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Preface

It gives us great pleasure to present the 2013 Accountability Mechanism Annual Report, which 
summarizes our achievements over the past year.

“Reaching out” was the Accountability Mechanism’s overarching goal in 2013. This theme was thus 
central to every activity of the Office of the Special Project Facilitator, the Office of the Compliance 
Review Panel, and the Compliance Review Panel itself. 

For an accountability mechanism to be both effective and socially inclusive, it must be accessible, 
open, and transparent. At the beginning of the year, we were aware that some project stakeholders 
were better informed about the Accountability Mechanism than others. One of our central 
goals for 2013 was thus to inform as many stakeholders as possible about the existence of the 
mechanism and its operations. We used numerous outreach modalities to achieve this objective. 
However, we also had a separate but related goal. We wanted project stakeholders to be aware 
that forming partnerships would help them maximize the benefits that naturally result from using 
the mechanism. We also wanted them to understand the five attributes of effective partnerships: 
(i) shared responsibility, (ii) accountability, (iii) trust, (iv) reciprocity, and (v) clarity of the role of 
each stakeholder. Because effective partnerships are essential to achieving sustainable development 
outcomes, informing our stakeholders of these five attributes of effective partnerships was an 
important part of our mission in 2013. 

Ultimately, the purpose of the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) Accountability Mechanism is to 
provide people adversely impacted by ADB-assisted projects with a forum for (1) airing grievances 
that may have inadvertently arisen as a result of project operations, and (2) seeking appropriate 
redress. A fundamental reason for the existence of the mechanism is that its efficient functioning 
benefits both project beneficiaries and ADB itself. For people negatively impacted by projects, 
proper functioning of the mechanism helps them to take control of their own betterment. For 
ADB’s part, proper functioning of the mechanism multiplies the benefits that result from ADB-
assisted projects. It is thus fitting that the same principles that guide all ADB operations are those 
that guide the functioning of the Accountability Mechanism. These principles are transparency, 
accountability, and inclusiveness. 

Given these three principles, Accountability Mechanism policies and procedures must facilitate the 
airing and resolution of stakeholder grievances rather than erecting barriers to such objectives. 
Further, they must provide a means by which perceived noncompliance with ADB’s operational 
policies and procedures can be reported. The mechanism’s administrative structure reflects these 
two related goals in that it includes two separate but complementary functions: (a) the problem 
solving function, and (b) the compliance review function. The problem solving function is led by a 
Special Project Facilitator, while the compliance review function is carried out by the Compliance 
Review Panel. ADB policy requires both of these two functions to be accessible to stakeholders. 
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The operational principles that underlie the functioning of the Accountability Mechanism reflect 
the overall goals of the mechanism itself. These are: (i) participation, (ii) access to relevant 
information, (iii) accountability, (iv) nondiscrimination, and (v) empowerment. With regard to 
these five principles, participation must be active, free, and open. This in turn requires accessibility, 
which in particular includes access to information in a format and language easily understood by 
stakeholders. 

Accountability requires effectively monitoring the manner in which ADB policy is applied. It likewise 
requires effective administrative procedures for facilitating redress at all levels of ADB operations, 
including the project and program levels. Further, if Accountability Mechanism procedures are 
to be applied equitably, priority must be given to addressing grievances and providing redress to 
the most marginalized stakeholders, as they typically face the greatest barriers to realizing their 
potential, bettering their own lives, and sharing in project benefits. Addressing such concerns 
on a priority basis necessitates incorporating both nondiscrimination and empowerment into the 
manner in which the Accountability Mechanism functions. 

For example, involuntary resettlement necessitated by ADB-assisted projects must be carried out by 
means of a policy that ensures people displaced from their homes are appropriately compensated 
for property losses at market value. In addition, such a policy must include compensation for 
project-related losses in income, as well as any costs of transition to the new living environment. 
Further, such compensation must likewise account for the cost of acquiring new livelihood skills. 
Appropriate retraining as well as accessible credit facilities are thus often essential to any successful 
involuntary resettlement program. Finally, all involuntary resettlement programs must take account 
of the needs of the poor and marginalized, including households headed by women. In this regard, 
these programs must make special provision for capacity-building that facilitates both effective 
participation of marginalized groups in the formulation of policies and procedures that impact 
their lives, and in claiming their rights under such a policy. Ultimately then, the Accountability 
Mechanism provides a means by which people adversely impacted by ADB-assisted projects 
understand what their rights are, and how to claim them. 

Our journey through 2013 was ultimately one of helping to create a level playing field for all 
project stakeholders. By this we mean ensuring that affected persons with a legitimate grievance 
or claim can easily make use of the mechanism and be provided with redress through either or 
both of the mechanism’s functions. With this we invite all readers to retrace the path that we have 
followed in reaching out to our stakeholders in 2013.

Jennifer Francis
Senior Facilitation Specialist
Office of the Special Project Facilitator 

Nirmal Ganguly
Advisor
Office of the Compliance Review Panel
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ADB Asian Development Bank
CFB  circulating fluidized bed boiler technology (used in coal-fired electricity  

generation plants)
CGPL  Coastal Gujarat Power Company Limited (of India)
CRO Complaint Receiving Officer
CRP Compliance Review Panel
CWRD Central and West Asia Department 
ERSMY EarthRights School Myanmar
GEF Global Environment Facility (administered by the World Bank)
IWRM integrated water resource(s) management
KSPC KEPCO-SPC Power Corporation
MASS  Machimar Adhikar Sangharsh Sangathan (Association for the Struggle  

for Fishworkers’ Rights)
MFF multitranche financing facility
MW megawatt (unit of electricity)
NGO nongovernment organization
OCRP Office of the Compliance Review Panel
OSFMD Operations Services and Financial Management Department
OSPF Office of the Special Project Facilitator
SARD South Asia Department
SERD Southeast Asia Department
WTC West Tarum Canal (of Indonesia’s Citarum River basin)

Abbreviations
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Farmers belonging to water users group in Indonesia having a meeting.
Source: ADB Photo Library
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Reaching out in 2013
Reaching out was indeed the main focus of the activities of the Accountability Mechanism during 
2013. It was a special year for the Office of the Special Project Facilitator (OSPF), the Office of the 
Compliance Review Panel (OCRP), and the Compliance Review Panel (CRP) itself. It was special not 
only because it followed the launch of the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) 2012 Accountability 
Mechanism Policy, but also because it was the ADB Accountability Mechanism’s tenth year  
of operations. 

