

7 Are physical and economic displacement both addressed under PS5? Ch. 5

8 Where PS7 applies, is FPIC treated as consent, not consultation? Ch. 5, 7

9 Is cumulative and corridor-scale impact assessed beyond the boundary? Ch. 6

10 Does the ESMP bind commitments with owners, monitoring and triggers? Ch. 6

A capability instrument. Each question operationalises a finding of this paper against the cited frameworks (IFC, 2012; EP4, 2020). No client data;
an assessment that answers all ten is managing the risk the frameworks exist to control.

Why a shorter ESIA can be the stronger one

It is worth ending on the paper’s most counter-intuitive claim, because it is also its most practical. Length
is not a proxy for quality in an ESIA, and often it is the opposite. A voluminous assessment is frequently the
symptom of a team that could not decide what mattered, so it assessed everything to the same shallow
depth, buried the material impacts among the trivial ones, and left the reviewer to find the fatal flaws it
should have surfaced. A shorter assessment can be the stronger one precisely because it has done the
harder work: it screened for fatal flaws and said plainly which apply; it scoped by receptor and assessed
the material impacts deeply while dismissing the immaterial ones briefly and with reasons; it stated its
baseline gaps rather than papering over them; and it bound its commitments in an ESMP a reviewer can
audit. The independent reviewer of Chapter 3 is not counting pages; they are looking for the fatal flaws, the
honesty about uncertainty, and the binding plan, and they find all three faster in a disciplined document
than in a diffuse one. The discipline this paper argues for, screen early, scope by receptor, state what you
do not know, bind what you commit to, is what produces an assessment that is shorter, defensible and
bankable at once.
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ESIA excellence is not measured in
pages. It is measured in flaws
screened early, uncertainty stated
honestly, and commitments a
reviewer can test.
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from and read every dated hook against its capture date.

Two dated elements, flagged where they matter. The status of the signalled IFC Performance Standards review should be
confirmed before treating the 2012 edition as the live standard, and the article‐level detail of the DRC Mining Code and Ga‐
bon’s Law 037/2018 should be checked against the official code text, because article numbering can move between editions.
The Equator Principles are cited for their durable framework facts, that they apply globally, to all industry sectors and to
five financial products, rather than for a live signatory count that drifts as institutions join and leave. Every other figure, the
count of Performance Standards, the ten Environmental and Social Standards, the ten Principles, the effective dates and the
EP4 thresholds, is transcribed exactly from the published text and carries no caveat.

None of these instruments was written for any one
country. Read together, they are the benchmark a

Central African mining project is financed against,
whatever its own statute asks for first.
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Method and evidence
This paper reads frameworks rather than reporting a dataset, and the distinction shapes
its evidence discipline. This page records how the frameworks were sourced, which few
statistics were used, and what remains to be confirmed, so that a reader can test the paper
against its own instruments.

Frameworks, not statistics

Unlike a market study, this paper’s evidence is overwhelmingly documentary: the IFC Performance Stand-
ards, the World Bank ESF, the EP4 text and the national decrees and laws of four jurisdictions. Each is cited
to its own published text. The EP4 official text was retrieved through an Internet Archive snapshot of the
association’s own file, because the live site was unreachable during compilation, and the scope thresholds,
categories and climate clauses were transcribed from it directly; the association’s live site had come back
up by the 2026-07-09 close-out, from which the About-page reference was then captured; the DRC Décret
14/019 was taken from the official FAOLEX text; the IFC Performance Standards page was captured directly.
These are institutional, published instruments, admitted to the series’ source set as frameworks under the
recorded whitelist protocol.

The few statistics, and the flags on them

This paper uses very few numbers, and it is deliberate about which carry a point-of-use caveat. It states no
live Equator Principles signatory count: because that figure drifts as institutions join and leave, the paper
cites the framework’s durable facts instead, that the Equator Principles apply globally, to all industry sec-
tors and to five financial products, each read from the association’s own published text. The DRC Mining
Code article numbers governing the ACE evaluation regime, and the operative articles of Gabon’s Law
037/2018, are cited at the level the cross-checked sources support, with an explicit instruction to confirm
article-level detail against the official code text at the point of use. Every figure the paper does state, the
count  of  standards,  the  dates  in  force,  the  US$10 million  and  100,000-tonne  thresholds,  is  transcribed
directly from the framework’s own text.

