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PREFACE

The Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) Accountability Mechanism is 3 years old. Even if the scheduled review of 
the policy may be deferred, these annual reports of the Office of the Special Project Facilitator (OSPF) provide 
a regular assessment.

During the 3 years, OSPF received complaints about ten projects. Two complaints went through the full 
consultation phase, one was withdrawn, one was prescreened, four were declared ineligible, and two are in 
the process of determining eligibility. We did not treat the ineligible complaints lightly. Through field visits 
and other means, we made every effort to help the complainants understand why their complaints were not 
eligible. Prescreening, described elsewhere in this report, was not envisaged in the policy on the Accountability 
Mechanism. We used this procedure because experience showed us that a flexible approach to problem solving 
is more effective than a rigid bureaucratic method. It is also a caring approach, particularly when dealing with 
poor project-affected people, who find it difficult to understand ADB’s Accountability Mechanism process.

As OSPF took a proactive role of trying to anticipate possible complaints rather than to simply react to them, 
we can also claim justifiable credit for having averted one or two complaints.

OSPF directed its outreach primarily at those who may have to resort to the Consultation Phase of the 
Accountability Mechanism and at others such as government officials, ADB staff, civil society groups, and 
nongovernment organizations that may have roles to play in the event of a complaint. In other words, we 
concentrated our efforts where it mattered most: in developing member countries. The question of how best 
to reach the most vulnerable groups was uppermost in our minds. OSPF’s simple field guide, which has been 
well received, is one answer. Some regional departments have decided to use this guide, translated into the 
local language, as an attachment to resettlement plans. We hope that all operations departments of ADB will 
do the same. It was also flattering to learn that the International Finance Corporation has followed our lead 
and has prepared a similar field guide. 

The third major activity in OSPF’s mandate is to provide generic advice to ADB’s operations departments. We 
have prepared and distributed to them eight micro-articles on good practices in dealing with projects likely 
to generate complaints, plus a checklist in the form of a matrix to help them identify such projects. These 
documents were put together after extensive consultation with staff from the operations departments and 
are not a creation of OSPF. Our outreach programs included special sessions on complaint management, 
particularly for staff from selected resident missions. Along the way, we have provided advice to operations 
departments in other ways as well.

We are happy with our record.

The Accountability Mechanism is one more tool to enhance the effectiveness of ADB’s development assistance. 
For development to be effective, it has to proceed unhindered. The few who are called upon to make sacrifices 
for the greater good of the larger population do not have to be left behind. OSPF’s role is to facilitate the 
solution of problems referred to it by project-affected people if its involvement would be purposeful. As Tiger 
Woods has said, “There is always room for improvement,” which applies to the Accountability Mechanism as 
well. The past 3 years have given OSPF enough experience to reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of the 
Accountability Mechanism. The Special Project Facilitator’s views in this regard are given on pages 5-7.

Nalin P. Samarasingha
Special Project Facilitator
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ROLE AND MANDATE OF THE 
SPECIAL PROJECT FACILITATOR

Background

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved its new Accountability Mechanism on 29 May 
2003. It became effective on 12 December 2003, replacing the Inspection Function, which 
had been established in December 1995. 

The Accountability Mechanism’s scope is wider than that of the Inspection Function. While 
the later applied only to public sector loan projects, the Accountability Mechanism applies to 
both public and private sector operations. People who might have been adversely affected by 
ADB-assisted projects can now seek to resolve their concerns through a simplified process that 
emphasizes consensus-based problem solving.

The Accountability Mechanism has two key components: (i) a problem-solving role (the 
Consultation Phase), handled by the Special Project Facilitator (SPF); and (ii) an investigative 
role (the Compliance Review phase), which is the responsibility of the Compliance Review Panel 
(CRP). Although the SPF and CRP are parts of the same Accountability Mechanism, they function 
independently. The SPF reports to the President; CRP reports to the Board of Directors.

The Consultation Phase has rules governing (i) complaints; (ii) eligibility of complaints; (iii) 
scope and exclusions of complaints; and (iv) eight procedural steps including time frame, 
confidentiality, and reporting requirements (see page 4).

Mandate

The SPF promotes consensus-based problem solving, seeking agreement among all parties in 
identifying the matters in dispute, ways to resolve the problems, and the time frame required. 
People who believe they have been adversely affected by an ADB-assisted project can use the 
consultation process regardless of whether ADB’s operational policies and procedures are 
violated. However, they first must attempt to resolve their problems in good faith with the 
assistance of the ADB operations departments. The Consultation Phase does not supplant the 
operations departments’ project administration and problem-solving functions. Further, the 
SPF’s role is limited to ADB-related issues concerning ADB-assisted projects. The SPF does not 
interfere in the internal matters of any developing member country (DMC).

If the SPF determines that a complaint is ineligible, the complainants can file a complaint 
with CRP. CRP determines eligibility using its own criteria. Complainants can terminate the 
consultation process after the SPF’s assessment, and file a complaint with CRP. They also can 
file a complaint with CRP during the SPF consultation process. During the consultation, the 
SPF can recommend to the President that the process be discontinued if the SPF determines 
that further consultation would be purposeless.

Project-affected people are at the core of the Consultation Phase, which was established for 
their benefit and to improve ADB’s development effectiveness. Project-affected people who 
have a complaint often belong to the most vulnerable groups. The Office of the Special Project 
Facilitator (OSPF) exhibits maximum sensitivity to their complaints. However, OSPF does not 
assume that ADB’s operations departments, the government, or private project sponsors are less 
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sensitive to project-affected people’s concerns. In 
seeking solutions to problems, OSPF aims to win 
the confidence of all parties. OSPF has drawn up 
its own guiding principles with that objective (see 
below). OSPF seeks the assistance of civil society 
groups as well in solving problems.