In keeping with the goal of reaching out, the two offices of the Accountability Mechanism (the 
mechanism) informed as many stakeholders as possible about the existence of the mechanism 
and its operations. These included stakeholders both in developing member countries such as 
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, and Nepal; as well as in donor 
countries such as Finland, Norway, and Sweden. Numerous types of outreach activities were 
used to achieve this goal. Internal and external seminars, workshops, briefing sessions, training 
initiatives, awareness-building presentations, and providing project-specific advice broadly 
constitute these activities. These efforts raised awareness of the importance and benefits of 
accountability among ADB project stakeholders. “Reaching out” likewise guided mechanism 
operations with regard to receiving and channeling complaints, resolving or investigating ongoing 
complaints, monitoring previous cases, processing new complaints, and engaging internal and 
external stakeholders. The various sections of the report that appear below explain the activities 
through which the Accountability Mechanism reached out to stakeholders during 2013.

Outreach in India  
Source: OSPF Photo

Briefing for government officials from developing 
member countries at ADB Headquarters 
Source: OSPF Photo

Project consultation at a TVET school 
in Kyrgyz Republic 
Source: OCRP Photo
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Table 1:  Issues Raised by Complaints Received in 2013

Issue Number of Occurrences
Procurement 12
Information, Participation, Consultation 8
Resettlement, Land Acquisition, Compensation 5
Environment 2

Figure 1:   Breakdown of Complaints Received by 
the Complaint Receiving Officer in 2013

OSPF

OCRP

CWRD

SARD

OSFMD

ended

Notes:
OSPF = Office of the Special Project Facilitator
OCRP = Office of the Compliance Review Panel
CWRD = Central and West Asia Department
SARD = South Asia Department
OSFMD =  Operations Services and Financial Management Department
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…  receiving and channeling 
complaints

The establishment of a single entry 
point for complaints submission 
through the Complaint Receiving 
Officer (CRO) provided better access 
to the Accountability Mechanism 
for complainants. The CRO receives, 
registers, and acknowledges 
complaints, provides information to 
complainants regarding operation 
of the mechanism, and ensures 
that complaints that fall outside the 
scope of the mechanism are properly 
forwarded to the relevant ADB office.

During 2013, the CRO received 
23 complaints. Of these, only one 
complaint was endorsed to the CRP, 
and six were forwarded to the Office 
of the Special Project Facilitator 
(OSPF). The remaining 16 complaints 
were deemed outside the scope of 
the Accountability Mechanism and 
were forwarded to the relevant ADB 
operations department or office for 
resolution.

Complaints regarding procurement accounted for nearly half the total number of complaints 
received. The issues raised by the complaints forwarded to either OSPF or OCRP related to 
compensation, consultation, disclosure of information, environmental impacts, land acquisition, 
participation, and resettlement.

 REACHING OUT IN 2013 1



... through ongoing complaints … ongoing complaints

CAMBODIA 

Railway Rehabilitation in Cambodia 
Financing provided under Loan 2288 and Loan 2602/Grant 0187 (Supplementary) (CAM: 
Greater Mekong Subregion Rehabilitation of the Railway in Cambodia Project)

The Cambodia railway rehabilitation project was ambitious in that it entailed the largest relocation 
program ever undertaken in Cambodia. In order to make way for the revitalized 650-kilometer (km) 
rail network financed under the project, the Government of Cambodia asked thousands of families 
to move from settlements that had sprung up along railway lines. Since 2012, the Complaint 
Receiving Officer has received many letters written by members of households impacted by the 
resettlement program. These letters raise issues regarding compensation rates, lack of services 
at relocation sites, reduced job prospects due to resettlement, and general issues relating to 
the resettlement process itself. These same concerns also dominated the requests for resolution 
submitted to OSPF.

OSPF responded by bringing together the people adversely impacted by the resettlement 
program, government officials, and the agencies funding the project, which included both ADB 
and the Government of Australia. The resolution process facilitated by OSPF helped households 
adversely impacted by the project to better understand ADB’s policy on safeguards, as well as how 
compensation levels are determined on the basis of that policy. Ultimately, this mediation process 
helped some of those negatively impacted by the project to better understand how compensation 
levels are determined and allowed immediate correction of the discrepancies uncovered. 

When asked whether or not they planned a second relocation anytime soon, most resettlers 
responded in the negative. This response was consistent with the OSPF activities that improved 
infrastructure at the relocation sites, expanded the number of income-generating activities 
available to resettlers, and adjusted compensation rates for numerous complainants. Further, upon 
their living at the resettlement site for 5 years, all settlers are to be granted title to the plot of land 
on which their houses were built. 

