PUBLIC MONEY FOR PUBLIC HARM

About us

Working to take
on the finance
industry’s role in
contributing to
the destruction
of nature.

portfolio.earth is a new initiative born out of rising
concerns that our money and the institutions which
govern it are ignoring the human-induced sixth mass
extinction and actively providing capital to sectors
that governments and scientists deem harmful
to biodiversity.
portfolio.earth is a collaborative effort, convened by
Liz Gallagher. We are a collective of researchers and
campaigners across different organisations working
with others to take on the finance industry’s role in
contributing to the destruction of nature.
We aim to bring together diverse voices to amplify
the incredible pressure that is mounting upon those
who control our money and are bankrolling and
subsidising extinction, and to find new ways to tell
this story, and double down on the changes we
need to see.
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1.0 Executive Summary

Summary

The case studies presented

Nature and biodiversity are in crisis. One million species are at risk of extinction.1 Scientists are
terming this ‘biological annihilation’.2 Whilst nature
is often perceived to be about iconic species and
landscapes, the reality is that people cannot survive
or thrive without it - especially the poorest in society.

Offsetting the lives of chimpanzees
In Western Africa, we document how development
banks have funded the destruction of vital habitat
for a population of endangered West African Chimpanzee and displaced people from their homes for
a bauxite mine to be built. To rectify this, one development bank mandated the mining companies to
support a new national park to breed chimpanzees,
replacing those killed by mining operations. Meanwhile, plans for a hydroelectricity dam in the new
national park were well underway, threatening to
undo any good intentions to offset damages caused
by the original site.

Publicly-funded development finance institutions, or DFIs, are publicly owned banks designed to
alleviate poverty are spending taxpayers’ money on
subsidising the destruction of nature that people living in poverty rely upon.3 In this report, portfolio.earth
has unveiled four shocking examples where DFIs are
funding projects that are destroying rare species and
polluting precious ecosystems. Whether the governments providing the finance to these development
banks are aware of it or not, as shareholders of the
banks, they are complicit in the destruction.
This report shows how development banks and
their donors are funding the destruction of nature.
The report finds that:

None of the development banks assessed
have enough policies in place to exclude
nature destructive projects, scoring on
average less than 2 out of 10 (see Table 1)
A number of governments, some of the
world’s largest development donors, have
made it clear through their latest commitments that they expect DFIs to tackle the
harm they are causing nature,4 and yet our
analysis and case studies show that DFIs are
still implicated in the destruction of nature
Most DFIs assessed had either no, or poor,
exclusion policies in relation to fishing,
industrialised agriculture, mining, infrastructure or plastics, some of the key drivers
of biodiversity degradation (see Table 1)
The top three performing DFIs in this assessment were still found to be funding projects
attributed to adverse biodiversity impacts
in this report
Where DFIs did hold exclusion policies,
these were mostly related to fossil fuels,
natural habitats and to some extent forestry.

Drowning in plastics
Plastics have been choking our oceans and rivers
for decades, and in recent years citizens and governments have been waking up to the urgent need
to curb our reliance on the toxic material. This case
study highlights how one of the biggest and most
prosperous plastics and petrochemical conglomerates, Indorama Corporation, has been consistently
funded by some of the biggest development banks
in the world. This contradicts the commitments and
momentum being felt globally to end single-use
plastic production and sales.
Peat - the forgotten fossil fuel
Countries that have historically been reliant on peat
have begun to step away from this resource due to its
catastrophic climate impacts. Despite this, and the
fact people and nature in Rwanda depend upon the
water supply that peatlands provide, development
banks continue to fund new peat plants in the Central
African country.
Toxic for people, toxic for nature
Whilst swathes of the Western world move away
from hazardous pesticides that are known to have
negative impacts on the land and human health, the
development banks they fund continue to funnel
money as recently as 2020 into their production in
Africa. This reinforces a system whereby small-scale
farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa are being pushed to
pesticide reliance even though they struggle to afford
them, and these chemicals are likely to make their
farms and local environment worse off for nature.
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Call for action
Development Finance Institutes mandated
to alleviate poverty are instead subsidising
the destruction of natural assets - the most
precious resources for people living in poverty.
This report calls for:

1
2

Development banks to assess and disclose their
impact on nature and exclude all finance for new
projects linked to industrial livestock, industrial
fishing, fossil fuels, extractives and other sectors that
drive ecosystem destruction through deforestation,
pollution and overfishing.

Donor Governments to use their Shareholder and
Director positions to mandate the development banks
they fund to stop providing finance to intermediaries,
companies and projects that destroy nature.

In this report, portfolio.earth
has unveiled four shocking
examples where DFIs are
funding projects that are
destroying rare species and
polluting precious ecosystems.
8
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Biodiversity
provides the
most precious
resource for
people living
in poverty
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2.0 Why this matters
12
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Nature & biodiversity
are in crisis
Biodiversity is often perceived to be about iconic
species and beautiful landscapes, but people
cannot survive or thrive without it. From the air
we breathe and the water we drink, to the
medicines that cure us and the food that sustains
our families - biodiversity plays an essential role
in sustaining human life. But biodiversity also
offers us protection. Protection from pandemics,
disease, floods, droughts, and climate change.
Nature and biodiversity
are in crisis

The poorest will feel the
devastation first - and worst

We are heading toward ecosystem collapse,
with around 1 million species estimated to be at risk
of extinction.5 Scientists are terming this ‘biological
annihilation’ with 75 percent of terrestrial environments having been severely altered by human activity
to date, which is set to accelerate.6
Biodiversity is often perceived to be about iconic
species and beautiful landscapes, but people cannot
survive or thrive without it. From the air we breathe
and the water we drink, to the medicines that cure us
and the food that sustains our families - biodiversity
plays an essential role in sustaining human life. But
biodiversity also offers us protection. Protection from
pandemics, disease, floods, droughts, and climate
change. When we protect nature, nature protects us.
As we enter the Anthropocene, the era of
human-induced environmental destruction, we are
now witnessing nature’s limits. We are pushing nature
to the brink. Its destruction can no longer be seen
as an unfortunate by-product of economic development. The reality is that economic collapse is at
risk of becoming a by-product of the chaos we have
created in the pursuit of modernisation.

For those that live in the poorest parts of the
world, the biodiversity crisis has immediate and
severe consequences. 45 percent of the global population live in rural areas of developing countries where
income and sustenance are often generated from
farming the land.7 Alternatives to these irreplaceable natural assets are unaffordable to the poorest
people in the world. In communities that rely upon
mangroves for example, timber is a source of fuel, the
water is fished for food and the mangrove structures
themselves provide protection from erosion.8 Recent
polling suggests that people in developing countries
in the G20 are more concerned about pushing nature
to its limits and willing to do more to protect nature
than those in richer nations.9
The World Bank recently predicted that a collapse in the services that nature provides - such
as wild pollination, food production, fisheries, and
timber sourcing from forests could lead to global
economic losses of $2.7 trillion per year by 2030.10
Unsurprisingly, the economies of poorer countries which rely heavily on nature and biodiversity are
likely to pay the highest price, with the GDP of some
regions set to shrink with the GDP of some regions
set to shrink by between 6 and 9 percent as our
ecosystems behin to fail.11 To put this in perspective,
due to the global Covid-19 pandemic, global GDP is
set to be 3.2 percent below where it was projected
to be by the end of 2021– which is around half, of
the loss that could be seen due to biodiversity loss.12
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Nowhere near enough money is
being invested into solving the
biodiversity crisis
The gap between what is needed to tackle the
biodiversity crisis and what is currently being spent
is estimated to be a staggering US$ 598-824 billion
per year for the next 9 years.13
Whilst this might sound like an unachievable
amount of money, around half of this could be
secured by shifting existing spending away from
harmful practices and towards outcomes that benefit
nature.14