Guiding Principles

OSPF is guided by the principles of 

(i) enhanc ing ADB’s  accountabi l i ty  in 
development assistance;

(ii) being responsive to the concerns of project-
affected people, and treating all stakeholders 
fairly;

(iii) reflecting the highest professional and technical standards in its staffing and operations;
(iv) being independent and transparent; and
(v) being cost-effective; efficient; and complementary to the other supervision, audit, quality 

control, and evaluation systems at ADB.

Meeting with the village head and beneficiaries of the Lamdingin ETESP 
Package 8 housing component. The field visit was an opportunity to draw 
insights into the categories of complaints from beneficiaries and how the 
complaints are handled by the village council and field consultants.
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Step 2: Registration and
acknowledgement

7 days from
receipt

21 days
from receipt

49 days
from receipt

7 days from receipt
of findings

14 days from
the date of
notification

7 days from receipt
of comments from
the OD and the
complainant from the
date of notification

Step 3: Determination of
eligibility

Step 4: Review and
assessment

Step 5: Decision by the
complainant to carry on

with the consultation process

If the complainant
finds the
consultation
process not
purposeful, the
complainant may
file a request for
compliance review
with OCRP.

The Consultation Process

Step 7: Implementation of the
course of action in the
consultation process

Step 6: Comments on findings
by the OD and the complainant
and recommendations by OSPF

Two options

Step 1: Filing of the complaint

Step 8: Termination of the
consultation process

OCRP = Office of the Compliance Review Panel, OD = operations department, OSPF = Office of the Special Project Facilitator.
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REFLECTIONS ON THE 
FIRST THREE YEARS

– By the Special Project Facilitator

The main consideration that guided the SPF when dealing with complaints was the need 
for development activities to progress unimpeded while ensuring that those who are called 
upon as project-affected people to make sacrifices in the larger interests of the community 
are adequately looked after. Since the SPF’s work called for independence and integrity, and 
contacts with stakeholders inside and outside ADB in conflict situations, OSPF conducted its 
operations within a set of six guidelines:

(i) OSPF must be independent, fair, and balanced when dealing with problems referred to it 
by project-affected people, and must act in a manner that will contribute to enhancing 
ADB’s image among all stakeholders.

(ii) OSPF must show maximum sensitivity in its interactions with all stakeholders.
(iii) OSPF must maintain cordial relations with all departments/offices in ADB, particularly the 

operations departments, without, however, compromising OSPF’s independence; and 
OSPF should not burden the operations departments with additional work except where 
justified in the consultation process.

(iv) OSPF should endeavor to anticipate problems rather than simply react to them.
(v) OSPF should work in a spirit of cooperation with CRP.
(vi) As an office reporting to the President, OSPF’s activities should be conducted with the 

utmost integrity, dignity, and decorum.

While OSPF approached its responsibilities with determination to make the new Accountability 
Mechanism a success, there were times when it had to navigate through uncharted territory 
and learn by doing. OSPF discovered very early in its operations that it is neither practical nor 
even possible at times to rigidly adhere to the steps and time frames stipulated in the policy 
for the Consultation Phase. 

OSPF receives letters from project-affected persons who do not know ADB and its complaint 
procedures. It will not do to simply send back a brochure and a cover letter. That might even 
be dysfunctional. The procedures prescribed in the policy have to be applied with considerable 
flexibility. Instead of mechanically following them, it is important to show that ADB cares. 
Therefore, OSPF found it desirable to prescreen requests even if they do not meet the stipulated 
requirements for filing of complaints, to stay engaged with the affected persons, and to work 
behind the scenes with the operations departments to resolve problems before they grow into 
full-blown complaints. A significant amount of time was also spent trying to anticipate and 
avert complaints. And, there were a few successes.

Even ineligible complaints must be dealt with thoughtfully and convincingly, which requires 
significant effort. The complainants have to be treated with respect and have to be convinced 
that their complaints are ineligible and that they have to endeavor to resolve the issues with 
the assistance of the borrower and ADB’s operations departments.

Flexibility is also needed in the timing for completing the different steps in the consultation 
process. Many project-affected people have no access to modern means of communication like 
facsimile, e-mail, cellular telephones, or even land lines. Courier service may not be available, and 
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 1 Owen, Gwyn. 2005. Report of the Conflict Management Consultant on complaints relating to Loan 1711(SF)-SRI: Southern 
Transport Development Project. Manila: ADB.

even mail takes a long time. In the complaints that went through the consultation process, it was 
either not possible or it did not make sense to rigidly adhere to the stipulated time frames.

The Accountability Mechanism policy does not require OSPF to keep the borrowers or cofinanciers, 
who are key stakeholders, informed of the SPF’s findings during eligibility determination or 
during the review and assessment stage. OSPF found this problematic, and not conducive to 
problem solving, and has instead been keeping each borrower and cofinancier apprised of its 
findings during every consultation process. Likewise, the option given to the complainants to 
leave the consultation process and to file a request with CRP at different stages significantly 
restricts the SPF’s ability to deal effectively with complaints. Even experienced international 
mediators have said so. Moreover, it can confuse the borrower and lead to serious delays as 
well. In one instance, the borrower alleged that the delays caused by the process contributed 
to claims amounting to about $9 million from the contractor.

The consultation process can become further complicated when there are binding court 
decisions on the parties. Two of the complaints dealt with by OSPF had also been contested 
unsuccessfully by the affected people in the Supreme Courts of the countries concerned before 
they were filed with OSPF.

In one instance, OSPF shortlisted three internationally reputed consultants on conflict resolution, 
but two of them (both from the United States) declined, as there were existing judicial decisions. 
The expert who accepted the assignment to mediate stated the following in his report:

“The current OSPF procedures are transparent and extensive and afford any 
complainant an opportunity to be heard where conventional systems and 
procedures are either unavailable or are beyond reach. The procedures currently 
enable complainants an opportunity to ensure that their point of view is recorded 
and discussed by other project participants and stakeholders. They are, however, 
not in themselves a means to an end. National legislation provides the ultimate 
remedies.