When stakeholders were asked about lessons learned during this intervention, the responses 
diverged significantly. This suggests that the OSPF intervention gave the resettlers the confidence 
they needed to voice their concerns and maintain an open dialogue with the agencies that 
financed the project. Moreover, asserting their rights gave complainants a sense of personal 
victory. For their part, nongovernment organizations (NGOs) played a vital role in making the OSPF 
intervention a success. Ultimately, it was they who initially introduced persons negatively impacted 
by the project to the OSPF. Likewise, the manner in which the grievance resolution process was 
conducted under the project helped government agencies and development financing institutions 
alike to strengthen their own capacities for addressing complaints. As a result, overall project 
transparency and accountability have improved. 
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VISAYAS

Compliance Review 
In January 2013, the Compliance Review Panel (CRP) began a full review of the Cambodia railway 
project. This review culminated in a draft report sent to both complainants and ADB Management 
in November 2013. The major issues raised by the review included (i) inadequate compensation 
for losses in the value of householder assets, as well as income losses due to resettlement; 
(ii) inadequate facilities at resettlement sites; (iii) indebtedness of resettled households; 
(iv) weaknesses in grievance redress mechanisms; and (v) inadequate consultation and information 
with respect to planning and implementation of the resettlement process. The review of the project 
was based on (a) an examination of all project documents, (b) interviews with ADB Management 
and staff at ADB headquarters in Manila, (c) meetings with ADB staff at the Cambodia resident 
mission, and (d) interviews with government officials, as well as project personnel who worked at 
the Ministry of Public Works and Transport, officials of the Interministerial Resettlement Committee, 
the Ministry of Economy and Finance, the relevant external monitoring organization, project 
consultants, and NGOs. Finally, the CRP met with the complainants themselves, other persons 
negatively impacted by the project, and representatives of the complainants. 

Field work for the review included visits to four of the five resettlement sites (Battambang, 
Phnom Penh, Poipet, and Sihanoukville). To ensure candor on the part of complainants, meetings 
were conducted both at these four resettlement sites, as well as at more neutral venues. 

The CRP prepared its draft report and sent it to the complainants and ADB Management. Upon 
receipt of responses from both, the CRP finalized and submitted its report to ADB’s Board of 
Directors for consideration.1

More information concerning the Cambodia Railway Rehabilitation project may be viewed at http://
compliance.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/RDIA-8XT5DA?OpenDocument.

1 As of preparation of this annual report, the ADB Board of Directors discussed the CRP’s final report for the Cambodia Railway Project 
on 31 January 2014.
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Cambodia: Greater Mekong Subregion Rehabilitation  
of the Railway in Cambodia Project. 
Source: ADB Photo Library Cambodia: Greater Mekong Subregion Rehabilitation  

of the Railway in Cambodia Project. 
Source: OSPF Photo 



… through monitoring of  
previous cases 

…monitoring of previous cases 

PHILIPPINES 

Electricity Generation Facility in the Philippines 
(Loan No. 2612-PHI: Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project)

The purpose of this project is to provide electricity to an economically promising growth area in 
the Philippines. This was achieved through construction and operation of a 200-megawatt (MW), 
coal-fired power plant. The plant itself sits on 100,000 square meters of land in Colon barangay 
(district) of Naga City, which is located in Cebu Province. The plant uses “cleaner coal” technology 
(i.e., circulating fluidized bed [CFB] boiler technology), as it produces relatively low levels of 
nitrogen oxide and sulfur dioxide emissions as compared with other coal-fired electricity generation 
technologies. ADB financed this project through a direct loan of $100 million to KEPCO-SPC Power 
Corporation (KSPC). The loan was provided directly to KSPC without government guarantee, as 
KSPC is a private corporation registered in the Philippines.

The CRP met with the complainants, plant officials, and local government environment and health 
representatives in June 2013. Following this, the CRP submitted its first annual monitoring report 
to ADB’s Board of Directors. This report primarily described the progress of implementation of 
remedial actions by ADB. Since approval of the report by the ADB’s Board of Directors, ADB has 
partly complied with recommendations 1, 2, and 4. 

Recommendation 1 called for a comprehensive air dispersion modeling study to be performed 
under ADB technical assistance. Recommendation 2 suggested undertaking a comprehensive 
study on ash utilization. Recommendation 4 proposed implementation of a community outreach 
program focusing on preventing negative health impacts from air, water, and noise pollution. The 
project has yet to comply with recommendation 3, which relates to expanding representation of 
the multipartite monitoring team. 

The CRP report noted marked improvement over the past year in the stance of KSPC plant staff 
and management toward environmental and social concerns. Addressing the health concerns of 
the local community situated adjacent to the power plant will undoubtedly improve power plant-
local community relations, but will likewise ensure compliance with ADB environmental and social 
safeguards. 

More information concerning the Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project may be viewed at 
http://compliance.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/RDIA-8HF6GG?OpenDocument.
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INDONESIA

Management of Water Resources in the 
Citarum River Basin
(Loans 2500 and 2501(SF)-INO: Integrated Citarum 
Water Resources Management Investment Program 
Project 1)

This project comprises the first stage of a multitranche 
financing facility (MFF) that will fund a number of 
interventions identified in the Government of Indonesia’s 
plan for introducing integrated water resource management 
(IWRM) in the Citarum River basin (CRB) by 2023. 

The subject of the complaint received by the CRP relates to Project 1, the total estimated cost of 
which was $103.4 million. Project 1 is the first of four project tranches that comprise the ADB-
funded Investment Program. Of this $103.4 million, in December 2008 ADB provided financing 
of $20.0 million from its ordinary capital resources (Loan 2500) and $30.0 million from Special 
Funds resources (Loan 2501[SF]). In addition, ADB arranged Global Environment Facility (GEF) grant 
financing of $3.75 million (Grant 0216) in May of 2008. 

The purpose of Project 1 is to rehabilitate the 54-km Curug-Bekasi portion of the West Tarum 
Canal (WTC). Other subprojects included under Project 1 are as follows: (i) water supply options 
for the city of Bandung, (ii) development of a basin river quality improvement strategy and action 
plan, (iii) watershed management and biodiversity conservation, (iv) land and water management, 
(v) community- and NGO-driven initiatives for improving water supply and sanitation facilities, 
(vi) institutional strengthening for IWRM, and (vii) program management. Rehabilitation of the 

Man fishing along Citarum River
Source:  OSPF photo

The KEPCO-SPC Power Corporation Coal Power 
Plant at Naga, Cebu 
Source: ADB Project
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…THROUGH MONITORING OF PREVIOUS CASES—PHILIPPINES AND INDONESIA

6

West Tarum Canal will improve the rate of flow and quality of water that provides about 80% of 
the surface water supply to Jakarta. However, this rehabilitation initiative will require involuntary 
resettlement of people who live along the canal. 

