
The Italian Government appreciates the efforts of the World Bank in preparing and 

sharing the Guidance Notes for Borrowers and supports the development of the new 

World Bank’s Environmental and Social Framework. Nevertheless, we would profit to 

share some concerns arising from the Guidance Notes in the consultation process. 

Specifically:  

 

1. Scope reduction and definitions: In “ESS1: Assessment and Management of 

Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts” we find that the scope of the 

environmental impact should be widened and that many definitions deserve 

further attention and specifications. Namely, two of these are raising some 

concerns: Associated Facility and indirect impact. For instance, in GN 11.3: 

“Facilities or activities that are “carried out, or planned to be carried out, contemporaneously 

with the project,” do not need to exist or occur in precisely the same period of time as the proposed 

project. The most common period of time for consideration of Associated Facilities would be from 

project identification to the project completion”. It is unclear whether the Associated 

Facilities exist or occur at the end of the project, in the ongoing or in the 

preparatory phase. This should be specified, since it leaves too much room for 

interpretation and might lead to an inconsistent environmental assessment.  

In GN 23.4, the definition of induced impact seems novel and ambiguous, since 

this should be related to impacts somehow induced by the project at stake. This 

should be defined more clearly and precisely. 

2. Language flexibility: Generally, the language used in the Guidance Notes is too 

flexible. In many cases, this could be not appropriate and lead to weak 

environmental and social assessments. For instance, in GN 26.1 “[…] Where the 

Borrower has entered into international obligations or treaties that are directly applicable to the 

project, the assessment should consider the way in which these could inform project design and 

implementation” the verbs “should” and “could” leave too much room for 

interpretation. We would rephrase it with the words “can” and “will”. 

3. Accountability: Promoting a new type of lending and shifting accountability from 

Bank to Borrower is an enormous opportunity: it gives the chance for donor 

countries and IOs to contribute to the capacity building of recipient countries and 

to help implementing new regulatory framework assuring sound environmental 

policies. However, we find that the Guidance Notes provide too little evidence on 

how these assessments should be carried out. Weak guidance and the shift in 

accountability could cause a serious gap in monitoring and assess the 

environmental and social impacts of a project. Thus, we would strongly suggest 

introducing notes and examples on past problems (e.g. non-performing 

biodiversity offsets) and current issues including, were possible, case studies. 

 



In conclusion, in reiterating our gratitude to the World Bank in delivering such an 

ambitious endeavour, we would ask for a more inclusive approach with donor 

countries in developing these Guidance Notes that will play a crucial role in assessing 

the environmental impacts of future projects. 

 

Best regards, 

Patrizio Pagano, on behalf of the Italian Government   


