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Executive Summary 

The Project started with pilot activities in Ngaputaw and preparatory activities in the Bokpyin for 
Cycle 1.  This happened even before the Management Implementation Consultant (MIC), Cardno 
Myanmar came on board and presented their Inception Report on the later part of 2016. The MIC, 
since the start of its engagement with the Department of Rural Development (DRD), then 
conducted a series of major activities to catch-up and make a headway on the project activity 
schedules. 

This activity schedules included undertaking community facilitation, technical, social and 
environmental safeguards training for both project staffs, facilitators, and selected community 
volunteers.  Review of project policies and enhancements of project systems were also 
introduced by the Consultants to deliver the expected results. 

Project policies and procedures for safeguards were enhanced with the revision of the Operations 
Manual.  Guidance Notes on how the villagers and committee members will undertake the 
subproject activities and deliver the corresponding outputs were provided.  Similarly, the 
safeguards forms were re-organized and/or renamed in accordance to Project activities and to 
minimize confusion among field implementers. 

In Cycle 3, with the lessons learned from the previous cycles and the increased familiarity on the 
various types of subprojects proposed and implemented by the communities, the Facilitators were 
able ensure adherence to the prescribed environmental and social safeguards measures and 
project guidelines without difficulties.  In terms of compliance of the 203 approved subprojects in 
the three townships, 102 subprojects complied with the Environmental Code of Practices (ECoPs) 
and 101 subprojects needed to prepare both ECoPs and Environmental Management Plans 
which were reviewed and approved by the agency technical officers.  With respect to the voluntary 
donation, 54 subprojects (26% of the total SPs) secured approval from the 247 landowners, who 
mostly recognized their own benefits from the improvements to be brought about by the 
subprojects.   

The technical inputs provided during the Training for Facilitators achieved results and outputs.  
Facilitation and preparation of technical proposals according to safeguards policies have 
improved with the use of google earth to identify landowners affected by the alignment and 
location of the subprojects.  Polygons and sketch maps of the specific landholdings with the 
computation of the area affected and for negotiation for voluntary donation were part of the 
enhancements of the donation forms.  The ratio of the donated land against the total landholdings 
of the donor did not exceed the limit of 5%, in accordance with the policy.  

The conduct of Quality Assurance Review (QAR) using the enhanced guidelines for each block 
grant cycle has resulted to better compliance to both technical and safeguards policies and 
procedures.  Good/best practices identified from the previous cycles were adopted by community 
members to protect their environment and thus completed subprojects in compliance to 
safeguards requirements and with greater efficiency.  Continuous monitoring and technical 
support provided to the field facilitators and volunteers, as well as the series of training activities 
and on-the-job coaching resulted to much improved technical and safeguards audit results. 
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1. Introduction and Project Overview 

1. Introduction. On 11 December 2013, the Board of Directors of Asian Development Bank (ADB) 

approved the project Grant JFPR-9174-MYA of US$12.0 million to implement Enhancing Rural Livelihoods 

and Incomes Project (ERLIP) in Myanmar with the Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries and Rural Development 

(now Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation) as the Executing Agency and the Department of 

Rural Development (DRD) as the Implementing Agency. The grant became effective on 11 February 2014 

with an implementation period of four years and a closing date initially set for 31 December 2017. Initial 

project activities started in June 2014. A Start Up Team (SUT) was engaged for approximately 18 months 

to support the Department of Rural Development (DRD) of the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 

Irrigation (MOALI) to procure NGO services to support activities in the target townships, complete a 

detailed project design and develop operational guidelines, organize initial program operations and train 

facilitators.  In June 2016, Cardno Emerging Markets (Myanmar) Pty Ltd assumed responsibility as the 

main implementation consultant (MIC).  