The complaint itself was received in 2012. The CRP responded by investigating the circumstances 
surrounding the complaint during that year, and drafting a report which was sent to ADB 
Management and the complainants in January 2013. Following careful consideration of the 
comments made by ADB Management and the complainants, the report was finalized and 
submitted to ADB’s Board of Directors on 18 February 2013.

The CRP’s report recommended measures for strengthening project compliance and ensuring that the 
project benefits the people impacted by it. More specifically, the CRP report recommended that ADB: 

(i) ensure due diligence and dialogue with government and other stakeholders when developing 
resettlement plans financed under future tranches of the MFF; 

(ii) rewrite the resettlement framework with a view to ensuring clarity of institutional 
arrangements, perform extensive analysis of resettlement alternatives, provide compensation 
at full replacement cost for the assets negatively impacted by the project, undertake various 
measures for restoration of the livelihood of persons negatively impacted by the project, and 
improve the project’s information, communication, and grievance redress mechanisms; and 

(iii) provide the staff resources necessary for effectively addressing resettlement issues. 

ADB’s Board of Directors approved the CRP’s recommendations on 21 March 2013. In the case of this 
project, the CRP took a relatively active role in guiding ADB Management. This included discussion 
with the project team in ADB’s Southeast Asia Department (SERD) during the period when SERD was 
drafting the remedial action plan, as well as providing comments on the draft plan itself. 

The CRP is monitoring implementation of the remedial action plan. More information  
concerning this project may be viewed at http://compliance.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/ 
JABM-8R46AF?OpenDocument.

…new complaints in 2013

INDIA

The Mundra Ultra Mega Power Project 
(Loan 2419-IND: Mundra Ultra Mega Power Project)

This was the first complaint filed with the CRP after ADB’s 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy 
became effective. 

The purpose of this project is to construct, operate, and maintain a 4,000-MW coal-fired 
electric power generation plant that consists of five units of 800 MW each. The project is to be 
implemented on a build-own-operate basis. The power plant sits on a tract of land located near 
Tundawanda village, Mundra Taluka, in Kutch district in the state of Gujarat.

6 IMPROVING OUTCOMES—ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISM ANNUAL REPORT 2013
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The project was financed by a loan of $450 million from ADB’s ordinary capital resources that was 
provided without government guarantee to Coastal Gujarat Power Limited (CGPL). Of the total 
amount of $450 million, $200 million is syndicated to the Export-Import Bank of Korea through a risk 
participation agreement. ADB’s Private Sector Operations Department thus had overall responsibility 
for the project within ADB’s administrative structure.

The power plant financed under the project is one of a number of ultramega power projects 
planned by the Government of India, which will supply electricity to the states of Gujarat, Haryana, 
Maharashtra, Punjab, and Rajastan. The power plant is one of the first private sector electricity 
generating plants in India to apply supercritical technology. The importance of using this technology 
is that it is more environment-friendly than the technology used at conventional subcritical generating 
power plants.

On 17 October 2013, a complaint regarding the project was filed with the CRP. The complainants 
included Mr. Bharat Patel, General Secretary of Machimar Adhikar Sangharsh Sangathan – (MASS, 
or the Association for the Struggle for Fishworkers’ Rights). The complainants likewise included Mr. 
Gajendrasinh Bhimaji Jadeja, and Mr. Harun Salemamad Kara. In short, the complainants alleged 
that ADB failed to conduct appropriate consultations during project formulation. In particular, the 
complainants alleged that ADB had undertaken flawed social and environmental impact assessments, 
and that this had resulted in the loss of livelihood of fisherfolk impacted by the project. Further, they 
alleged that the project has negative environmental impacts that could have been avoided.

The CRP fielded an eligibility mission over the period 28 November to 4 December 2013. Together 
with a consultant, the mission met with the complainants, local and regional government agencies, 
an agricultural research and training agency, a community-based women’s organization, and the 
Coastal Gujarat Power Limited project team. The overall purpose of this mission was to ensure that 
the CRP had sufficient information concerning the complaint to correctly ascertain its eligibility. On 
27 December 2013, the CRP submitted its report to ADB’s Board of Directors. This report summarized 
the CRP’s findings regarding the complaint, including its recommendation. The report was based 
on careful consideration of the complaint itself, ADB Management’s response to it, all relevant 
documentation, the outcomes of interviews with the complainants and discussions with relevant 
government authorities in India, as well as direct observation of the geographic areas alleged by the 
complainants to be negatively impacted by the project. More information concerning the project may 
be viewed at http://compliance.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/RDIA-9CQ3SS?OpenDocument.

Photo taken from Quarterly Environment and Social Monitoring Report 
(January 2012 to March 2012) on the Mundra Ultra Mega Power Project prepared 
by SENES Consultants India  REACHING OUT IN 2013 7



Working with Civil Society. On 14–15 May 2013, OSPF visited 
Chiang Mai, Thailand. The purpose of this visit was to meet with 
young leaders who were being trained at the EarthRights School 
Myanmar (ERSMY) in May of that year. ERSMY’s mission is to 
facilitate development of a well-informed civil society in their 
project areas. This is accomplished through intensive training 
of young environmental and human rights activists from a wide 
variety of ethnic backgrounds. The output of the ERSMY training 
program is young leaders with appropriate knowledge and skillsets 
for working on earth rights issues in their local communities. 

In response to the political and economic reforms that began 
in Myanmar in 2011, ADB has expanded its operations in that 
country. During its visit to Chiang Mai, OSPF conducted training 
sessions on ADB’s Accountability Mechanism. The purpose 
of these sessions was to increase the quality of ADB-assisted 
projects by addressing the needs of project beneficiaries in an 
appropriate manner, and to improve the delivery of development 
aid by reducing waste. 

Attendees at these sessions mainly comprised young people drawn 
from grassroots organizations who actively work for social change 
and environmental protection. These training sessions helped 
prepare attendees for working together with ADB in Myanmar. In 
particular, they were taught how to ensure participation of people 
impacted by ADB-assisted projects in decision-making, and to 
promote responsible development investment that mitigates the 
adverse impacts of development projects. 