Publicly-funded development
institutions designed to alleviate poverty are subsidising the
destruction of nature that people
living in poverty depend upon
Development Finance Institutions (DFIs) are
government-owned banks funded by taxpayers.
They have a specific mandate to tackle poverty and
support the economic growth of regions that need it
the most, such as parts of Africa, South Asia, Latin
America, and small island states. These banks can
either be owned by one government (national or bilateral), or multiple governments together (multilateral).
DFIs are responsible for trillions of dollars’ worth of
assets,15 giving them the agency and influence to
shape the development pathways in developing
countries.16
Because DFIs use taxpayer money, their investment decisions should be informed by the policies,
rhetoric, and values of the countries that provide
them with public funding, whilst reinforcing priorities
of the communities on the ground. At the core of
their decision making should be the intent to support
sustainable development for long term security overseas, and ensure nature is protected and restored
and climate change is not exacerbated.
Recent analysis shows that nearly a third – 28
percent - of DFI funding is dependent upon vulnerable nature, which is around US$3.1 trillion dollars of
assets.17 This means that should the ecosystems fail,
so too will the economic benefits of the investment.
Despite this, no DFI is currently carrying out
and publishing a portfolio wide assessment of how
their spending could impact nature18 and portfolio.
earth has found that with the exception of policies on
fossil fuels and natural habitats, most DFIs assessed
don’t have exclusion policies for harmful industrial
activities such as fishing, infrastructure, mining or
agriculture (see table 1).
Extractive projects and companies are still
funded regardless of their links to water, plastic, and
air pollution, to name a few. In this report, we outline four examples of taxpayers’ money subsidising
shocking projects that neglect both people and the
planet, but there will no doubt be more.

14
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Recent analysis shows
that nearly a third – 28
percent - of DFI funding
is dependent upon
vulnerable nature, which
is around US$3.1 trillion
dollars of assets. This
means that should the
ecosystems fail, so too will
the economic benefits of
the investment.

Public Development Banks are
out of step with the growing
pressure to tackle the planetary
emergency, and the governments
providing finance to these banks
are complicit whether they are
aware of it or not
Pressure to address the planetary emergency is
mounting upon the world’s leading public and private
financial institutions. The first Finance in Common
Summit was held in November 2020 in response
to the Covid-19 pandemic. This saw all Public
Development Banks (including DFIs) come together
for the first time to outline ways in which they could
counter the impending economic downturn, whilst
tackling some of the world’s biggest social and
environmental problems.
At the first Summit, the Public Development
Banks signed a joint declaration committing them to
manage their direct and indirect biodiversity impact
and create strategies for better assessing and managing their nature-related risk.19
World leaders then came together in June 2021
for the G7,20 hosted by the United Kingdom, where
a 2030 Nature Compact was signed.21 This was the
first time the G7 had given such prominence to the

biodiversity crisis, acknowledging that this crisis
is inextricably linked to the climate crisis and that
we need more nature-positive action. Environment
Ministers at the G7 used the opportunity to apply
pressure to the development banks, calling on them
to provide a date by when they would ‘mainstream
nature across their operations’.22
On top of a mandate from the G7, the presidency of the UN Climate Summit COP26 released
its expectations of development banks in January
2021, calling on them to set out clear methodologies
and implementation plans for mainstreaming nature
across their portfolios, including published timelines
for delivering their action plans.23
Despite all these clear signals throughout the
year from world leaders, when the second Finance
in Common Summit happened in October 2021, the
development banks took no further action and simply re-committed to the declaration they had made
the year before.24 By COP26 in November 2021, no
action plans with clear timelines had been published,
only a vague joint statement from a handful of MDBs
stating that they would set out institutional strategies
on nature by 2025.25
This clear lack of action from the banks, despite
strong mandates, signals that it’s time for the Board
of Directors or Ministers that have direct control over
the policies and practices of the development bank
to step up their interventions.
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3.0 Role of development
banks and their donors

Public Development
Banks (PDBs)
PDBs are state-owned banks that have been
specifically mandated to deliver the policy
objectives of the governments that provide
them with money.
Their role is to boost the economic prospects
and independence of countries and regions that need
it the most. Many of these government-owned banks
have environmental and social protection principles
embedded in their mandates, which contribute to
supporting long-term financial prospects and gaining
stability for the sector, country, or region.26
Development Banks have had a critical role in
keeping the global economy growing for a long time,
but their significance ramped up during World War II.
Delegates from fourty-four nations across Europe and
the Pacific came together to agree on a pathway for
rebuilding both countries and economies following
the devastation of the War. It was at this conference,
later termed the Bretton Woods Conference, that the
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
were born - some of the most important players in the
world’s financial system to this day.27 Their purpose

was initially to support the rebuilding efforts in Europe,
but eventually in the 1960s their designated role
shifted to supporting the development and financial
growth of some of the poorest parts of the world.28

DFIs are a type of PDB that is usually majority
government owned.29 One of their roles is to support
the private sector in developing countries with the aim
of giving them enough of a head start that they become
attractive to other sources of finance from private
investors and banks. This, in theory, should ensure the
industries being funded within the developing country
can thrive in the long term. DFIs can either be based
in and controlled by one main government donor, or
can answer to multiple governments, pooling funds
from around the globe.
As public institutions funded with taxpayer
money, DFIs have a responsibility to be transparent
and careful with how funds are spent. As DFI shareholders, governments can hold DFIs accountable.

“Astaxpayer
public institutions funded with
money, DFIs have a

responsibility to be transparent and
careful with how funds are spent. As
DFI shareholders, governments can
hold DFIs accountable.”
F4B on governments holding
DFIs accountable 01
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We need more than warm words
from the governments with the
power to push the DFIs to stop
destroying nature
Shareholder governments have made soft commitments to engage more closely with development
banks. At the 2021 G7 Leaders’ Summit, the 2030
Nature Compact was signed by all leaders, aiming
to lift nature to the political status of climate change.
The Nature Compact committed to encouraging all
DFIs to tackle their harmful relationship with nature.
“[G7 nations will work] to ensure that our international development assistance does no harm
to nature, and delivers positive outcomes overall
for people, climate and nature”30
A statement from G7 Environment Ministers at
the end of the Summit reiterated a call on development banks to urgently increase finance for nature
and assess their impact on the natural world.
“We call upon Multilateral Development Banks
(MDBs), bilateral Development Finance Institutions (DFIs), multilateral funds, public banks, and
export credit agencies to ensure that financial
flows from these institutions are aligned with
the goals of the Paris Agreement and support
the objectives of international biodiversity conventions including the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) and the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, by increasing finance for
nature and climate, and leveraging further private
capital, in particular for developing countries and
emerging markets.”31

The governments around
the world have the power
to stop DFIs from funding
destructive projects

18
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In January ahead of the UN Climate Summit
COP26, the presidency released their priorities for
public finance. Within it, they called on MDBs, other
public development banks and their shareholders to:
“[…]set out clear methodologies and implementation plans for both mainstreaming nature
across their entire portfolios and aligning them
with the goals of the Paris Agreement; and
deploy resources to build in-country capacity for
countries to develop and finance low carbon and
resilient transition plans. We also call on all Public
Development Banks (including bilateral Development Finance Institutions - DFIs) from around
the world, including the 347 that signed up to the
commitments at the Finance in Common Summit
and (through their associations) its Declaration, to
publish their timelines and action plans for Paris
alignment. We also urge them to mainstream
adaptation and nature and help redirect private
financial flows in support of low-carbon and climate resilient sustainable development.”32
Despite this, it is evident that governments
are not taking direct action through their roles as
shareholders and directors of the DFIs. This report
will highlight the significant gap between the warm
words on nature from governments, and the lack of
action from DFIs.

DFIs operate in the same way that most financial
institutes do. They have Boards of Directors, Governors, Audit and Risk committees and Development
Impact committees. These levels of hierarchy exist
to ensure that the bank is delivering on its mandated
duty to support the most vulnerable in a socially and
environmentally responsible way. The difference with
these banks is that a large portion of the people sitting
in the positions of power are representatives from the
governments that fund them. Government officials
can be shareholders, playing their role in dictating
who gets to Chair the bank’s Board, and take votes
on specific policies. They can also sit on the Board of
Directors if their investments are more than 5 percent
of the total shares of the bank’s. This gives governments the ultimate power to demand transparency,
write new policies and actively hold banks’ feet to the
fire in action to protect people and nature.
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4.0 How are
development banks
performing against
biodiversity?