The OSPF systems are consensual, however, due to the power balance provided by 
the ADB conglomerate they are influential. The systems do not, however, ride above 
the law and are accordingly constrained by judicial precedent and legal reality.”1

Cofinanced projects can create complications, particularly for the financing institutions, 
borrowers, and executing agencies, especially if a complaint is made with more than one 
cofinancier. Experience so far appears to show that complaints by project-affected people 
are most likely to arise about large-scale infrastructure projects involving safeguard policies, 
which, owing to their size and nature, may also involve cofinanciers. It is not hard to imagine 
a nightmare scenario if complaints are filed in sequence. The institutions and the borrowers, 
in particular, would need to find ways to cope with different accountability mechanisms for 
handling the same complaint.

With regard to nongovernment organizations (NGOs) and civil society representatives who 
took an active interest in the complaint process, we made our position clear in the Foreword 
of OSPF’s first Annual Report (2004):

“People genuinely affected by ADB-assisted projects can turn to OSPF to address 
their problems. We are committed to earning their trust. We welcome the assistance 
of … NGOs in the problem-solving process. If NGOs have an advocacy role, we 
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would like to remind them respectfully that OSPF is the wrong forum for airing 
their concerns, unless those concerns are related directly to the problems of project-
affected people.”

Yet we did not hesitate to acknowledge the positive contributions of NGOs in our second 
Annual Report (2005).

“NGOs were also key in problem solving in the CERDP. We are grateful for their 
contributions.”

In our interactions with all stakeholders, we were always mindful of the dictum of former 
United States President Ronald Reagan: “Trust but verify.”

OSPF did not treat the Accountability Mechanism as some legal legerdemain. We treated it as 
an administrative arrangement, with certain built-in safeguards to ensure its independence, 
established in order to solve the problems of project-affected persons in ADB-financed projects 
and to bring these projects into compliance, where required.

As such, it would be desirable to constantly review the Mechanism, assess its performance, 
and make improvements in order to obviate another of Mr. Reagan’s dicta: “Government 
bureaucracy is the closest thing to eternal life.” It is hoped that issues such as harmonization 
of the accountability mechanisms of the various lending institutions and streamlining of the 
processes within ADB’s Accountability Mechanism to make it more effective and cost efficient 
will be given serious consideration.
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COMPLAINTS

Indonesia: Community Empowerment for Rural Development 
– Conclusion of the Complaint

The Community Empowerment for Rural Development Project2 (CERDP) has four components: 
Part A: Capacity building for community development; Part B: Community-based savings 
and loan organizations; Part C: Support for construction of rural infrastructure; and Part D: 
Support for project management and monitoring. The Directorate General of Rural Community 
Empowerment (DGRCE) of the Ministry of Home Affairs is the executing agency. Project 
administration was vested in the Indonesia Resident Mission (IRM) in July 2002. The CERDP 
has a complaint mechanism.

Three NGOs together with villagers from five villages in South Kalimantan submitted a 
complaint to OSPF on 18 February 2005 covering (i) infrastructure, (ii) the sequencing of project 
components, (iii) participation in decision making, and (iv) information. After going through 
the eight steps of the consultation process, village-level agreements were signed in September 
2005 for each village that was party to the complaint. The review and assessment report (RAR) 
identified the stakeholders in the project as (i) the five villages; (ii) the three NGOs; (iii) the 
Government of Indonesia, particularly DGRCE, local governments, and their consultants; and 
(iv) IRM. The NGOs acted as intermediaries between the villagers and OSPF.

Feedback sessions involving government officials and implementation consultants, the three 
NGOs, former complainants, and IRM were held on 2 February 2006 to review the root causes 
of the complaint, systematize and enhance learning from complaint management, and identify 
ways to improve dialogue with NGOs and project beneficiaries. An Indonesian facilitator guided 
the sessions, and the discussions were interpreted.

The former complainants explained that they had brought their 
concerns to the different government levels without receiving 
a response, so they addressed IRM, but the response from 
IRM did not satisfy them, so they addressed their complaint 
to OSPF. They and the NGOs recommended strengthening 
the CERDP’s Public Complaint Unit by familiarizing it with 
the project communities. It should have clear procedures, 
time limits, levels of authorization and decision making, and 
materials that can be understood by villagers. There should be 
a procedure to follow if agreement cannot be reached. The 
former complainants also suggested that ADB should delay 
implementation if a project is not ready.

IRM urged that consultants be in place at the start of project 
implementation, and that communications with project-
affected people be in Bahasa Indonesia.

The Government recommended resolving problems at the 
lowest level possible. The Government also confirmed that 

 2 Loans 1765(SF)/1766-INO for $170.2 million, approved on 19 October 2000.

Joint fact-finding in Handil Baru – discussions along the way 
with ADB, government representatives, complainants, and 
NGO representatives.
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Workshop on feedback and lessons learned from the 
complaint about the CERDP with executing and implementing 
agency staff, ADB-IRM, NGO intermediaries, and former 
complainants.

preparedness criteria must now be met before it will consider 
borrowing funds for a project.

According to the NGOs, ADB’s Accountability Mechanism is not 
well known yet, although the OSPF field guide is quite helpful. 
Communications from ADB should not only be in Bahasa, but 
should use simple terms.

The former complainants felt the RAR reflected too strongly 
the results of interviews, which were not always with the right 
people. They suggested that OSPF use Indonesians to conduct 
interviews. They did appreciate that their comments on the 
RAR were attached, and that OSPF accepted their proposal to 
have a preparatory meeting. They expressed concerns about 
the timing of village visits, and recommended that the whole 
consultation process be shortened. The former complainants 
acknowledged that OSPF had been neutral, responsible, and 
very thorough.

During January–May 2006, the village-level agreements were monitored by OSPF. At the end 
of May, the complaint was officially concluded.