…engaging with our internal and 
external stakeholders

KAZAKHSTAN AND    KYRGYZ REPUBLICWORKING WITH CIVIL SOCIETY 

The EarthRights School is housed in a compound with a classroom, 
office, and living space for the students  
Source: http://www.earthrights.org/training/earthrights-school 
-myanmar

Students learn about human rights, environment, rule of law 
and other subjects. 
Source: http://www.earthrights.org/training/earthrights-school 
-myanmar

Young women being trained in dressmaking at a TVET school 
in Kyrgyz Republic. 
Source: ADB Photo Library.
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Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic. From 1-10 April 2013, OSPF and OCRP visited Almaty and Astana, Kazakhstan, 
and Bishkek and Issyk Kul, Kyrgyz Republic. The purpose of these visits was to conduct outreach sessions that 
focused on the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy. 

Deviating from the usual design of external outreach, OSPF and OCRP visited projects in Issyk Kul and discussed the 
ADB Accountability Mechanism in a project-specific context. Attendees at these briefings and meetings included 
external participants as well as ADB staff. All attendees were appreciative of the information provided to project 
stakeholders regarding ADB’s grievance redress mechanism, which uses the Accountability Mechanism as a last resort. 

Conducting the outreach sessions within the context of particular projects had a positive impact, in that major outputs 
of the sessions included project-specific approaches and initiatives that emphasized collaboration and problem 
solving. Experiences were likewise shared at these sessions that concerned the manner in which project-designated 
or resident mission-cultivated community liaisons helped inform persons negatively impacted by ADB-assisted 
projects, and helped improve project implementation. Multistakeholder meetings convened during the visits likewise 
highlighted local initiatives for collaboration at the project level that both improved project implementation and 
resolved issues that otherwise might have been referred to the mechanism for problem solving or compliance review. 

The debriefing the mission provided to the project teams of ADB’s Central and West Asia Department (CWRD) 
upon return to ADB Headquarters in Manila highlighted information that had direct applicability to the work of the 
project teams.

Afghanistan. On 18 and 19 September 2013, OSPF and OCRP conducted outreach in Afghanistan for the first 
time. The purpose of this visit was to present workshops to government staff members, staff of several project 
executing agencies, nongovernment and civil society organizations, and staff drawn from ADB’s resident 
mission in Kabul. In Afghanistan, a number of policies, mechanisms, and actors promote accountability. This 
notwithstanding, there remains a perceived lack of accountability. While some workshop participants noted 
an increase in access to services after the fall of the Taliban regime, the majority saw official corruption as 
a considerable barrier to accountability. Thus in the view of workshop participants, initiatives for improving 
accountability can only be successful if they are linked to anticorruption initiatives. The participants also 
highlighted the need for all stakeholders to take into account the difficulties inherent in working in areas of the 
country that remain unsecure. 

Further, since negative project impacts tend to compound problems with accountability, workshop participants 
noted that project stakeholders should consider how accountability principles for ensuring effective development 
aid might be adapted to contexts rife with ongoing political conflict. The participants suggested that this might 
best be achieved through consultation with, and participation by local authorities and communities, as well 
as by strengthening project monitoring and evaluation. The participants likewise underscored the need for 
strengthening Afghan civil organizations, media, and NGOs, and for upgrading their respective institutional 
capacities. Finally, involving civil society in project formulation and implementation, and in particular, training 
members of civil society organizations in project monitoring and evaluation would allow civil society to take a 
more direct hand in the implementation of government-sponsored or ADB-assisted projects in Afghanistan.  

KAZAKHSTAN AND    KYRGYZ REPUBLIC AFGHANISTAN

Children during classes at a school in Afghanistan.  
Source: ADB Photo Library.

Railway Development Program - Freshly laid tracks on the Hairatan 
Mazar-i-Sharif Railway.   
Source: ADB Photo Library.

Baking class skills demonstration in a TVET school in Issyk Kul. 
Kyrgyz Republic 
Source: OCRP Photo.
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Supporting ADB 
Operations
The greatest value of an accountability mechanism is its ability to influence outcomes in advance of 
their occurrence. However, there remains a widespread view of accountability that fails to recognize 
that more is to be gained from active involvement than from reactive behavior. OSPF thus works 
with ADB operations staff to prevent issues from arising altogether, or to address specific issues 
that could escalate to the level of open conflict. Some of OSPF’s most important roles thus include 
assisting ADB project officers in responding quickly and efficiently to complainants, and improving 
the social outcomes of ADB-assisted projects, both of which in turn foster greater accountability.  

By providing balanced advice, OSPF helps project teams identify and implement measures that help 
manage conflict, or better yet, prevent it altogether. Following are a few highlights of this type of 
work performed by OSPF in 2013. 

(i) Armenia Zvartnots Airport Expansion Project, Phase 2. A conflict regarding relocation 
of affected people to new apartment buildings occurred during implementation of this 
project. OSPF responded by arranging a video conference that promoted better understanding 
of the concerns of complainants. 

(ii) CAREC Corridor 1 (Bishkek-Torugart Road) Project 3. Concerns arose regarding project 
design that negatively impacted a nearby conservation area, as well as a general lack of public 
consultation during project formulation. OSPF helped project staff address these concerns.

During 2013, OSPF and OCRP undertook presentations that explained ADB’s Accountability 
Mechanism to staff new to ADB, safeguard specialists during their overall training relating to ADB 
safeguards, and officials of executing agencies in ADB’s developing member countries.

Similarly, OSPF collaborated with ADB’s Southeast Asia Department (SERD) during SERD’s Social 
Safeguards Team Retreat. The purpose of this retreat was to promote sharing of knowledge, and 
formulation of consistent approaches to safeguards and accountability.

