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Review of the Accountability Mechanism Policy 
 
1. The Board of Directors approved the Review of the Accountability Mechanism Policy on 24 
February 2012. This policy will become effective on 24 May 2012, superseding the 2003 
Accountability Mechanism Policy.  
 
2. Directors supported the policy, with one abstention. Directors acknowledged the Working 
Group’s extensive consultations in ADB and with external stakeholders, and appreciated the efforts 
of the Working Group to build consensus among diverse views and perspectives.     
 
3. All Directors commended the positive changes in the revised policy, including direct 
access to the Compliance Review Panel (CRP), adoption of a single entry point, enhancing the 
independence of the CRP, clarifying the role of the CRP, clarifying the role of the Board 
Compliance Review Committee (BCRC), improving cost efficiency, simplifying the process, 
clarifying the cutoff date, enhancing the tracking system, and making the Accountability 
Mechanism a coherent whole rather than two separate parts. Some Directors commented that the 
package of reforms in the revised policy would make a good policy even better. 

 
4. Several Directors called for greater efforts in awareness raising. Some Directors 
highlighted the importance of project preparation, stakeholder consultation, and effective 
implementation of ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement in reducing the need to resort to the 
Accountability Mechanism. 
 
5. Directors also raised some issues, including the importance of maintaining the CRP as a 
fact-finding body and for both the CRP and Management to be cognizant of the bounds and limits 
that should govern the CRP comments; whether BCRC has adequate information to provide 
performance feedback on CRP members, whether nonlocal representatives can best represent 
local interests, the need to ensure cost efficiency, and the need to ensure that cost considerations 
do not have adverse consequences for complainants. Some Directors sought and obtained 
clarification that, in cases where there is new information, any resubmission of a complaint should 
occur within the cutoff date. Some Directors noted that identities of representatives of complainants 
would not be kept confidential, and requested the clarification that there could be cases that 
relatives assist complainants who face constraints such as illiteracy or physical disability.     
 
 
 
 
 
 



6. Many Directors supported the partnership approach on site visits. These Directors noted 
that using ADB’s good offices and established relationships would be the best way to secure a 
borrowing country’s consent to site visits. Some Directors indicated that they could accept the 
partnership approach as a compromise. Some Directors called for the cooperation of all 
stakeholders to ensure that the mechanism functions smoothly, and urged ADB to minimize the 
risk of a borrower’s refusal. One Director stressed that ADB should have the right to visit the 
projects that it has financed, and expressed disappointment that the loan covenant approach was 
not adopted, notwithstanding the other improvements to the Accountability Mechanism policy. 
Management confirmed that the ADB would work within the sentiment of the provision in the Loan 
Regulations concerning visits by ADB representatives, and reiterated Management’s view that site 
visits should be a routine and uncontroversial aspect of the Accountability Mechanism.  
 
 

 