Pakistan: Chashma Right Bank Irrigation Project –Stage III
– Prescreening of a Potential Complaint

The Chashma Right Bank Irrigation Project–Stage III3 is the third phase of a scheme to irrigate 
230,000 hectares (ha) by diverting water from the Indus River. Stages I and II have been 
completed. Stage III has four components: (i) construction of the main canal, (ii) construction of 
distributary canals and drainage facilities, (iii) on-farm water management, and (iv) agricultural and 
livestock extension. Stage III is intended to cover 135,000 ha, increasing both crop and livestock 
production, and thereby raising farm employment and income. Anticipated indirect benefits 
are improved water quality for domestic use; reduced waterborne disease incidence; improved 
transportation, communications, and access; and improved environmental conditions.

A request for inspection was received on 25 November 2002. In March 2003, the Board 
Inspection Committee (BIC)4 recommended inspection of the project, which was approved by 
the Board in April 2003. An inspection panel was appointed and made its recommendations 
to the BIC on 10 June 2004. The panel held that ADB had breached its operational policies 
and procedures in the planning and/or implementation of the project with regard to project 
benefit monitoring and evaluation, environmental impact, socioeconomic and cultural impacts, 
involuntary resettlement, social dimensions, and supplementary financing of cost overruns. It 
recommended, among others, extension of the project completion date, full compensation 
for affected persons, assessment of environmental and social impacts of the project, and 
independent monitoring and evaluation.

On 14 December 2005, OSPF received a letter from residents of More Jhangi Village requesting 
an extension of a distributary link. OSPF replied, asking for clarification if this was a complaint 
against an ADB-assisted project or a request for improvement in an ongoing project. The matter 
was discussed with the South Asia Regional Department (SARD), which requested the Punjab 
Irrigation and Power Department (IPD) to send its staff to investigate. SARD reported that IPD had 

 3 Loan 1146-PAK(SF) for $185 million equivalent, approved on 17 December 1991.
 4 Which preceded the Accountability Mechanism.
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determined that the problem was not related to the project. 
However, on 3 April 2006, OSPF received another letter, based 
on which it decided to field a complaint inquiry. A consultant 
met with IPD, villagers, and local government representatives, 
and determined that the complaint had already been addressed 
by IPD. However, the complainants raised a new concern about 
their payment of water service charges. The consultant advised 
the complainants that this matter must first be addressed to 
the Water and Power Development Authority and the ADB 
operations department, and they might file a complaint with 
OSPF only if not satisfied with the response. 

Since this project had gone through the former inspection 
process, it would have been ineligible for a complaint under 
the Accountability Mechanism, but the consultant engaged 
by the SPF confirmed that the new complaint was within the 

scope of the project, and that new evidence was available. Since the new complaint had not 
been directed first to the operations department (originally SARD), it was referred to the Central 
and West Asia Regional Department (CWRD).5

Bangladesh: Khulna-Jessore Drainage Rehabilitation Project
– New Complaint

The Khulna-Jessore Drainage Rehabilitation Project6 was designed to support the government’s 
efforts to reduce poverty by alleviating drainage congestion and thus increasing agricultural 
production, creating jobs, and raising incomes. The project had four major components: Part 
A: Beneficiary participation; Part B: Rehabilitation works; Part C: Agricultural extension; and 
Part D: Fisheries management.

The project was scheduled to close on 31 December 1999 but was extended for 36 months 
due to delays in implementation. It closed on 18 March 2002. A project completion report 
(PCR) was circulated on 25 October 2004.

A letter of complaint was received by OSPF in January 2006. Since a PCR had been done for this 
project, the complaint was ineligible, and the complainants were so informed. OSPF referred 
the matter to SARD, which is dealing with it in the context of a new project design.

Nepal: Rural Electrification, Distribution, and Transmission Project
– New Complaint

The Rural Electrification, Distribution, and Transmission Project7 has six components: Part A: 
Expansion of the Nepal Electricity Authority’s (NEA) interconnected grid for rural electrification 
in the eastern, central, and western regions; Part B: Distribution system extensions for off-
grid power projects; Part C: Distribution system reinforcements; Part D: Transmission system 
development in the Kathmandu Valley; Part E: Computerized billing systems; and Part F: 
Institutional strengthening of NEA. The loan was declared effective on 14 March 2002, and 
the closing date is scheduled for 30 June 2007. NEA is the executing agency.

On 25 April 2006, OSPF received a complaint from three complainants, one of whom (C1, 
the lead complainant) was authorized to represent the other two,8 about compensation for 

Dried watercourse due to non-availability of adequate water 
from MD-35 TR after some distance, Pakistan.

 5 On 1 May 2006, under an organizational realignment, Pakistan came under the newly created CWRD.
 6 Loan 1289-BAN(SF) for $61.7 million, approved on 14 December 1993.
 7 Loan 1732-NEP(SF) for $50 million, approved on 21 December 1999.
 8 The names of the complainants are to be kept confidential in OSPF’s public documents at their request.
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their lands that were affected by the right-of-way (ROW) for overhead power transmission 
lines under Part D of the project: The proposed transmission line would allegedly render their 
lands unsuitable for future residential or commercial purposes. The complainants sought the 
SPF’s assistance to ensure that they received “suitable financial compensation based on market 
value” to reflect the actual reduction in value of their lands. The complainants also claimed 
that they were not consulted by ADB, nor by NEA, regarding “possible impacts of the project 
or the compensation to be paid.”

OSPF replied on 28 April 2006, seeking the following clarifications:

(i) evidence of ownership and possession of the land,
(ii) confirmation that one of the other complainants (C2) is a project-affected person,
(iii) evidence that the complainants had endeavored to resolve the situation through the 

project’s grievance mechanisms, and
(iv) whether any of the complainants had filed a legal case.

C1 replied on 19 June 2006 that he was not fully aware of the project’s grievance procedures 
but that he had attempted to resolve the problem with SARD and NEA without satisfactory 
results. He also disclosed that he had taken his case to the Nepal Supreme Court but had 
received no decision yet.