Exclusion policies of
major development
banks
portfolio.earth set out to assess the level of
commitment and capacity which some of the globe’s
most important DFIs have applied to tackling the
world’s biodiversity crisis. To do this we identified
which DFIs had in place financing exclusions for
projects and companies with the highest destructive
impact on biodiversity.
portfolio.earth has analysed the biodiversity and
nature related exclusion policies for 12 of the most
prominent multilateral and bilateral development
banks. To evaluate the exclusion policy strength, a
scoring system was developed and applied against

Overall scoring
analysis
No development bank assessed is doing
anywhere near enough to exclude nature
destructive projects:
• Only three of 12 banks assessed achieved more
than 3 out of 10 points
• The average score was incredibly low, at 1.98
• The two areas where the majority of the DFIs
received at least some scores are the ‘protection of
critical natural habitats’ and the ‘fossil fuel’ sector
• The impacts of fisheries, agriculture, mining, infrastructure, and plastics were effectively ignored by
DFIs, with almost 0 points scored across the board
in these sectors
• The highest scoring bank in this assessment was
the French development bank AFD still only scoring
3.6 out of 10.
• The lowest scoring bank was the African Development Bank (AfDB), scoring 0.2 points and featuring
in all four of this report’s case studies.

Whilst governments are beginning to address
‘biological annihilation’ 33 DFIs are actively
perpetuating the problem, showing clear
policy incoherence:
• The UK,34 EU35 and US36 governments are seeking to put in place laws that hold corporations
accountable for deforestation and over 20 governments are taking part in the FACT dialogues in
the run up to the UN Climate Summit, COP26.37
However only six of the 12 DFIs assessed scored
any points at all on ‘Forestry and Bioenergy’

20
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8 of the most important sectors that contribute to the
global biodiversity crisis. Each sector-specific policy
was then assessed as either High, Medium-High,
Medium, Medium-Low, Low or Nonpresent. Points
for each DFI have been allocated and adjusted
according to where they sit on the scale. A maximum
of 10 points could be achieved overall, and 0 points
have been given for DFIs that only have exclusion
policies for activities or projects that are already considered illegal or highly regulated under international
treaties or conventions.

• Whilst G7 leaders signed the Nature Compact,38
committing to reversing biodiversity loss by 2030,
only three of the development banks they fund
scored above three (out of 10) showing a clear
disparity between government commitments and
the actions of the banks they own.

Despite having scored highest in the
assessment, all three of the DFIs deemed to
be performing the best are involved in the
case studies in this report:
• The World Bank Group scored third in our assessment behind the AFD and EIB, yet an arm of the
World Bank, the IFC, has financed habitat destruction and plastic pollution (detailed in the case
studies in this report).

portfolio.earth recognises that there is a
degree of interpretation in this assessment
given not all of the exclusion policies are
comparable. Specific exclusion policy sectors
assessed can have more or less of an impact
on biodiversity depending on the region of
operation. Given different DFIs don’t all operate within the same regions, this can add some
level of ambiguity to the assessment. portfolio.earth encourages banks to be in contact
with any concerns about the evaluations of
their exclusion policies in this report.
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Global Commitments on Nature
Many G7 nations (except US) have signed the current
2020 global Biodiversity targets (Aichi targets), which were
agreed in 2011.39 Target three states, “by 2020, at the latest,
incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity are
eliminated, phased out or reformed”. Over a decade on
and this promise has not been met, despite government
agreement.40
As 2020 came and went, governments are now in a
race to negotiate targets for post-2020, to be finalised at the
Convention on Biodiversity in 2022.41 But so pressing is the
nature crisis, many nations have pre-empted multilateral
negotiations and sent strong signals to business, finance
and the public sector of their intent to take action on nature.
In 2020, at the United Nations General Assembly,
world leaders stood on stage to endorse the Leaders’
Pledge for Nature, supported by 91 countries across all
continents, and representing more than 2 billion people.42
The most notable parts of the pledge reinforces commitments made in the Aichi targets, such as “eliminating or
repurposing subsidies and other incentives that are harmful
to nature, biodiversity and climate while increasing significantly the incentives with positive or neutral impact for
biodiversity across all productive sectors”.43
In 2021 G7 nations appeared to understand the need to
double down even further, agreeing the Nature Compact, 44
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despite Covid-19 and climate change dominating political
and news agendas, this sent a signal that they had not lost
sight of the ecological crisis.
The compact sends a strong signal specifically to
DFIs, with G7 nations committing, “…to ensure that our
international development assistance does no harm to
nature, and delivers positive outcomes overall for people,
climate and nature,” and pushing “…finance and other
relevant Ministries to work together to identify ways to
account for nature in economic and financial planning and
decision-making.”45
Most importantly, it gave DFIs a timeline, “…encouraging all Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs), International Finance Institutions and Development Finance
Institutions (DFIs) to embed nature into their analysis,
policy dialogue and operations: we call on MDBs and DFIs
to increase and mobilise finance for nature; and MDBs
to sign a Joint Statement on nature ahead of COP26 as
appropriate.”46
Collectively, these signals can no longer go unheard by
DFIs. Their Shareholders and Directors must press on
and ensure that these pivotal financial institutions do
no further harm to people and planet.

PLASTICS (1PT)

INFRASTRUCTURE (1PT)

FOSSIL FUELS (1PT)

MINING (1PT)

FORESTRY & BIOENERGY (1PT)

AGRICULTURE (1PT)

FISHERIES & FISH FARMING (1PT)

TOTAL SCORE

BANKS

NATURAL HABITATS (3 PTS)

Table 1: summary of exclusion policies of twelve major development banks

AGENCE FRANÇAISE DE
DÉVELOPPEMENT (AFD)

3.6

Medium
-High

None

None

MediumLow

None

Medium
-High

None

None

EUROPEAN INVESTMENT BANK
(EIB)

3.4

Low

None

MediumLow

Medium
-High

None

High

Low

MediumLow

WORLD BANK GROUP
(WB/IFC/MIGA)

3.0

Medium

None

None

Medium

None

Medium

None

None

ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK
(ADB)

2.6

Medium

None

None

Medium

None

Low

None

None

DEUTSCHE INVESTITIONS
- UND ENTWICKLUNGSGESELLSCHAFT (DEG/KFW)

2.4

MediumLow

None

None

Low

None

Medium
-High

Low

None

INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK (IDB)

2.4

Medium

None

None

None

None

Medium

None

None

NEW ITALIAN DEVELOPMENT
FINANCE INSTITUTION (DFI)

1.6

Low

None

Low

None

None

Medium
-High

None

None

U.S. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT FINANCE CORPORATION
(DFC)

1.4

Low

None

None

Medium

None

None

Low

None

PRIVATE INFRASTRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENT GROUP (PIDG)

1.2

None

None

None

None

Medium

Medium

None

None

EUROPEAN BANK FOR
RECONSTRUCTION AND
DEVELOPMENT (EBRD)

1.0

Low

None

None

None

None

MediumLow

None

None

CDC GROUP

1.0

None

Low

None

None

None

Medium
-High

None

None

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT
BANK (AFDB)

0.2

None

None

None

None

None

Low

None

None
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Details of the exclusion
policy sectors
Natural habitats

Fisheries

The protection of critical natural habitats is a
particularly important category, as it applies to all
of the other activities with high biodiversity impacts
included in this analysis. Therefore, while the maximum achievable score for each of the other sectors
was one point, up to three points were awarded for
exclusion policies in the natural habitat sector.
The portfolio.earth analysis assessed that the
highest scoring policy in this sector was from the
Agence Française de Développement (AFD) Group,
which specifically excludes any operation “leading
to or requiring the destruction of a critical habitat, or
any forestry project which does not implement a plan
for improvement and sustainable management;” and
defines destruction as “the elimination or severe
reduction in the integrity of a habitat caused by a
major and long-term change in land-use or water
resources or the modification of a habitat such
that this habitat’s ability to fulfil its role is lost”.47 It