OSPF and OCRP meeting with project team and key stakeholders of ADB-
supported Issyk-Kul Sustainable Development Project. 
Source: OCRP Photo 
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Figure 2: Project Complaint Tracking System Workflow

PCT is as easy as 1 - 2 - 3 - 4

1.  Log a 
complaint

2.  Get 
clarification

3.  Document 
action

4.  Close the 
complaint

Enter complaint, complainant contact 
information, complaint description, details, 
category and related ADB project.

Seek clarification from Executing Agency. 
Validate the complaint with project officer 
and other concerned staff.

Ensure appropriate response and action 
plan. Monitor and document progress.

Get approval from Country Director and/or 
Sector Director to close the complaint, and 
inform the complainant accordingly.

Project Complaint 
Tracking System
The OSPF project complaint tracking system helps ADB’s operations departments perform problem 
prevention, problem solving, and prevention of noncompliance with ADB’s operational policies and 
procedures.  

Created in 2009, the tracking system helps operations departments and resident missions to 
document complaints and to track the actions undertaken in response to them. This helps promote 
transparency, and ensure delivery of quality services to project beneficiaries. 

Based on lessons learned from operation of the tracking system, as well as the technical challenges 
of the system that had arisen previously, OSPF launched a simplified, though upgraded version of 
the system in November 2013. The workflow employed by this new version of the tracking system 
is notably more straightforward and intuitive than that of the original version. 

In the coming months, OSPF will convene discussions with all regional departments of ADB 
for the purpose of reintroducing, demonstrating, and explaining the benefits of the upgraded 
project complaint tracking system. Adopting the upgraded version of the system will help ADB’s 
operations departments respond to project-related complaints in the most efficient, transparent, 
and systematic way possible.
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Figure 3: Composition of OSPF Expenditures During 2013

Financial Reporting
The following describes the expenses of the offices under the ADB Accountability Mechanism  
(i.e., for OSPF, OCRP, and the CRP). 

Total OSPF expense in 2013 is $829,622. Of this amount, $92,230 went to the processing and 
monitoring of agreed actions in the complaint received on the CAM: Rehabilitation of the Railway 
in Cambodia project. About $57,243 were used in its joint outreach initiatives with OCRP in 
introducing and explaining the changes in the 2012 Accountability Mechanism and $20,603 for 
the Complaint Receiving Officer. 

Table 2: OSPF Expenses During 2013

Budget Item Expenditure ($)
Salaries and Benefits 659,183
Business Travel 62,369
Staff Consultants 105,585
Representation 363
Translation Services 2,122
Total 829,622

Translation 
Services

0%
Staff 

Consultants
13%

Representation
0%

Salaries and 
Benefits

79%

Business 
Travel
8%
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In 2013, the expenses incurred by OCRP and the CRP totaled $1,230,944. Of this amount, OCRP 
accounted for $405,645, while expenses incurred by the CRP accounted for $825,299. Briefly, these 
expenses related to (i) finalizing the compliance review report for the Integrated Citarum Water 
Resources Management Investment Program Project 1, (ii) compliance review and preparation of 
the draft report for the Cambodia railway rehabilitation project, (iii) monitoring of the Visayas Base-
Load Power Development Project, (iv) determining the eligibility of the complaint relating to the 
Mundra Ultra Mega Power Project, (v) participation at the Tenth Annual Meeting of Independent 
Accountability Mechanisms, and (vi) conducting external outreach activities.

Table 3: CRP Expenses During 2013

CRP Budget Item Expenditure ($)
Salaries, Benefits and Professional Fees* 798,443     
Business Travel 26,856
Total 825,299

*Professional fees of part-time CRP members include travel expenses.

Table 4: OCRP Expenses During 2013

OCRP Budget Item Expenditure ($)
Salaries and Benefits 255,394
Business Travel 51,860
Staff Consultants 87,593

Representation                      147
Overtime                      240
Information Services-Public Relations Outreach                 10,411
Total 405,645

Figure 4: Composition of OCRP Expenditures During 2013

Business 
Travel
13%

Staff 
Consultants

22%
Salaries and 

Benefits
63%

Overtime
0%

Information 
Services-Public 

Relations 
Outreach 

2%

Representation
0%
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Lessons Learned

The following suggestions for improving project quality and delivery of development assistance are 
based on 10 years of experience with ADB’s Accountability Mechanism. 

•	 Both problem solving and compliance review improve the service that ADB provides to its 
clients. Notably, the operation of the Accountability Mechanism helps ADB to determine the 
specific areas in which the impacts of such improvement are likely to be the greatest.  

•	 Consultations with project stakeholders as early as possible in the project cycle significantly 
improve project quality and project outcomes. This is particularly true of consultations with 
persons impacted by the project, and government executing and implementing agencies. 

•	 The benefits of CRP and OSPF activities are maximized when ADB mainstreams safeguards into 
its operations at the institutional level in a holistic and integrated way instead of by means of a 
project-by-project approach. 

•	 In many cases, effective implementation of safeguards obviates the need for filing complaints, 
prevents inadvertent harm to project beneficiaries and stakeholders, and reduces the cost of 
compliance. 

•	 Providing information to stakeholders about ADB’s Accountability Mechanism Policy through 
outreach activities increases awareness of the need for problem solving and compliance 
review, which in turn improves project quality and outcomes. 

•	 ADB Management and the Accountability Mechanism share a common goal: overall 
institutional improvement. The relationship between the two is complementary. 

14



Accountability 
Mechanism Processes 
at a Glance
Chart 1: Process for Receiving Complaints

Step 1.  Receiving and registering the complaint 
• The complaint is filed with the CRO.
• The CRO informs the SPF, CRP chair, and the OD about the complaint, with a 

copy of the complaint letter.
• The CRO registers the complaint on the AM website.
Notes: 
i. Complaints received by other ADB departments should be forwarded to the CRO.
ii. The CRO ensures the confidentiality of complainants’ identities if requested.

Within 2 days of receiving the 
complaint 

Within 2 days of receiving the 
complaint 

Within 5 days after the 21- day 
deadline for complainants to 

change their choice 

Step 3.  Forwarding the complaint 
• The CRO decides to forward the complaint for handling to (i) the SPF, or (ii) the 

CRP chair, or (iii) other departments or offices (if the complaint falls outside the 
AM mandate).