Since C1 asked for time to furnish all the clarifications requested by OSPF, the SPF arranged for 
a field visit during 11-14 June 2006 to suit the schedule of C1. In determining the eligibility of 
the complaint, OSPF consulted all stakeholders, including all three complainants, ADB staff, 
and NEA officials.

The SPF determined that C2 is not a project-affected person, as the ROW passes outside his 
property. Although the locations of the transmission towers have been fixed, the exact location 
of the ROW has not been established by NEA and is awaiting surveys, so it is not known how 
much C1 and C3 (the third complainant) will be affected. The project provides for establishment 
of a Compensation Fixation Committee, not yet functioning. The project documents further state 
the compensation policy, which provides for the complainants to receive full compensation for 
the reduction in value of their land. As a final step in the process to determine compensation, 
affected persons have the right to appeal to the Supreme Court of Nepal.

NEA provided OSPF with details about its consultations with project-affected people and 
agreed to provide the complainants with the technical justification for the alignment. 
SARD assisted the complainants to obtain this information. The SPF was unable to obtain a 
transcript of the Supreme Court decisions; however, C1 informed the SPF that the Court had 
rejected his appeal for a stay order on the project and that it had not dealt with the issue 
of compensation.

For these reasons, the SPF found the complaint premature and ineligible. The SPF explained the 
situation to C1 on 9 August 2006, and advised him to go through the procedures provided 
for under the project for receiving compensation. The SPF also informed C1 that, in the event 
the government does not honor the commitments given to ADB regarding compensation, 
OSPF will accept a fresh complaint. In view of this, C1, on behalf of all complainants, agreed 
to follow the course of action recommended by the SPF, without prejudice to the right to file 
a complaint later.

Pakistan: National Highway Development Sector Investment Program 
– New Complaint

In 2005, the government approved its Medium-Term Development Framework (MTDF) 
targeting key infrastructure subsectors including roads, the dominant mode for transporting 
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freight in Pakistan. The National Highway Authority (NHA) 
converted the relevant sections of the MTDF into a National 
Highway Development Plan focusing on critical bottlenecks. 
ADB provided assistance9 through its multitranche financing 
facility covering three batches of subprojects. This program 
includes both investment and noninvestment interventions, 
especially in capacity building. NHA is the executing agency.

A communication was received by the SPF in September 2006 
concerning access by project-affected people to information 
from NHA, and potential displacement due to road alignment. 
After an exchange of communications, complicated by the 
language barrier, and discussions with CWRD, Infrastructure 
Division, a consultant was fielded to prepare a Pre-Eligibility 
Screening Report, issued at the end of December. The 
consultant confirmed that the project-affected people wished 
their concerns to be considered as a complaint.

India: Assam Power Sector Development Project
– New Complaint

The Assam Power Sector Development Project10 aims to improve the quality and quantity of 
electricity supply by strengthening transmission and distribution systems, to introduce a revenue 
management system, and to rehabilitate the rural distribution network.

An e-mail was received on 31 October 2006 from a manufacturer of power transmission and 
distribution equipment expressing concern about the evaluation process for prequalification 
of bidders. On 2 November 2006, the SPF replied that the Accountability Mechanism expressly 
excludes procurement-related matters from the scope of consultation by the SPF, instead 
directing the manufacturer to the relevant units within ADB.

Viet Nam: GMS Mekong Tourism Development Project
– New Complaint

The GMS Mekong Tourism Development Project11 was designed to promote the tourism sector 
in the lower Mekong River basin by improving tourism-related infrastructure in Cambodia, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, and Viet Nam. It has four components: Part A: Infrastructure; 
Part B: Pro-poor, community-based tourism development; Part C: Subregional cooperation; 
and Part D: Implementation assistance and institutional strengthening.

In mid-December 2006, letters were received from four groups of complainants expressing 
concern about compensation, lack of information, and loss of property and business. The 
letters were acknowledged and forwarded to an independent translator. Replies were sent 
seeking clarification on the complainants’ efforts to solve problems and issues with ADB and 
on confidentiality.

Mr. Khalid Abdul Qadir, representative of persons affected 
by the Muzaffargarh Bypass, explaining the grievances of 
the complainants.

 9 Loans 2210(SF)/2231-PAK for $773 million, approved on 13 December 2005.
10 Loans 2036/2037-IND for $250 million, approved on 10 December 2003.
11 Loan 1971-VIE(SF) for $8.5 million, approved on 12 December 2002.
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SUMMARY OF COMPLAINTS PROCESSED IN 2006

Project Issues of Complaint Salient Dates

INO: Community 
Empowerment for Rural 
Development Project

• Village infrastructure
• Community participation
• Information sharing

• Complaint received, 21 Feb 2005
• Complaint acknowledged, 21 Feb 2005
• Complaint registered, 9 Mar 2005
• Eligibility determined (eligible), 23 Mar 2005
• Review and Assessment Report (RAR) issued, 5 May 2005, in English & 

Bahasa Indonesia
• Comments on RAR received from 
 – Complainants, 7 Jun 2005
 – ADB IRM, 13 Jun 2005
• Five village agreements signed, 26-28 Sep 2005
• SPF’s Final Report issued, 13 Dec 2005, in English & Bahasa Indonesia
• Feedback and lessons learned sessions held, 2 Feb 2006
• Monitoring of village agreements, Jan-May 2006
• Conclusion of monitoring activities, 31 May 2006

PAK: Chashma Right Bank 
Irrigation Project–Stage III

• Distributary link
• Flooding

• Complaint received, 14 Dec 2005
• SPF initiatives in establishing contact with complainants, translations, 

and fielding a pre-eligibility inquiry, Jan-Aug 2006
• Pre-Eligibility Screening Report, 31 Aug 2006

BAN: Khulna-Jessore 
Drainage Rehabilitation 
Project

• Agricultural production
• Community participation

• Complaint received, 4 Jan 2006
• Acknowledged and registered, 4 Jan 2006
• Determined ineligible (PCR approved for this project, 25 Oct 2004), 