No other human activity has affected global
marine biodiversity as much as fishing.50 Up to a
third of the global catch is linked to illegal, unreported, or unregulated fishing efforts and a similar
percentage of fish stocks is now considered overfished.51 Despite this, none of the DFIs analysed
have policies that effectively exclude the worst biodiversity impacts caused by fishery-related projects
and companies.
Even though several DFIs state that they do
not fund projects that use drift nets more than 2.5
km in length, this is already an activity banned by
the United Nations on the high seas since 1992,52

also provides a definition of critical habitats that is
comparatively broad and encompasses a number of
different natural areas.
There are significant weaknesses in the Natural
Habitat policies of all other DFIs assessed. While a
small number commit not to convert or impact critical
natural habitats in particular, the DFIs that have such
policies either do not apply them as strict exclusions,
or word them in a way that leaves project approval
up to their own interpretation.
For instance, the World Bank Group has a comparatively detailed definition of what critical areas
are, but its exclusion policy is relatively vague when it
says that “the Bank does not support projects that, in
the Bank’s opinion, involve the significant conversion
or degradation of critical natural habitats.”48 Even
though the bank also defines significant conversion
and degradation,49 it does not have an absolute
prohibition of such activities but instead relies on
its own opinion as to whether such conversion or
degradation occurs despite the existence of more
objective measures, such as High Conservation
Value and High Carbon Stock assessments.

24
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and therefore no points have been awarded for this
exclusion. Bottom trawling (particularly in sensitive
areas such as seamounts), shark finning, unreported
or unregulated fishing, and the use of fish feed made
from other fish species or derived from agricultural
commodities linked to deforestation in aquaculture;
these are all controversial practices that could be
part of exclusion policies, but none of the banks
have included such practices in their exclusion lists.
Some banks provide very broad statements that
are not considered consistently implementable due
to their lack of definitions. For example the US International Development Finance Corporation (DFC)
included the following statement in the appendix
of their environmental policy, “Marine and coastal
fishing practices, such as large-scale pelagic drift
net fishing and fine mesh net fishing, harmful to vulnerable and protected species in large numbers and
damaging to biodiversity and habitats.”53
As a result, the UK’s CDC group is the only bank
that was found to specifically include at least one
other fishing method (blast fishing) in its exclusion
list.54 Without clearer and much more comprehensive policies, DFIs will continue to be able to fund the
most harmful fishing practices, devastating marine
ecosystems.
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Agriculture
Agriculture is neccessary for our food supply,
livestock feed, and other key commodities essential
to humanity. However, unsustainable agricultural
activity, including large scale meat production or the
mass clearance of land for soy and palm, has had
drastic impacts on biodiversity and people. This
activity is impeding pollination due to monoculture
cropping, affecting water supply and quality, and
contributing to greenhouse gas emissions. Unsustainable agriculture has caused the erosion and
conversion of immense areas of natural habitat.55
As is the case with fisheries activities, the 12
DFIs analysed have not developed meaningful exclusion policies for the most harmful and unnecessary
agricultural practices. Several DFIs mention that they
do not fund the production, use or trade of pesticides
that are subject to international bans or phase-outs,
but no points are given in this case since these commitments do not go beyond existing legal mandates.

The only development bank portfolio.earth
could find that excludes lending based on the links
between agricultural activities and the clearing of
forests, is the European Investment Bank (EIB), which
can be found in its exclusion policy in the ‘Forestry
and bioenergy’ section.56 The EIB was also the only
bank awarded any points in the ‘agriculture’ section,
because it has implemented limitations to financing
agriculture as part of its climate policy. Specifically,
the EIB states “the EIB Group will focus support
on meat and dairy industries adopting sustainable
animal rearing methods that contribute to improved
GHG emissions efficiency. In addition, given the
approach adopted towards the aviation sector, it
is proposed to no longer support export-orientated
agribusiness models that focus on long-distance air
transport for commercialisation. This measure would
exclude investments dependent on the international
shipping of fresh, perishable agricultural goods
through long-haul air cargo.”57 Even though this
exclusion policy could be much stronger, such as
not funding industrial livestock projects, some points
were awarded.

Forestry and bioenergy
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Forests are amongst the most biodiverse
ecosystems on the planet, providing habitat for 80
percent of amphibian species, 75 percent of bird species, and 68 percent of mammal species.58 Forestry
and bioenergy activities negatively impact on this
biodiversity due to the felling of trees, the extraction
of timber and the conversion and degradation of
forests to produce agricultural commodities.
For this analysis, this sector includes any specific exclusion policies DFIs might have that are not
already covered in the natural habitats section, as
well as any other exclusion policies not yet assessed
in other sections that could explicitly result in deforestation (such as infrastructure).
International best practice in this sector includes
the preservation of not only old growth forests, but of
other eco-systems such as savannahs.59 A number of
large private and public companies have committed
to eliminate deforestation from their global supply
chains, and momentum is expected to continue as
part of their commitments to tackle climate change.
Over 20 countries have come together to take
part in the FACT Dialogues in the run up to the UN Climate Summit COP26 in 2021. Hosted by the UK and
Indonesia collectively, the aim is to agree on a global
pathway to accelerate the transition to sustainable
land use in forest, agriculture and commodity trade.60
The UK,61 EU62 and US63 are all looking to implement
laws that would hold corporations accountable for
the deforestation within their supply chains, and yet
whilst governments are looking for solutions, only
half of the banks assessed were awarded points for
this sector.
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The EIB scored highest in this area since its
policy directly addresses deforestation by applying
two of the most detailed definitions of forest areas in
their exclusions list. Specifically, the bank states “The
EIB Group will ensure that activities do not expand
into areas of high carbon stocks or high biodiversity
value”.64 Referring specifically to High Carbon Stocks

(HCS) and high biodiversity value (HCV) will allow for
concrete impact measuring of the bank’s projects,
but only if assessments of these two objective classifications are carried out before projects are approved.
For several DFIs some issues around deforestation will be included in their section on natural
habitats, but some banks such as the Asian Development Bank (ADB) specifically exclude (with some
caveats) funding for any rural infrastructure or other
public investment project that “contributes significantly, directly, or indirectly, to deforestation or to
the degradation and depletion of forests.” The bank
also does not fund the construction of roads in oldgrowth forests.65
While the US International Development Finance
Corporation (DFC) scores low for natural habitats
overall, it is doing better for exclusions specific to forestry projects, where it commits to not funding “commercial forestry projects that involve the extraction
of timber from Critical Forest Areas or related Critical
Natural Habitats.”66 However, because it does allow
funding for forestry activities in natural forest more
broadly, it scores lower than the EIB where the High
Carbon Stock commitment seems to apply to all
natural forests.
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Mining
Mining can lead to biodiversity impacts such as
soil erosion, siltation and pollution of waterways, the
introduction of weeds and invasive species, pests,
and diseases of native flora and fauna67 and habitat
loss and fragmentation.68 The accidental release of
mine tailings can have catastrophic impacts on the
environment. Emerging activities such as deep-sea
mining are especially controversial.
Only one development bank, the Private Infrastructure Development Group (PIDG) received points
for mining-related exclusions. The DFI does not
provide funding for “mining or mineral exploration
and extraction” unless “the investment expands the
provision of infrastructure and associated services
and where the owner agrees to allow third party use
of the assets.”69