ITEM STATUS WHERE

Framework text (PS, ESF, EP4, national instruments) Transcribed from published texts Throughout

EP adoption (global, all sectors, five products) Durable framework facts, no live count Exec; Ch. 3; At a glance

DRC Mining Code / Gabon 037/2018 articles Confirm article numbers against official code Ch. 1; Exhibit 1

Standards counts, dates, EP4 thresholds Transcribed, exact Throughout

Open items, named

Where the public record does not support a figure, this paper declines to supply one. It quotes no permit-
ting timeline or cost, because no reliable comparable public dataset across the four jurisdictions exists in a
citable form. It quotes no in-migration statistic, because the point is qualitative and no reliable general
figure is available; the chapter argues it from the practice principles. And it notes that the IFC has signalled
a review of the Performance Standards: the status of any update should be confirmed before relying on this
paper’s account as the current framework, per the series’ dated-hook rule.

The credential in this paper

This paper carries one Aurus credential placement, in Chapter 8: a delivered Category-A environmental
and social impact assessment for an integrated iron-ore program in Central Africa, stated in its approved
anonymized form. The magnitude and the page count that placement carries are transcribed verbatim
from the single approved credential block, and are the only Aurus figures the paper states; it introduces no
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further Aurus magnitude and no project-identifying detail beyond that block. It is also the single integ-
rated-system reference the paper makes. The method of Chapter 8 is offered as capability argued from that
delivered practice and from the cited frameworks; no confidential project material, pages, tables or figures
from any client assessment is reproduced, and the terminal engagement that some readers may associate
with such a program is not referenced.

How to test this paper against its instruments

Because the argument rests on frameworks rather than on data this paper originates, a reader can check al-
most all of it directly. Every framework claim is cited to a numbered reference in the preceding list, and
every exhibit carries a source line naming the instrument it draws on; the exhibit source index maps each
of the thirteen exhibits to those references. The evidence dossier that sits behind the paper records, for
each figure and each framework statement, the primary text it was transcribed from, so that a claim can be
followed from the page on which it appears back to the clause of the Performance Standards, the ESF, the
EP4 text or the national instrument that supports it. Where the paper transcribes a threshold or a defini-
tion, the transcription is meant to be verifiable word for word against the published source.

Two disciplines govern what the paper will and will not assert. The first is the sourcing rule: every figure
the paper states is transcribed from a primary published text, and where a claim would otherwise depend
on a live or dated element, a drifting signatory count, an instrument under review, an article number that
can move between editions, the paper cites the durable fact and flags the dated one rather than presenting
it as settled. The second is the anonymization rule: the single Aurus credential is stated only in its ap-
proved form, and no client is named, no fee is quoted, and no assessment page, table or figure is repro-
duced. A reader who wants to challenge the paper should start from the references, confirm the current
published  position  of  each  dated  instrument,  and  read  any  caveat  as  an  instruction  to  verify  before
reliance rather than as a conclusion.

What sits behind this page is a short evidence dossier in which each framework statement and each con-
text figure used in the paper occupies its own numbered row, matched to the primary text it was drawn
from. That dossier is what makes the citation discipline testable rather than rhetorical: a reviewer can take
any numbered reference on a page, find the row it points to, and read the published clause it was tran-
scribed from. The paper is therefore auditable in the same way it asks a good ESIA to be, from a stated com-
mitment  back  to  the  evidence  that  supports  it,  which  is  exactly  the  standard  Chapter 8  sets  for  the
assessments it describes.

A paper that reads standards should be readable against
them. Every figure in it can be opened at its source, and

where a source has since moved, the paper would rather
be corrected than believed.
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R E V I E W  I N S T R U M E N T

The lender-readiness review
A permit-ready assessment and a finance-ready assessment are related, but they are not
interchangeable. This review card tests whether the work can survive the second reading
without asking a lender to infer the missing management system.