• The CRO sends its decision to (i) the SPF; (ii) the CRP chair;  (iii) the OD; and     
(iv) other departments or offices, if any.

• If there are no objections to the CRO’s decision (see Note below), the CRO will 
forward the complaint to the relevant party to be handled.

Returning complaint to complainants (if needed) 
• The CRO will return the complaint to the complainants with a request to clarify 

the choice of function, if: (i) the choice was unclear; or (ii) an objection is raised 
by the SPF, CRP chair, OD, or other relevant department or office. 

• The complainants must clarify their choice within 60 calendar days of the CRO’s 
request for clarification. 

Note: If the complaint needs to be returned, the CRO again sends the information packet to 
explain the two available functions. 

Within 2 days of forwarding the 
complaint to the relevant party, or 

failure of the complainants to 
clarify their choice 

Step 4.  Informing the complainants 
• The CRO informs the complainants and their representative(s), if any, which party 

will handle the complaint and the contact person(s).
• If the complainants did not clarify their choice within 60 calendar days, the CRO 

informs them that the AM process has ended.

Step 2.  Acknowledging the complaint
• The CRO acknowledges receipt of the complaint and sends an information 

packet to the complainants.
• The CRO gives complainants who have clearly chosen for either problem solving 

or compliance review 21 calendar days to change their choice and notify 
the CRO.

• If the choice is not clear, the CRO requests complainants to clarify their choice.

Note: Within 3 days of the CRO’s decision, the SPF, CRP chair, OD, and any other relevant 
department or office may object if they find the CRO has misinterpreted the complainants’ 
choice of function.
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Chart 2: The Problem Solving Process

Step 1: Determining eligibility 
• The OSPF screens the complaint to determine eligibility.
• The OSPF consults with the complainants, borrower, and OD concerned.
• The OSPF ensures confidentiality of complainants’ identities, if requested.
• The SPF reports the decision on eligibility to the President, with a copy to 

the vice-president and OD concerned, and the CRO.
• The OSPF informs the complainants upon determination of eligibility.

Within 21 days of SPF receiving 
complaint 

About 120 days from 
determination of eligibility to 

complete review and 
assessment. 

Time required for problem 
solving depends on nature, 

complexity, and scope of 
the problems. 

Step 3: Problem solving 
• The OSPF assists parties to engage in resolving the problem.
• The OSPF may facilitate a consultative dialogue, promote information 

sharing, undertake joint fact-finding, facilitate establishment of a mediation 
mechanism, and/or use other approaches to problem solving.

• Remedial actions involving a change in the project require approval 
following applicable ADB procedures, and agreement by the borrower.

• Upon completion of step 3 (with or without agreement), the SPF submits a 
report to the President, with a copy to the vice-president and OD 
concerned, summarizing the complaint, steps to resolve the issues, the 
parties’ decisions, and the parties’ agreement, if any. The OSPF provides 
this report to the complainants, borrower, the CRP, and the Board for 
information. If no agreement is reached, the problem solving process ends.

Generally not longer 
than 2 years

Step 5: Conclusion of the problem solving process 
• After monitoring of remedial actions is completed, the OSPF prepares a 

final report and submits it to the President, complainants, borrower, OD, 
CRP, BCRC, and the Board for information.

Step 2: Review and assessment of eligible complaint 
• The review may include site visits, interviews, and meetings with the 

complainants, borrower, and any others as deemed helpful and beneficial 
by the SPF.

• The OSPF obtains information from the OD and, if necessary, requests the 
OD’s advice and support.

• The OSPF fields fact-finding missions on its own initiative; or participates, in 
consultation with the OD, in special project administration missions of the OD.

• The OSPF completes review and assessment, and the SPF reports findings to 
the President, with a copy to the vice-president concerned.

• The OSPF sends findings to the complainants, borrower, and OD, with a 
request for their comments.

• The SPF (i) decides to proceed with problem solving, or (ii) determines that 
further problem solving efforts will not be purposeful and concludes the 
process.

SPF forwards 
complaint to OD, if 
complainants did 
not make prior 
good faith efforts 
to solve the 
problems with OD.

A party can walk 
away or disengage 
from the problem 
solving process at 
any time. This 
closes the process. 

Upon completion 
of step 3, 
complainants can 
request compli-
ance review, to be 
carried out in 
parallel with 
implementation 
and monitoring of 
the remedial 
actions (step 4). 

Step 4: Implementation and monitoring 
• The OSPF monitors the implementation by all parties of the agreed-upon 

remedial actions.
• As part of the monitoring process, the OSPF consults with the complainants, 

borrower, and OD.
• The OSPF prepares monitoring reports on implementation of remedial 

actions, to be sent to the complainants, borrower, and OD; and submits them 
to the President and the Board for information.
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Chart 3: The Compliance Review Process

Step 1: Requesting Management response 
• The CRP carries out the initial assessment of the complaint and determines 

whether it falls within its mandate.

• If the complaint falls within its mandate, the CRP forwards it to 
Management for response, with a copy to the BCRC.

• The CRP informs the borrower and the Board member representing the 
borrowing country concerned about receipt of the complaint.

• The CRP ensures confidentiality of the identities of complainants, if 
requested.

Management to respond 
in 21 days 

Within 21 days of receiving 
Management’s response 

Within 21 calendar days from 
receipt of CRP's recommendation 

Step 3: Board authorization of compliance review 
• The CRP submits its eligibility report through the BCRC to the Board.
• If the CRP determines that the complaint is eligible, it will recommend, 

through the BCRC, that the Board authorize a compliance review.

Within 10 days from the 
receipt of the Board’s 

authorization

Time required for 
compliance review depends 

on project’s nature, 
complexity, and scope and 

alleged noncompliance. 