Fossil Fuels

Infrastructure

Plastics

It is not surprising that the fossil fuels sector
is the most prominent when it comes to exclusion
policies. All but one DFI were awarded at least some
points.
The EIB has developed the strongest fossil
fuel exclusion policy, in which it has committed to
ending financing for fossil fuel energy projects from
the end of 2021 with a few caveats and conditions
surrounding low-carbon fuel projects.70
The bilateral development banks of France
(Proparco – a subsidiary of AFD), the UK (CDC
Group), Germany (KfW DEG) and Italy (SIMEST &
CDP) also scored highly here. All of which are part of
the Association of Bilateral European Development
Finance Institutions (EDFI).71 EDFI has developed a
strong fossil fuel exclusion list that applies to the
financing of all of its members but allows the funding
of some downstream gas projects until 2030.72 The
EDFI has also developed a wider environmental and
social exclusions list for non-fossil fuel sectors, but
this applies only to mutual financial activities by its
members and has therefore not been considered in
the assessments of non-fossil fuel sectors.73
The only bank that did not receive any points
for exclusions of fossil fuels is the U.S. International
Development Finance Corporation (DFC), even
though it has committed to a net zero investment
portfolio by 2040.74

Infrastructure consists of a broad set of activities
that can have severe impacts on biodiversity. This
can include the building of large hydroelectricity
dams and the associated flooding of land, as well
as the construction of roads through ecologically
sensitive areas. Infrastructure development may
also enable other biodiversity-impacting industries.
Only three DFIs received any scores in this area
and all of them were assessed as being low. The US
DFC and the German KfW have limitations when it
comes to the building of dams and their impacts on
ecosystems,75 76 while the EIB does not fund airport
capacity expansions as part of its climate strategy.77

In the last decade the debate about plastic pollution and the persistence of packaging and articles
made from plastic has come to the forefront of the
public debate, with swathes of commitments at government level having been made around the world.
Unfortunately, the urgency of this problem is not
reflected in the exclusion policies of the DFIs analysed for this report. The only reference to plastics was
found as part of the EIB’s climate policy, which states
that it will not fund new capacity in energy-intensive
industries that are based on traditional high-carbon
processes, such as the fully fossil-based production
of chemicals and plastics.78
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Summary
Although this assessment is open to some levels
of interpretation, it is still starkly apparent that action
to stop funding the most damaging activities within
the sectors known to cause the most problems to
nature and biodiversity have been largely neglected
by development banks. The DFIs assessed in this
report represent some of the most prominent in the
world, leading us to assume that the picture would be
bleak across the board if more DFIs were assessed.

Most points scored within this assessment
were down to fossil fuel and forestry related policies, which still leaves some of the biggest drivers
of destruction globally open to financing. This
does not reflect the level of concern and momentum building from the public and governments
around the protection and restoration of nature.
It can be argued that the banks are falling far
behind in matching the rhetoric and policy commitments of their government shareholders, who
have been asleep at the wheel and allowed the
policy incoherence to continue. But there is still
time for them to use their positions of power and
hold the development banks they fund to account.
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5.0 Case Studies
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5.1 Offsetting the lives
of Chimpanzees
32
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Project profile
Location

Guinea, Africa

Type of project

Bauxite mine, railway and port

Development banks providing funding
African Development Bank and the
International Finance Corporation

Destruction caused

Flooding and deforestation of sacred
rainforest, killing of endangered West African
Chimpanzees, displacement of local people

Guinea

Bauxite mining came with the
promise of generating millions in
tax revenues for the government
of Guinea, but how much are local
communities feeling the benefit?
Guinea is the world’s second largest producer
of bauxite.79 Bauxite is the world’s primary source of
aluminium and has long been mined in the country.
The recent military coup in Guinea shook the bauxite
industry,80 and so important is the industry to the
stability of Guinea’s economy, that one of the first
acts of the new government was to send a clear
signal to the bauxite industry that it was still stable
and open for business’.81 But rapid growth of the
industry in recent years has led to devastating social
and environmental consequences.82 Vast areas of
once verdant farmland and forests are being torn
up. Mining companies are using heavy machinery
and explosives to get at immense bauxite reserves
sitting just below the surface.
The Guinea Alumina Corporation (GAC), is a
company that owns one of the country’s mega projects - a combined mine, railway and port.83 GAC’s
project is partly financed with loans from multilateral
development banks, the African Development Bank84
and the International Finance Corporation.85 Its mining concession covers 690 square kilometres and
contains an estimated 400 million tonnes of bauxite.86
Ore from the mine supplies refineries in China and
the Emirates, which make aluminium with it. It’s also
claimed that the project will generate millions in tax
revenues for the government of Guinea.87
But how much local communities in the region
feel the benefits of such projects is still up for
debate.88 In 2017 deadly riots broke out in the Boké
region of Guinea, reportedly over “frustration at
electricity cuts, pollution and a perceived failure of
mining to raise living standards”.89 Developing the
GAC concession has had a substantial impact on
local communities and nature. Hundreds of households have been displaced, as entire villages were
relocated to make way for the mine.90
Local biodiversity has also suffered. Together
the GAC mine, port and railway threaten two unique
habitats and nineteen rare animal species, including
critically endangered West African Chimpanzees and
Atlantic humpback dolphins.91
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Mining activity is pushing
critically endangered Western
chimpanzee populations to
the brink and decimated a
sacred forest
GAC carried out an assessment which found
that large numbers of chimpanzees lived in the area
the company wanted to mine in. They knew the
project would have a major impact on these rare
animals for several reasons.92 93 Swathes of land were
to be stripped of all tree cover, decimating habitats
or leaving them ‘fragmented’ or ‘deteriorated’. New
roads being built were likely to increase access by
poachers, and the regular explosions required by
open pit mining would terrify animals from their
homes.94 A new purpose-built reservoir was needed
to minimise the dust coming from industrial activities,
this was planned to be created by flooding a sacred
forest called Aide Koba, once heavily populated by
chimpanzees.95
Between 152 and 277 chimpanzees lived in the
area, with several families residing specifically in the
Aide Kobe forest.96 Between 30 and 70 percent of
them were estimated to die because of the mine.97
The population of Western chimpanzees, a subspecies native to the region, has been in steep decline,
by 80 percent between 1990 and 2014.98 Today they
are deemed critically endangered, most living in
small, isolated pockets.99 Facing increasing threats
from poaching, habitat loss, and disease, ensuring
the survival of the species relies on growing remaining populations and expanding their habitats. Killing
more of these rare chimpanzees, whilst the local
community is torn apart in the name of ‘development’
is unthinkable.
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Biodiversity offsetting:
a controversial and dangerous
solution to the deaths of
critically endangered animals
To access money from the African Development
Bank (AfDB) and the International Finance Corporation (IFC), GAC had to find a way to minimise the
destruction caused by its mining. Designed under
the increasingly popular idea of ‘biodiversity offsets’
(sometimes described as ‘no net loss’ policies),100
GAC sought to fund a new National Park, Moyen-Bafing, 200 miles away. It’s hoped that over the course
of decades the population of chimpanzees within the
new National Park will have enough young to replace
the chimps killed, a process called ‘chimpanzee
offsetting’. This theoretically results in a ‘net gain’ to
nature overall.101

Between 152 and 277
chimpanzees lived in the
area, with several families
residing specifically in the
Aide Kobe forest. Between
30 and 70 percent of them
were estimated to die
because of the mine.