4 Jan 2006

NEP: Rural Electrification, 
Distribution and 
Transmission Project

• Consultation
• Compensation

• Complaint received, 25 Apr 2006
• Acknowledged and registered, 28 Apr 2006
• Determined ineligible. Complaint deemed premature. Complainants can 

bring their complaint later to the SPF, if there are valid grounds, after 
they have exhausted the procedures available to them under the project 
to obtain equitable compensation. Complainants agreed, 4 Sep 2006

PAK: National Highway 
Development Sector 
Investment Program

• Land acquisition
• Compensation 
• Information
• Resettlement

• Complaint received, 11 Sep 2006
• Complaint acknowledged, 12 Sep 2006
• Translation, establishing contact, and fielding a pre-eligibility inquiry, 

Oct-Dec 2006
• Pre-Eligibility Screening Report, 31 Dec 2006

IND: Assam Power Sector 
Development Project

• Procurement • Complaint received, 31 Oct 2006
• Complaint acknowledged and referred to operations department 

concerned, 2 Nov 2006. Determined ineligible (procurement-related 
matters are not eligible for complaints)

VIE: GMS Mekong Tourism 
Development Project

• Compensation
• Information
• Property/business loss

• Complaints received from 4 groups of complainants, 13 Dec 2006 
and19 Dec 2006

• Acknowledged, & clarifications sought, 18 Dec 2006 & 10 Jan 2007
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CLIENT SUPPORT ACTIVITIES

OSPF seeks to inform clients in DMCs about its functions and activities, and also staff of ADB. 
In 2006, nine activities were held reaching 890 persons (see table).

CLIENTS REACHED IN 2006

Activity/Location No. of Participants

Outreach

• India (orientations in 5 states) 119

• Indonesia (orientations in 3 regions) 143

• Mongolia 63

• Nepal 55

• Briefing/orientation sessions in HQ for ADB staff & government officials 192

Generic Support

• ADB operations departments (3 sessions on lessons learned) 34

• IRM – feedback and lessons learned on CERDP 17

• Indonesia: ETESP complaint management 227

• Kyrgyz Republic (in collaboration with COSO) 40

Total 890

Outreach

OSPF  conducted 1-day 
orientations in 2006 in India, 
Indonesia, Mongolia, and 
Nepal (see table) to create 
awareness of the rationale, 
key features, and procedures 
o f  t h e  A c c o u n t a b i l i t y 
Mechanism, part icular ly 
regarding the Consultation 
Phase, and to establish trust 
and confidence in OSPF 
among stakeholders.

Outreach was conducted in June jointly by OSPF and the Department of External Relations (DER) 
in India in New Delhi; Bhopal, Madhya Pradesh; Mangalore and Bangalore, Karnataka; and 
Calcutta, West Bengal. The target audience comprised executing and implementing agencies, 
NGOs, and staff of the India Resident Mission. Seven sessions were conducted with 119 
participants including 7 from media. Joining forces with DER to present both the Accountability 
Mechanism and the Public Communications Policy was felt to be effective, as the two topics 
fit well together and reinforce each other.

The same methodology was thus used in Indonesia in Jakarta; Mataram, Lombok; and 
Makassar, South Sulawesi in August. Three sessions were held with 143 participants, including 

Distribution of Participants

28%

26%
32%

10%
1%

3%
ADB Staff

Government

Nongovernment
Organizations

Media

Project
Consultants

Project
Beneficiaries
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5 from media. The language barrier was apparent, with local 
translators not always able to perform to expectations. IRM 
presented a draft internal complaint handling system that was 
quite promising.

OSPF was slotted into the Central Operations Services Office’s 
(COSO) 11-day project implementation and administration 
seminar for government staff administering projects, held in 
Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia in September. OSPF also held a half-
day session with NGOs and a 1-hour session with Mongolia 
Resident Mission staff. A total of 63 participants attended 
the three activities. The objectives were for the participants 
to (i) become familiar with the Consultation Phase of the 
Accountability Mechanism, and (ii) understand their roles and 
responsibilities once a complaint reaches OSPF.

In December, OSPF organized an outreach in Kathmandu, Nepal 
in close cooperation with the Nepal Resident Mission (NRM). 
A total of 55 participants from executing and implementing 
agencies, NGOs, and NRM attended half-day sessions.

In collaboration with the Human Resources Division (BPHR), two half-day sessions on managing 
requests and complaints were inserted in its project implementation seminars in 2006. The 
sessions concerned (i) dealing with and preventing complaints, (ii) operations departments’ 
experiences in dealing with requests and complaints, and (iii) key features and procedures of 
the consultation phase with a sample case discussion. They specifically targeted staff in project 
preparation, processing, and implementation. A total of 74 staff from headquarters and the 
resident missions attended these sessions.

At BPHR’s invitation, OSPF oriented new ADB staff during the annual Induction Program for 
New Staff on the Accountability Mechanism, focusing largely on the Consultation Phase. A 
total of 83 headquarters and resident mission staff participated.

The SPF was given an hour slot in the annual 3-week DMC Orientation Program to give a 
rundown of complaints OSPF had received and lessons it had learned in the process. As in 
previous years, the whole program aimed at deepening DMC knowledge concerning (i) ADB’s 
policies, procedures, and operations; (ii) ADB’s changing role; and (iii) improving DMCs’ skills in 
planning and managing development activities. A total of 35 DMC representatives participated 
in the program.

The June–July 2006 issue of 
ADB Review was a special issue 
devoted to accountability. 
Articles were contributed by 
OSPF on the Accountability 
Mechanism in general, the 
specific experience of the 
complaint about the CERDP, 
and Oxfam’s humanitarian 
response program. The write-
up on the CERDP was later 
reprinted both in English 
and translated into Bahasa 
Indonesia for distribution at 
OSPF outreach seminars.