Step 4: Conducting compliance review 
• The CRP prepares, and the BCRC clears, the TOR for the compliance review.
• The OCRP provides the TOR to the Board for information, with a copy to 

Management.
• The CRP begins the compliance review upon TOR clearance by the BCRC.

• The CRP consults all relevant parties.
• The compliance review may include desk reviews, meetings, discussions, 

and a site visit.

Step 2: Determining eligibility 
• The CRP reviews the complaint, Management’s response, and other 

relevant documents, and determines the eligibility of the complaint.
• The CRP informs the complainants, borrower, Board member representing 

the country concerned, Management, and OD of its determination 
concerning eligibility.

CRP forwards 
the complaint 
to OD if 
complainants 
did not make 
prior good faith 
efforts to 
resolve issues 
with OD. 

• The Board decides whether to authorize a compliance review.

• The OCRP informs the complainants of the Board’s decision.Within 7 days from receipt of 
Board authorization 

continued on next page continued on next page
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Step 5: Compliance Review Panel's draft report 
• The CRP issues a draft report of its findings to the complainants, borrower, 

and Management for comments and responses.
• CRP provides the draft report to BCRC for review.

 Upon completion of 
compliance review

Within 21 calendar days of 
receiving CRP final report 

Within 7 days after 
Board consideration of 

CRP report 

Within 21 calendar 
days of receiving 

Management’s 
report 

Generally not longer 
than 3 years 

Step 9: Board decision 
• The Board decides on Management’s  proposed remedial actions.

Step 10: Monitoring and conclusion
 • The CRP monitors the implementation of remedial actions and prepares 

annual monitoring reports (or at such other times as specified by the Board). 
• The CRP finalizes draft reports in consultation with the BCRC. The OCRP 

makes reports available to the complainants, borrower, Board, Management, 
staff, and public.

Step 6: Compliance Review Panel's final report 
• The CRP revises report as it finds warranted.
• The CRP issues a final report to the Board through the BCRC.

The Compliance Review Process (continued) 

Comments and 
responses to be 
given within 45 
days of issue of 
draft report 

Step 8: Management’s remedial actions. 
• If the CRP report concludes that ADB’s noncompliance caused direct and 

material harm, Management proposes remedial actions.  
• Management must obtain the borrower’s agreement on remedial actions.

• The CRP comments on Management’s proposed remedial actions.

• Management submits report on proposed remedial actions to the Board, 
with the CRP comments attached.

About 60 days from step 7 

 Step 7: Board consideration of the Compliance Review Panel report 
• The Board considers the CRP report.

• The OCRP releases the CRP report to the complainants and borrower.

About 60 days after Board 
consideration of CRP report 

Within 5 days of 
Management submission of 

draft remedial actions 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, AM = Accountability Mechanism, BCRC = Board Compliance Review Committee, CRO = Complaint Receiving Officer, 
CRP = Compliance Review Panel, OD = operations department, OSPF = Office of the Special Project Facilitator, OCRP = Office of Compliance Review Panel, 
SPF= Special Project Facilitator , TOR = terms of reference.  
Note: All complaints must be filed within the cutoff date, i.e., 2 years after the loan or grant closing date.   
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From right: Rusdian Lubis, CRP chair and head, OCRP; Willie R. Agliam, associate facilitation 
coordinator, OSPF; Jojo Miranda, compliance review officer, OCRP; Jennifer Francis, senior 
facilitation specialist, OSPF; Julie Mapilisan-Villanueva, associate compliance review coordinator, 
OCRP; Nirmal Ganguly, advisor, OCRP; Ronald Tabulog, complaint receiving officer; and  
Lea S. Robidillo, consultation officer, OSPF.

Who we are...
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Geoffrey Crooks
Principal Compliance  

Coordination Specialist, OCRP  
until 15 May 2013

Preben Nelsen
Special Project Facilitator, OSPF  

until 31 August 2013

Helen Grace San Agustin
Executive Assistant, OSPF  

until 30 July 2013

Rusdian Lubis, Chair
(from 13 April 2009 to 28 November 2013)

Anne Deruyttere, Panel Member
(from 21 July 2008 to 21 July 2013)

Lalanath De Silva, Panel Member
(from 1 October 2012 to  

30 September 2017)

Arntraud Hartmann, Panel Member 
(from 1 August 2013 to 30 July 2018) 

COMPLIANCE REVIEW PANEL MEMBERS

FORMER STAFF MEMBERS
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Improving Outcomes  
Accountability Mechanism Annual Report 2013

The main purpose of Asian Development Bank’s Accountability Mechanism is to provide 
people adversely impacted by ADB-assisted projects with a forum for (1) airing grievances that 
may have inadvertently arisen as a result of project operations, and (2) seeking appropriate 
redress. However, few people understand that the mechanism benefits ADB as much as 
it does project beneficiaries. By ultimately improving project quality, operation of the 
Accountability Mechanism prevents numerous adverse impacts from occurring altogether. 

This report summarizes Accountability Mechanism operations during 2013 within the 
context of specific ADB-assisted projects. This approach provides readers unfamiliar 
with the mechanism with an easily understandable introduction to its operations. More 
importantly, the report’s focus on real-world examples allows project beneficiaries and their 
representatives, nongovernment organizations, government agencies, and even ADB staff 
members to understand how they may best benefit from its use.

About the Asian Development Bank

ADB’s vision is an Asia and Pacific region free of poverty. Its mission is to help its developing 
member countries reduce poverty and improve the quality of life of their people. Despite 
the region’s many successes, it remains home to approximately two-thirds of the world’s 
poor: 1.6 billion people who live on less than $2 a day, with 733 million struggling on less 
than $1.25 a day. ADB is committed to reducing poverty through inclusive economic growth, 
environmentally sustainable growth, and regional integration.

Based in Manila, ADB is owned by 67 members, including 48 from the region. Its main 
instruments for helping its developing member countries are policy dialogue, loans, equity 
investments, guarantees, grants, and technical assistance.

Asian Development Bank
6 ADB Avenue, Mandaluyong City
1550 Metro Manila, Philippines
www.adb.org
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