They were so desperate to sign
the contracts, it appears due
process was neglected and their
mission to support sustainable
development
A review of GAC’s project plans, conducted by
the AfDB in 2017 found that alternatives to avoid
flooding the Aide Koba forest had not been properly
explored, yet GAC had forged ahead regardless.102 It
also found that land clearance and mining had been
rushed through on parts of the site, before surveys
to assess the impact on “known high-density chimpanzee habitat” could take place.103 In areas where
limited surveys had taken place, GAC had cleared
vegetation without taking the survey findings into
account.104
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The people, habitats and species
residing within the ‘offset’ national
park presented as the solution
to the devastation in Boké are all
facing the same fate, funded by
the same development bank
The International Finance Corporation (IFC), an
arm of the World Bank, has provided considerable
funding to the mining operations in Guinea under
the condition that GAC and another mining company fund the new National Park, Moyen-Bafing.105
Because of this, the IFC has been considered one of
the main drivers behind the creation of Moyen-Bafing. The park has been presented as the solution to
the chimpanzee deaths- a site for a “Chimpanzee
Offsetting” scheme. It is home to an estimated 4,400
chimpanzees, and having been formally created in
2021 it is one of the newest national parks and one
of the largest and most important sanctuaries for
chimpanzees in the world.106 107
The hope of the IFC is that the destruction they
are funding in one part of Guinea (Boké mine) will be
offset by their mandate of the mining companies to
protect and support Moyen-Bafing. With their conditions set, in 2019 the IFC announced a $460 million
debt and guarantee package was to be provided to
GAC for the mine in the Boké region.108
Whilst the IFC was funding the destructive mines
under the condition of financial support for Moyen-Bafing, another arm of the World Bank called the
International Development Association was funding
the development of a huge hydroelectricity dam,109
which would flood a large part of that very national
park, killing an estimated 1500 chimpanzees.110
If this were to be the case, the dam to be built by
Sinohydro, could completely undermine the whole
‘offset’ system.111
Absurdly, GAC knew about plans for this hydroelectric dam that was to be built and so did the International Finance Corporation.112 An ‘Offset Feasibility
Assessment’ commissioned by GAC was clear about
the threats posed by the dam to the National Park,
stating “Koukoutamba Dam Project is likely to result
in very substantial losses of chimpanzees, equivalent to the loss of an entire ‘Exceptionally Important
Chimpanzee Population’ or more”.113
The World Bank has since withdrawn support
for the dam, but it will likely go ahead regardless
with support from Exim Bank.114 Only a quarter of the
power generated by the controversial hydroelectric
project is slated to be used in Guinea, largely by the
mining sector, the rest will be sold to neighbouring
states.115 116
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This project is a disaster
for people and nature. It
shows that despite several
layers of environmental
and social assessments,
the pursuit of tax revenues
has come at severe costs to
local communities and rare
species like the West African
Chimpanzee.

Despite the mining company
being made aware the ‘offset’
project was at risk, they went
ahead anyway
Not only did the assessment make clear how
damaging it would be, it also said the dam was “considered a national development priority at the highest
levels in Guinea and so is likely to go ahead”.117 The
assessment also notes that there are four mining
exploration licenses and one mining concession
within the boundaries of the National Park, which
pose a threat to hundreds of chimpanzees.118 Despite
these risks, the report states that the project is still
viable as an offset. While noting there should still be
enough chimpanzees left in the park to sustain the
two mining companies’ - GAC and CBG - offsets if
the dam goes ahead, the report warns that it wouldn’t
be feasible to offset the impact of GAC, CBG and the
dam within the park.119

Destruction of the new national
park is yet another case of
development finance neglecting
local communities
Moyen-Bafing National Park is divided up into
zones, each permitting differing levels of human
activity, from outright development to untouched
pristine forest areas. The park’s creators hope to
engineer a situation in which both human and chimpanzee populations can grow and cohabit peacefully.
However, the feasibility assessment admits this
will be difficult, stating the “potential for economic
displacement is a significant challenge and risk to
the project”.120 In other words, stopping people from
accessing the forest, or clearing parts of it for mining,
will likely force them to leave their homes in search
of a livelihood. The report warns of dire impacts for
residents if they are not compensated for their losses,
stating, “This is not forced eviction, but the results
are similar”.121

Summary
This project is a disaster for people and nature.
It shows that despite several layers of environmental
and social assessments, the pursuit of tax revenues
has come at severe costs to local communities and
rare species like the West African Chimpanzee. To
hold institutions like the IFC and AfDB accountable,
donor countries need to send a clear message from
the top that destroying nature and dismissing local
concerns are unacceptable, and that devastating
projects will no longer be bankrolled.
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5.2 Drowning
in plastics

Project profile
Location
Nigeria

Type of project

Plastics and petrochemicals

Multilateral development
banks providing funding

International Finance Corporation (IFC), World
Bank (IDA), African Development Bank (AfDB),
Private Infrastructure Investment Group
(PIDG), European Investment Bank (EIB)

Bilateral development banks
providing funding

CDC Group in the UK, DEG in Germany,
Proparco in France, FMO in the Netherlands
and Bio from Belgium

Destruction caused

Plastic pollution destroying habitats and
disrupting the food chain.

The rise of one of the biggest plastics and petrochemicals conglomerates in the world
Indorama Corporation is an international plastics and petrochemicals conglomerate with operations and companies in over 30 countries in
Europe, North and South America, Africa and Asia.122
Indorama produces a range of plastics and is
the largest PET resin (polyester) producer in the
world, 123 124 responsible for approximately one in five
of the plastic bottles produced worldwide.125
Indorama Eleme Petrochemicals Limited (IEPL)
is a previously state-owned petrochemicals plant
in Port Harcourt, Nigeria. It was acquired by the
Indorama Corporation in 2006.126 The Eleme plant
already produced two main types of plastic resins
known as polyolefins - polyethylene (PE) and and
polypropylene (PP).127 From carrier bags and drinks
bottles to containers and plastic toys - polyethylene
is one of the most popular thermoplastics.128 Poly-

propylene can be used in anything from machinery
parts to textiles.129 These types of plastics are some
of the most abundantly manufactured, and make up
67 percent of samples of plastic pollution taken from
the surface of the sea.130 IEPL also runs an olefins
plant, which turns fossil fuels into two of the core
ingredients of any plastic resin.131 132 The IEPL plant
is one of the leading producers of these plastics in
the African continent, the US, Europe and Asia.133

Nigeria
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Our oceans and rivers are drowning in Indorama’s plastics, rendering the homes of species
uninhabitable

Despite nearly 200 global governments pledging to end ocean
plastic pollution,143 development
banks are funding the growth
of one of the world’s largest
plastic plants

Nigeria’s expanding (and reportedly poorly regulated)134 production and consumption of plastics has
generated a growing environmental crisis in recent
years. The country’s waste management systems are
poor or in many cases non-existent, with the majority
of plastic waste produced in Nigeria either dumped at
unsanitary dumpsites,135 roadsides and waterbodies,
or burnt.136 Nigeria has been assessed as one of the
world’s 20 worst countries for plastic waste management, producing over half a million tonnes of poorly
managed plastic waste per year (of which 40 percent
was estimated to eventually reach the ocean).137
The River Niger is West Africa’s main river, with its
mouth where the city of Port Harcourt sits. It’s one
of ten rivers in the world facing an extensive plastic
pollution problem and feeding plastic into the Atlantic
Ocean.138 It is possible that, given Indorama Eleme’s
position as the largest producer of consumer plastics
in the country, a substantial percentage of this waste
could have been produced at the Port Harcourt plant.
The negative effects of plastic pollution on biodiversity in terrestrial, freshwater, and marine habitats
are well-documented.139 They include entanglement,
ingestion, and the introduction of hazardous substances into food chains. In Nigeria as elsewhere,
plastic waste often combines with other forms of pollution to render freshwater and marine habitats uninhabitable. A recent study of microplastic pollution
in Nigeria’s rivers found high levels of microplastic
contamination in many water sources, and evidence
that it was being ingested in large quantities by insect
species (and therefore potentially throughout the
food chain).140 141 The burning of plastic waste, like the
plastic that is manufactured at the IEPL site, is also
a significant contributor to Nigeria’s air historically
having been amongst the most polluted on earth.142