Orientation session on the Consultation Phase of the ADB 
Accountability Mechanism and the new Public 
Communications Policy, New Delhi, India.

Orientation session with NGOs and executing and 
implementing agency representatives in the conference 
room of NRM, 4-5 December 2006.
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OSPF’s website (www.adb.
org/spf) received 56,800 
hits in 2006, a 60% increase 
over 2005. Peak months 
were March and July.
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Generic Support

OSPF has a mandate to provide “generic advice” to ADB and its operations departments 
concerning insights and organizational learning emerging as a result of its participation in the 
complaint and compliance review processes. The importance of these processes has risen in 
recent years due to the growing number of large infrastructure projects and the increasingly 
vocal and numerous NGOs that represent project-affected people. After just two full inspection 
cases in 8 years of the effectiveness of the former Inspection Function, OSPF dealt with ten 
cases in its first 3 years.

Institutional Learning

To advise and support OSPF in the planning and implementation of an institutional learning 
process concerning ADB’s way of managing previous inspection and current complaint cases, 
a consultant was engaged in 2005. As his report was submitted in December of that year, its 
findings were disseminated and acted upon in 2006. Lessons learned from ADB’s inspection 
cases and recent complaints were identified and shared with Management and operations 
departments.

The consultant met with ADB staff, chosen for their potentially informative comments about 
their involvement in inspection and complaint cases, in open-ended interviews. The resulting 
observations and insights were integrated into a systematic hypothesis about ADB and its 
learning style and culture, discussed thoroughly with the OSPF team and the interviewees. A 
proposal was made for internal change and was implemented with staff of two operations 
departments. Then in early 2006, the products of the project were made available throughout 
ADB as a checklist (see Box 1) and micro-articles (see Box 2) on the OSPF intranet. An overriding 
goal of the process was the preemption of complaints and complaint cases.

ADB is problem oriented in its analytical style; hence its learning culture, while well suited 
to the business of analyzing development problems and conceptualizing solutions, tends in 
learning situations to equate learning with mistakes made. Nevertheless, ADB has had some 
noteworthy successes. However, very little of this has been evaluated or disseminated in a 
systematic way at the organizational level. Such knowledge has been passed among individuals, 
departments, and their informal networks. A resource-oriented approach to lessons learned 
would be a more practical vehicle.

Staff suggested improving the categorization of projects: Only a few projects are at risk of 
becoming complaint cases, and they can be identified in advance. Subsequently, staff suggested 
early intervention in the inception, planning, and management of such risk-prone projects to 
head off potential complaints. To identify such projects early on, the checklist was devised.

Special tools and methodologies are required for projects at risk. OSPF is in a unique position 
to make these available. To do so, the micro-articles were developed.

Lessons Learned from the CERDP Complaint

Three 1-hour sessions were conducted for the Social Sector; Agriculture, Environment and 
Natural Resources; and Infrastructure divisions of the Southeast Asia Regional Department in 
January 2006 to share OSPF’s lessons learned in processing the complaint on the CERDP. Project 
officers and analysts were specifically targeted to share and discuss (i) the root causes of the 
complaint, and (ii) the learnings in an enhanced and systematized complaint management. A 
total of 34 staff attended the sessions.

In February, feedback and lessons learned sessions were held regarding the CERDP for 17 
government officials, implementation consultants, representatives of three NGOs, former 
complainants, and IRM staff to (i) review the root causes of the complaint, (ii) systematize and 
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enhance learning from complaint management, and (iii) identify ways to improve dialogue 
with NGOs and project beneficiaries. OSPF also took the opportunity to gather feedback from 
the former complainants and NGOs. An Indonesian facilitator guided the sessions, which were 
interpreted.

Complaint Management Workshops in Banda Aceh

The Earthquake and Tsunami Emergency Support Project (ETESP) for Aceh and North Sumatra, 
Indonesia12 aims to help rebuild the regions affected by the devastating December 2004 
earthquake and tsunami, and to support their economic revival. The executing agency is the 
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Agency (Badan Rehabilitasi dan Rekonstruksi [BRR]). The 

Box 1:  OSPF Checklist

Category Section Criteria
Rating

1. Project 
Characteristics

Region • Projects in countries with a history of inspection & complaint cases 
score higher, e.g., Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Indonesia

Sector • Projects in subsectors such as dams & roads, large infrastructure score 
higher

Size and Complexity • Large volume projects; or new & innovative projects; cofinanced 
projects, projects with associated facilities; or

• Sector loans with large number & variety of subprojects increasing 
management complexity & hence risk score higher

Safeguard Rating • Projects with “triple A” status (indigenous peoples, environmental, & 
resettlement issues), those where people are adversely affected

Organizational Focus • Community-driven projects score higher

2. ADB 
Organizational
Factors

Key Staff Changes • Projects where there have been key staff changes in the course of 
processing score higher

Delay or Time Pressure • Projects where there is a significant gap between loan approval & 
disbursement, where social momentum is lost, or where key staff in 
government or NGO partners change 

3. Recipient 
Country Factors

Status of Civil Society 
in Project Country

• Countries where NGO scene is highly politicized; or
• Countries where the NGOs are not explicitly involved in the formulation 

of development needs & implementation of social development projects 
score higher

National Institutional 
Capacity Regarding 
Safeguards

• Countries in receipt of infrastructure loans where the national agencies 
& staff supervising implementation have little or no experience of 
implementing safeguards; or

• Countries where coordination between implementing & safeguard 
agencies is weak; or

• Countries where strong & explicit policies on such social issues as 
resettlement, environment, and/or indigenous peoples are absent score 
higher

Level of International 
Attention

• Projects where international attention is focused (large infrastructure 
projects, wildlife, natural resources, etc.); or

• Projects where local NGOs enjoy strong links to international 
organizations (politically or culturally, for example) score higher

12 Grant 39127-INO for $290 million, approved on 7 April 2005. The total cost of the ETESP is estimated at $321.5 million 
equivalent.
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Workshop on complaint management for the ETESP, 
10–12 May 2006.