CONTROL EVIDENCE A REVIEWER SHOULD BE ABLE TO OPEN DECISION IF ABSENT

Scope Terms of reference tied to the current project description,
associated facilities and credible alternatives

Re-scope before reliance

Baseline Seasonal coverage, method, station register, laboratory chain
and limitations for each material receptor

Close material data gaps

Stakeholders Stakeholder map, disclosure record, consultation log,
commitments and unresolved concerns

Reopen engagement where material

Land and livelihoods Census basis, asset and livelihood method, eligibility rules,
grievance route and restoration monitoring

Do not treat compensation as closure

Biodiversity Habitat classification, critical-habitat screen, alternatives and
mitigation-hierarchy record

Return avoidance choices to design

Cumulative effects Valued components, spatial and temporal boundaries, other
developments and shared-management logic

Expand beyond the project footprint

Climate Physical and transition risk screen, design response and stated
assumptions

Integrate into design basis

Management plan Commitment register with owner, timing, resources, indicator,
threshold, response and evidence location

Convert narrative into controls

Independent review Review scope, findings register, closure evidence and retained
disagreements

Keep findings open until evidenced

Change control Trigger that sends a material design, schedule or footprint
change back through assessment

Reassess before construction

Framework instrument derived from IFC Performance Standard 1, the World Bank Environmental and Social Framework
and  the  Equator  Principles  process  described  in  Chapters  2  and  3.  It  carries  no  project  data  and  does  not  replace  a
jurisdiction‐specific legal review.

A finance review does not ask whether a document
exists. It asks whether the commitments can be found,

owned, tested and corrected.
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E X E C U T I O N  P R O T O C O L

One evidence room, several decisions
The assessment should support the regulator, the lender and the delivery team from one
controlled evidence room. The audiences differ. The underlying baseline, impact logic and
commitment register should not.

Regulatory decision
The regulator needs the applicable national instrument, the approved terms of reference, the consultation evid‐
ence and a clear account of residual impacts. The submission index should map each requirement to a page,
appendix or dataset. A gap remains visible until the regulator closes it.

Financing decision
The lender reads the same evidence through the applicable international framework. It tests associated facilit‐
ies, cumulative effects, vulnerable groups, climate risk, independent review and the management system that
will carry commitments into construction and operation. A national approval is evidence of one decision, not a
substitute for this review.

Design decision
The engineering team needs constraints in a form it can act on: exclusion zones, seasonal windows, water and
waste criteria, resettlement interfaces, monitoring locations and change‐control triggers. Commitments that
remain trapped in prose arrive too late to influence design.

Controlled handoff sequence

GATE MINIMUM CONTROLLED PACKAGE RELEASE QUESTION

Scope Project description, alternatives, receptor screen,
terms of reference

Are the material interfaces inside the study?

Baseline Methods, station and sample registers, seasonal
record, limitations

Can change be measured against this state?

Assessment Impact pathways, significance method, cumulative
and climate screens

Does the reasoning lead from evidence to significance?

Commitment Mitigation register, owner, timing, indicator, trigger
and response

Can delivery teams commission the control?

Release Review findings, closure evidence, approvals and
retained conditions

What remains open, and who owns it?

Framework instrument. The sequence consolidates the paper's reading of IFC PS1, the World Bank ESF and EP4. Legal re‐
quirements and approval names remain jurisdiction‐specific and must be checked against the current official text.

One evidence base can serve several decisions, provided
every audience can trace its requirement to the same

controlled record.
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B A C K  M AT T E R

Glossary of impact-assessment terms
The vocabulary used in this paper, stated precisely. Terms marked with a chapter number also appear as margin definitions
at first use.