The consistent funding of
Indorama to become one
of the biggest plastics and
petrochemicals producers
in the world completely
contradicts the commitments
and momentum being felt
globally to end single-use
plastic production and sales.
40
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Despite the known biodiversity impacts of both
plastics and fertilisers, Indorama as a conglomerate
has received at least $897m in total loans from the
IFC since 1998.144 145 146 However, it is not only the IFC
that is responsible for the growth of Indorama into
one of the world’s largest polluters. Germany, through
their bilateral development bank DEG was instrumental in the establishment and growth of Indorama
to become one of the world’s largest petrochemical
companies.147 The UK148 and France149 amongst
others have also played a crucial role in Indorama’s
growth, despite having commitments of their own
to curb the biodiversity destruction caused by plastics. 150 151 Despite the extensive DFI support provided
to Indorama Eleme for over a decade, and at odds
with their major shareholders’ rhetoric and action on
plastic, the lenders appear to be unschooled and
unalarmed by the potential downstream environmental and biodiversity effects of the plant’s activities,
either prior to or following investment.
2018 saw momentum begin to grow around the
ending of our global reliance on single-use, polluting
plastics. portfolio.earth’s report Bankrolling Plastics
outlines the government and corporate commitments on plastics and the role of the private banks
in ignoring this trend.152 Notable policies include,
the EU introducing a new Directive proposal153 that
would see limits, market restrictions and producer
sanctions placed on various plastic products. The UK
banned some single-use plastics in 2021154 and India
set out plans to ban the sale of single-use plastics as
early as 2022.155 Seattle in the USA became the first
city to ban certain plastic products, and the former
President of the United States, Donald Trump, signed
a Bill committing to clean up ocean plastic.156
Despite this, development banks referred to
below, and funded by Germany, France, and the
UK, continued to plough over US$150m into the
construction of Indorama’s second Feed Conditioning Unit (FCU), which allows gas to be provided
to the plants producing both plastics and fertilisers
(see figures listed).157 This project received a $35mn
investment from the IFC,158 159 a £20.3m (US$27.7mn)
investment from the UK through CDC Group,160
a US$15mn) investment from Germany through
DEG,161 and a EUR8m (US$9.3mn) investment from
France through Proparco in 2020.162
In 2019, UN Member State governments came
together at the fourth UN Environment Assembly in
Nairobi. They left having committed to significantly
reducing single-use plastic production by 2030.163

It would be reasonable to assume that by now the
shareholders of development banks would have
ensured these banks were no longer funding projects
not in line with commitments to end plastic pollution.
However, in 2021 the IFC provided $73m164 of investment to Indorama, directly contradicting their shareholders mission to significantly reduce pollution.

Not only is biodiversity suffering,
but the residents in Nigeria feel
short changed too
When the Nigerian State agreed to the sale and
privatisation of the Eleme Petrochemicals plant back
in 2006, they agreed that 10 percent of the shares
would be signed over to the six communities that
host the plant, with 7.5 percent of the shares being
available for development and infrastructure in the
region, and 2.5 percent of the shares being given
directly to the staff of the plant.165 166
There have been disputes over how the community’s shares have been managed. In 2017 aggrieved
residents held a demonstration against the company,
with quotes from locals reported in the news suggesting that Indorama Eleme had been working with
the investment company to defraud communities out
of their shares. Indorama deny that this is the case.167
The latest round of tensions began in 2021, with
youth protesters barricading the main road that leads
to the plant.168
One leader in the community, Prince Okeke
said, “The issue we have here today is total neglect
because [Indorama] Eleme feeds the nation. [Indorama] Eleme is contributing 98 percent to federal
growth, but we have been neglected. This road has
caused a lot of damage, insecurity and hardship. Yet
lots of promises have been made from a distance
and we have lost our patience. We can no longer
tolerate that because Nigeria belongs to all of us….
we are suffering in the midst of plenty because there’s
nobody to speak to us. We want to tell the President
that we also voted for him.”169

Summary
Plastics have been choking our oceans and
rivers for decades, and in recent years citizens and
governments have been waking up to the urgent
need to curb our reliance on the toxic material. The
consistent funding of Indorama to become one of
the biggest plastics and petrochemicals producers in
the world completely contradicts the commitments
and momentum being felt globally to end single-use
plastic production and sales. Governments such as
the UK, Germany and France have a responsibility
to use their shareholder and director positions within
development banks to mandate change and ensure
no further money is pumped into the choking of our
shores and species.
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5.3 Peat: the
forgotten fossil fuel
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Project profile
Location
Rwanda

Sector
Power

Multilateral DFIs funding (directly)

Africa Finance Corporation (AFC), African
Export-Import Bank (Afreximbank) and Trade
and Development Bank (TDB).

Bilateral DFIs funding (directly)
Finnfund

Destruction caused

Potential future mining for peat could inpact
wetlands that both biodiversity and people
rely upon

Rwanda

The world’s most polluting
power source
The Environment Minister in Rwanda once
described the 860 wetlands170 scattered across the
country as being “to a country what kidneys are to
humans. Wetlands help to filter water in the same
way a human’s kidney helps to filter blood”.171 She
reflected on how she had “seen our wetlands are
being abused”.172 One type of wetland is referred
to as a peatland, with a thick water-logged soil
layer made up of dead and decaying plant material
under the mossy surface. Peatlands have endless
benefits for communities around the world; ensur-

ing a consistent and clean supply of safe drinking
water, absorbing vast rainfall to prevent flooding,
and supporting livelihoods such as farming and
fishing.173 Their role in maintaining water availability
and quality is of particular importance for electricity generation in Rwanda, with the country having
a high dependence on hydroelectricity power
generation.174

Prof. Guillermo Rein, Imperial College
London, UK: “Peat is carbon that is about
100 to 10,000 years old. Every single
time a bit of peat is burnt it becomes a
net emission because it will take 100s
or 10,000 years to regrow that peat.”175
Burning peat as an energy source is known
to be one of the most polluting forms of energy,
deemed even worse than coal.176 Peatlands play a
huge role in storing carbon dioxide, storing more
carbon than tropical forests.177 Equatorial

peatlands, such as Rwanda’s, are sites of high
climate and biodiversity value, storing large
amounts of carbon and providing unique habitats
for a wide range of wildlife including many
endangered species.
Despite warm words from Rwanda’s Energy
Minister,178 in recent years peat has been promoted
as a potential energy source due to its abundance
across the country and perceived low cost. In 2017
Rwanda gained its first peat plant, Gishoma, following an extended and controversial development
process. One of the areas of contention included
reports there was insufficient peat available to
operate the plant.179 180 Rwanda’s fragile wetland
habitats are already under high levels of pressure
from overexploitation, pollution and agricultural
encroachment.181 Extracting sufficient amounts of
peat from the Akanyaru wetlands to operate any
new power plants would result in large emissions of
greenhouse gases, and significant and potentially
irreversible impacts to the landscape’s already
threatened biodiversity.182
An incredibly old and valued area of peat is in
the Akanyaru wetlands in the south of the country
near the border with Burundi.183 The Akanyaru
wetlands extend along the Akanyaru river and its
tributaries, and include extensive marshland and
papyrus reedbeds. The wetlands have previously
been assessed as an Important Bird Area (IBA),
with over 100 bird and other species recorded,
including multiple endangered and CITES-listed
species.184 While no information is publicly available
on the specific areas of the Akanyaru peatland that
will be mined for peat extranction to supply a new
Rwandan peat Power plant, peat extraction is identified as one of the key risks to the habitat.185
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Finland - a country that has
recognised the bleak nature
of peat mining and pledged to
phase it out is financing the
industry in Rwanda through its
development bank
The Hakan Quantum Power Project (HQ Power)
is set to be Rwanda’s second peat-fired power
plant in the South Akanyaru region.186 Construction
of the plant began in 2017, and it is scheduled to
begin operations in late 2021.187 Despite the fact
that the government of Finland have recognised the
climate and biodiversity impacts of peat and have
unveiled a plan to halve their use by 2030,188 their
DFI, Finnfund, contributed US$15m in loans to HQ
Power.189 They also served as the lead arranger for
a further US$35 million.190 A Finnish company called
Fortum is also set to act as the operations and
maintenance contractor.191

Due to the lack of transparency
in development financing, other
DFIs are indirectly complicit in the
biodiversity loss this peat plant
will cause
The plant cost US$350m in total, 192 with
US$225m coming from three regional development
banks: the Africa Finance Corporation (AFC with
a contribution of US$75m and an underwritten
commitment of US$35m). 193 As well as African
Export-Import Bank (Afreximbank), and Trade and
Development Bank (TDB).194
It is common within the world of development
finance for banks to fund other banks, using them
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as intermediaries who go on to fund projects within
a specific region. Very few checks or assessments
are carried out before handing the money to an
intermediary to check what harm the projects that
the intermediaries go on to fund could cause.195
For activists, publicly available information on the
specific projects funded is difficult to access and
attribute. In this case, all three regional development
banks have received substantial financing from a
range of bilateral and multilateral DFIs. For example, in
the case of AFC they received substantial investments
from AfDB,196 197 the US International Finance Corporation (DFC), 198 199 200 KfW,201 and DEG (Germany),202
Proparco (France)203 and a range of European funders
through the European Financing Partners IV.204 This
hybrid and complex funding structure can obscure
which projects are funded by which DFIs, making
it challenging to hold the shareholders to account.
portfolio.earth could not find consistent and
detailed information on AFC, Afreximbank or TDB’s
investment portfolios, or of any related environmental or social impact assessments. No information
appears to be publicly available either on the specific
areas allocated to HQ Power for peat mining, or the
potential biodiversity impacts of wetland drainage
and peat extraction to supply the plant.