Government of Indonesia was required under the terms of the grant to put in place mechanisms 
to deal with citizen grievances against anyone taking advantage of the situation, as well as 
resolution mechanisms to settle disputes within BRR. These mechanisms were to be publicly 
advertised, and a facilitation unit was to be established in coordination with community service 
organizations and NGOs.

The ETESP is complex, with 12 sectors or subsectors at 
different stages of implementation, some administered from 
ADB headquarters and some by ADB’s Extended Mission in 
Sumatera. On the government side, BRR was given more 
authority since 1 January 2006.

As part of OSPF’s mandate to provide generic advice to 
operations departments, it mounted a series of complaint 
management workshops for the ETESP in 2006. 

The objectives of the initial workshop in May were to

(i) support a streamlined approach to complaint handling 
among the diverse stakeholders involved in the project,
(ii) draft a flowchart for complaint management and discuss 
links to relevant mechanisms, and
(iii) clarify the responsibilities and functions of various actors 
in the process.
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Box 2:  Micro-articles

Title Lessons Identified

Complaints Management 1. Complaints can be a source of information.
2. Smothering complaints with information can be dysfunctional.
3. Systematic follow-up and logical debate can reduce problems.
4. Direct mail works best.

External and NGO Relations 
Officer (Resident Mission-
based)

1. Public relations and communication skills are more important than technical background.
2. The link to ADB headquarters is crucial.
3. Resident missions cannot be solely responsible for funding such posts.

Managing NGO Expectations: 
Communications Strategies

1. The government and NGOs sometimes try to communicate through ADB.
2. NGOs are in competition for scarce funds. This ensures that the most efficient agencies get the 

funds.

Multidisciplinary Project Team 1. Extra administrative effort and staff do not automatically lead to success.
2. Effective management is necessary to achieve goals.
3. The “reflecting teams” concept has wide application.

Proactive Public Relations 
through Resident Missions in 
Difficult Projects

1. Resident missions should be used to leverage communication and consultation in risky projects.
2. Headquarters and resident mission roles can be decided on a case-by-case basis.
3. Documentation is crucial.

Project Ombudsman/Project 
Sounding Board

1. This tool must be designed into a project as a central element.
2. If seen as a ploy, it will be of no use.

Stakeholder Consultation: 
Public Relations Strategy using 
Social Marketing Principles

1. This tool is very effective where communication needs are not obvious or do not fit expectations.
2. A good local government unit is a good partner for this exercise.

Test of Internal Compliance 
Review

1. This tool provides much data in a short time to enable mistakes to be rectified.
2. A large safety factor does not always mean a reliable project. It often means an overdesigned 

project with performance problems.
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The workshop consisted of two parts:

(i) a 2-day session for the Project Management Office (PMO), 
design and implementation consultants, and the NGO Bina 
Swadaya; and

(ii) a half-day session for the project implementation units 
(PIUs).

Overall, 56 participants attended the two sessions, which 
were interpreted into Bahasa Indonesia. OSPF presented the 
principles and features of complaint mechanisms, guided and 
advised the facilitators, served as resource persons, and assured 
that the workshop results were thoroughly documented and 
that follow-up agreements were clear and feasible.

The role of the PMO in receiving complaints was discussed at 
length, and a systematic approach was devised. Representatives 
from the PIUs reported their considerable experience with 
complaint handling. A generalized “complaints path” 
developed by OSPF was presented and used as a framework for devising sector-specific 
pathways. BRR’s Anti-Corruption Unit discussed its role, as did Dewan Pengawas, an oversight 
body. Development partners from Oxfam International’s Accountability Unit and the World 
Bank-assisted Kecamatan Development Program made presentations.

The participants recommended additional work on the flowcharts, and follow-up training for 
PIUs, agricultural extension workers, and farmer and village groups. They also recommended 
that the problem-solving approach of BRR be clarified.

Three NGOs—Oxfam, Care, and World Vision—invited OSPF to a workshop in August on 
setting up systems for receiving and responding to beneficiary feedback and complaints. One 
of the outputs was for the NGOs to develop a simple mechanism and procedures for handling 
feedback and complaints in their own organizations. ETESP staff shared their experiences, as 
did OSPF staff. The workshop proved to be a good opportunity to present innovative thinking 
to an audience that is at times rather distant if not critical of ADB’s work.

In November, OSPF conducted a complaint management workshop for United Nations-Habitat 
and the four NGOs implementing part of the ETESP housing program, plus a pilot village-level 
complaint-handling workshop for village mobilization facilitators and community mobilization 
specialists. The workshops helped clarify the roles and processes to be observed in complaint 
handling.

Training in the Kyrgyz Republic

In September–October in the Kyrgyz Republic, OSPF joined forces with COSO’s Project 
Performance Management Team for an 8-day presentation to members of executing and 
implementing agencies, resident missions in the Central Asian republics, and NGOs. OSPF dealt 
with conflict and complaints of stakeholders during the project cycle. This collaboration, like 
those with DER, was cost effective and efficient. Such teaming up with other units will always 
have to be thoroughly defined, though, as there is no “one size fits all” approach. OSPF will 
continue to network with similar initiatives.

OSPF input at the workshop on complaint management for 
the ETESP, 10–12 May 2006.
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Bina Swadaya Village mobilization facilitators and community 
specialists assigned in the fishing sector in a group discussion 
to describe the current process of complaint handling at the 
village level.

Results-focused project design and management workshop 
in the Kyrgyz Republic, 27 September–4 October 2006.

BUDGETARY INFORMATION

A total of $90,155.34 was used by OSPF in 2006. Of this amount, $47,397.63 was used 
for its internal and external outreach activities. For complaint-related expenses, OSPF used 
$8,786.08, and as part of its mandate to provide generic advice to operations departments, it 
used $33,971.63 for its workshops and training on complaint management.
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