Baseline · the documented pre-project state of the receptors
a project could affect; an impact is a change from it, so the as‐
sessment is only as reliable as the baseline. (Ch. 4)

Category A · the IFC / EP4 class for projects with significant
adverse impacts that are diverse, irreversible or unprecedented;
triggers a full ESIA and independent review. (Ch. 2, 3)

CCRA · Climate Change Risk Assessment: the EP4 requirement
for all Category A projects and any project emitting more than
100,000 t CO e/yr (Scope 1+2), with an alternatives analysis.
(Ch. 3)

Critical habitat · under PS6, habitat of high biodiversity
value, such as that holding critically endangered or endemic spe‐
cies, key evolutionary processes, or significant concentrations of
migratory or congregatory species; development there meets a
strict net-gain test. (Ch. 4, 6)

Cumulative impact · the combined effect of a project
with other existing, planned and foreseeable developments on
shared valued components; assessed per the IFC CIA Handbook
(2013). (Ch. 6)

Economic displacement · loss of access to assets, re‐
sources or livelihoods without physical relocation; requires
livelihood restoration under PS5. (Ch. 5)

EIES / ESIA · environmental and social impact assessment; in
DRC and francophone practice, the étude d’impact environ‐
nemental et social. (Exec. summary)

EPFI · an Equator Principles Financial Institution: a bank or
lender that has adopted the Equator Principles and applies them
to the finance it provides. (Ch. 3)

Equator Principles (EP4) · the risk-management frame‐
work, in effect from 1 October 2020, through which lenders apply
the IFC standards as loan conditions; ten principles across five
products. (Ch. 3)

ESCP · Environmental and Social Commitment Plan: under the
World Bank ESF (ESS1), the binding summary of the measures a
borrower commits to, revised as the project’s risks change; the
ESF counterpart to an IFC-standard ESMP’s commitments.
(Ch. 2)

ESF · the World Bank Environmental and Social Framework,
comprising ten Environmental and Social Standards (ESS1 to ES‐
S10) applying to projects on or after 1 October 2018. (Ch. 2)

ESMP / PGES · environmental and social management plan
(plan de gestion environnementale et sociale): the instrument
that binds an assessment’s commitments with owners,
monitoring and triggers. (Ch. 6)

Fatal flaw · an issue capable of stopping a project,
screened for at the outset: critical habitat, displacement, FPIC
circumstances, irreplaceable heritage, unmanaged cumulative
impact. (Ch. 6, 8)

FPIC · Free, Prior and Informed Consent, embedded in IFC PS7
for defined circumstances affecting Indigenous peoples; a higher
bar than consultation. (Ch. 5, 7)

Grievance mechanism · the accessible, responsive, safe
and recorded channel for complaints required by PS1; tested by
lenders through use. (Ch. 7)

Guidance Note · the IFC’s interpretive companion (GN1 to
GN8) to each Performance Standard; the layer practitioners work
to. (Ch. 2)

In-migration · the influx of job-seekers and dependants a
project draws to a remote area, with the settlements and service
demands they create; governed under PS4 and planned as a dis‐
tinct workstream, it can exceed the workforce a project employs.
(Ch. 5)

Involuntary resettlement · physical or economic
displacement where affected people cannot refuse the land ac‐
quisition behind it; governed by PS5, which requires that it be
avoided or minimised and, where unavoidable, compensated
with livelihoods restored. (Ch. 5)

Mitigation hierarchy · the ordered sequence avoid,
minimise, restore, offset, applied at design; avoidance is the
cheapest, most reliable tier and is lost once the design is fixed.
(Ch. 6)

Non-designated country · under EP4, a country for
which the IFC Performance Standards apply as the operative
benchmark; all four jurisdictions here are non-designated. (Ch. 1)

Performance Standard (PS) · one of the eight IFC
standards (PS1 to PS8) in force since 1 January 2012; PS1 is the
management system into which the others resolve. (Ch. 2)

Scoping · the step that identifies potentially significant im‐
pacts and therefore the baseline data required; where the EP4
quality bar is met or missed. (Ch. 4)

SESA · strategic environmental and social assessment: assess‐
ment at the policy, plan or programme level above the individual
project; provided for in several of the national regimes. (Ch. 1)

Stakeholder engagement · the disclosure, consulta‐
tion and participation process required by PS1 across the life of a
project; the documented record it produces is what a lender
tests through use. (Ch. 7)
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