Burning peat as an energy
source is known to be one
of the most polluting forms
of energy, deemed even
worse than coal.176

Summary
Parts of the world, like Finland that have previously been set on peat power are starting to turn
their backs on it due to its climate and biodiversity
implications. Meanwhile, their development bank
is funding destruction of some of Rwanda’s most
important habitats for both nature and people. Even
DFIs and donors that aren’t directly funding the plant
could find themselves feeling a portion of the blame,
which could be prevented by better checks and more
transparency in the future.
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5.4 Toxic for people,
toxic for nature

W
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Project profile
Location

Various countries (Sub-Saharan Africa)

Sector

Agriculture

Multilateral DFIs funding
IFC, AfDB, EIB

Bilateral DFIs funding

CDC (UK), DEG (Germany), Proparco
(France), FMO (Netherlands)

Destruction caused

Buildup of toxins in soils harmful to
pollinators and highly poisonous to people

Pesticides are incredibly hazardous to people,205 biodiversity206
and are a known drain on the
economies of developing
countries207
Pesticides are designed to kill pests on agricultural land and can contain a plethora of compounds intended to kill plants, mammals, insects,
fungi and more.208 The manufacturing of synthetic
pesticides at scale began in the 1940’s, but one
of the most prominent and well-known pesticides,
Glyphosate (a key ingredient of a well-known brand
called RoundUp), first hit the shelves in 1970.209
Countries that are critical to development finance
around the world such as Germany and France
are in varying stages of banning glyphosate.210 The
World Health Organization classified it as “probably
carcinogenic to humans” due to a growing body of
research linking its use to non-Hodgkin lymphoma
and other cancers.211
Biodiversity is drastically suffering the effects
of its continued use in some regions of the world,
with research showing that glyphosate runoff into
freshwater sources is killing off larvae and inhibiting
reproduction in fish, molluscs and insects that play
a critical role in sustaining the food chain.212 64% of
land used for agriculture is at risk of pollution from
pesticides, with 34% of that pollution occurring
within high biodiversity regions.213 A wide range
of toxic pesticides are still in use and production,
despite their being classified as hazardous and red
listed.214 Importantly, there is a growing body of
evidence that pesticides can become more harmful

Sub-Saharan Africa

when combined, a phenomenon known as the
‘cocktail effect’.215
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Sub-Saharan Africa:
where biodiversity and farmers
alike are on their knees
Sub-Saharan Africa contains some eco-regions that are deemed “in crisis” or “high risk”
due to the drastic conversion of habitat.216 There is
minimal protected area coverage, despite it being
a global biodiversity conservation priority.217 This
combined with it being one of the poorest regions
in the world has historically meant that it has
received more development funding for biodiversity
conservation than any other region.218 Most of the
farmers in the region are located in tropical areas
where the pest pressure is high.219 Often pesticides
are applied with limited protective clothing, with
many of the farmers using them unable to read
and therefore unaware of the health warnings on
the labels, leading to a plethora of health problems.220 221 Whilst farmers and their families are
suffering from the health impacts of these pesticides, climate change is driving their increased
need for them,222 and the impacts on nature grow
as pesticides accumulate in the soils.223

On top of the dangerous impacts toxic pesticides are known to have on biodiversity and human
health, their trade in regions such as West African
can drive small farmers further into debt and poverty.224 Up to 60% of West African cotton farmers’
incomes are spent on pesticides, and their harvests
are often too small to repay the debts.225 Sub-Saharan Africa is estimated to have borne 90 billion
US dollars’ worth of costs through illness and
injury directly attributed to the use of pesticides
by the end of 2020, which is more than the total
amount of international aid provided to the region
for basic health.226 The development banks funding
the production of these pesticides are undermining
the economic growth they are mandated to deliver,
whilst the health of people and the environment
suffers the consequences.

Development banks in Europe
and the UK have as recently
as 2020 funded a company
producing and selling hazardous
pesticides to Africa
Export Trading Group (ETG) is an agricultural
supply chain conglomerate, owning six companies
that deliver different aspects of commodities supply
chains.227 From cocoa, coffee and soybean; down
to fertilisers, agri-chemicals and metals - ETG are
responsible for the sourcing, storing, trading and
shipping of raw commodities, as well as the processing and production of fast-moving consumer goods.
One of the businesses under the ETG umbrella is
ETG Inputs Holdco Limited (EIHL).228 Operating in
18 countries in East, Central and Southern Africa,
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Whilst swathes of the
Western world move away
from hazardous pesticides
that are known to have
negative impacts on the
land and human health,
the development banks
they fund continue to
funnel money.

EIHL specialises in producing, importing, and distributing multiple brands of fertilisers, seeds, and
agro-chemicals.
Although the pesticides they are trading are legal
within the regions they are trading them, some have
been banned or restricted for use in other parts of
the world, such as Chlorpyrifos, which was banned
recently in the United States due to its known toxicity, but is still being produced for use in Africa by
ETG.229 230 Many others are deemed controversial
due to having been identified as Highly Hazardous
Pesticides (HHP) by the Pesticide Action Network
(PAN).231 these are the Highly Hazardous Pesticide
that ETG appear to be selling via an online retailer in
Zambia: Abamectin,232 Atrazine233, Carbendazim,234
Chlorothalonil,235 Chlorpyrifos,236 Cypermethrin,237
Deltamethrin,238 Dichlorvos (DDVP),239 Emamectine
Benzoate, 240 Fenitrothion, 241 Fipronil, 242 Glyphosate,243 Hexaconazole,244 Lambda-cyhalothrin,245
Malathion,246 Mancozeb,247 Paraquat,248 Profenofos,249 and Thiamethoxam.250
Many of the pesticides currently supplied by
ETG are acutely toxic to bees and other pollinators251
carcinogenic, mutagenic, or toxic for reproduction. 252
Several of the pesticides currently sold by ETG are
also highly poisonous.253
Despite the world having been awakened to the
health and biodiversity impacts of many pesticides
and their active ingredients, the development banks
referenced below have provided significant amounts
of finance to ETG for over a decade. portfolio.earth
was unable to find any publicly available evidence of
any assessment by any DFI of the impact of ETG’s
agro-chemical supply activities on human health or
biodiversity,254 however money has been flowing to
ETG since 2009, with the below providing a snapshot
into some of the sums of the financing:
• IFC: $60m (2009)255, $70m (2013)256,
•
•
•
•
•
•

$30.13m (2017)257, $50m (2019)258 259
UK through CDC Group:
$32.5m direct investment (2012)260
African Development Bank (AfDB):
$100m (2016)261, $100m (2017)262
France through Proparco:
$41.3m263, $4.8m (2020)264
The Netherlands through FMO:
$25.5m (2019)265
Germany through DEG: $40m (2020)266
Finland through Finnfund: $15m (2020)267

Summary
Whilst swathes of the Western world move away
from hazardous pesticides that are known to have
negative impacts on the land and human health, the
development banks they fund continue to funnel
money as recently as 2020 into their production in
Africa. Reinforcing a system whereby small-scale
farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa are being pushed to
pesticide reliance even though they struggle to afford
them268 and the fact their land will ultimately be left
worse off, as pests are likely to become resistant.269
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