Project data. The basic project information is provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 Basic project data 

Project Name: Enhancing Rural Livelihood and Incomes Project (ERLIP)  

Executing Agency: Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries 

and Rural Development (now Ministry of Agriculture, 

Livestock and Irrigation - MOALI)  

Implementing Agency: Department of Rural 

Development (DRD)  

Grant Amount: $12.0 million  Grant Number: JFPR 9174–MYA 

Board Approval Date: 11 December 2013  Letter of Agreement Date: 11 February 2014  

(signed 4 June 2014)  

Grant Commencement Date: 4 June 2014  

Implementation Period: 4 years 

Original Closing Date: 31 December 2017  

Extended Closing Date: Physical completion on 30 

September 2019, Project closing on 31 March 2020 

 

2. Expected impact and outcome: ERLIP’s expected impact is “Improved agricultural productivity 
and enhanced livelihoods contributing to reduced poverty in the selected regions”; and its expected 
outcome is “Improved essential productive rural and social infrastructure in the project-assisted villages to 

lead to better income opportunities”.1 

3. Project components: ERLIP has three key components: (i) Component A supports participating 

communities to take ownership in identifying, prioritizing, and planning their development needs and 

producing Village Development Plans (VDPs); (ii) Component B provides block grants to construct or 

improve priority infrastructure and / or implement livelihood improvement interventions as prioritized in the 

VDPs2; and (iii) Component C includes: (a) development and production of communication materials; (b) 

training of appropriate infrastructure staff from DRD in the use of planning, management and project 

implementation; (c) training in social and environmental safeguards; (d) financial management, 

procurement and contracting at central level and at the township and village tract levels; and (e) distilling 

and disseminating best practices and lessons learned from the Project.  

4. Project scope and coverage: The Project was originally envisaged to target four diverse 

geographic (and agro-ecological) regions of the country to enable implementation of area-specific 

interventions based on topography, agricultural production systems, and natural resource management 

 
1ADB. 2013. Grant Implementation Manual. Myanmar: Enhancing Rural Livelihoods and Incomes. Manila 

2 These may include: (i) construction / rehabilitation of rural access roads and wooden jetties, (ii) water resource improvements 

including upgrading and installation of community irrigation systems, potable water schemes and water supply schemes through 

small diameter bore holes and hand pumps, and provision of community toilets, and (iii) construction / rehabilitation of social 

infrastructure, including primary school buildings, community health care centers and community centers to showcase and 

market local produce and products. 
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regimes. With this in mind, six townships in five states / regions were initially identified3 with an aim to 

further identify 16 priority village tracts in each township as ERLIP target areas.4 However, after further 

consideration of major factors affecting the project, some strategic adjustments were agreed between DRD 

and ADB.5 This resulted to a smaller but more realistic pilot coverage, which includes all the 19 village 

tracts of Bokpyin Township in Tanintharyi Region, all the 28 village tracts of Ywangan Township in Shan 

State and the originally prioritized 16 village tracts in Ngapudaw Township in Ayeyarwady Region6 (Table 

5). 

Table 2 ERLIP Coverage 

State / Region Townships 
Number of 

Village Tracts 

Number of 

Villages 

Number of 

Households 
Total Population 

Ayeyarwady Ngapudaw 16/83 68/411 10,529/74,340 44,384/324,554 

Tanintharyi Bokpyin 19 100 11,094 56,035 

Shan State Ywangan 28 125 16,710 77,010 

Total Three Townships 63 293 38,333 177,429 

Note: Figures have been adjusted in accordance to the latest data from the concerned township General Administration 

Department (GAD) as verified by the Support Service Provider (SSP)/Grant Implementation Unit (GIU). The recently-

completed process for the preparation of the full Village Development Plan (VDP) also resulted to data that may not 

be fully consistent with those of the GAD. 

5. Community driven development: ERLIP was designed as a community driven development 

(CDD) project.7 The course of developing ERLIP’s systems, processes and procedures drew heavily from 

the World Bank-funded NCDDP which is also being implemented by DRD, with consideration of design 

adaptations necessitated by ERLIP’s focus on livelihoods and incomes and the limited project coverage. 
Per the Grant Implementation Manual, the process of design adaptation will also consider: (i) ADB Project 

Administration Instruction PAI 5.10: Implementing Small Projects with Community Participation8; (ii) other 

relevant ADB policies and guidelines9; (iii) experience of the Livelihood and Food Security Trust Fund10; 

(iv) needs of the Evergreen Village program being initiated by DRD11; (v) other relevant non-government 

organization and donor experiences in Myanmar; and (vi) the results of ERLIP pilot implementation led by 

the Start-up Training. 

6. Community block grants: ERLIP involves an integrated model of community infrastructure and 

livelihood support. Under Component B of the Project, block grants are provided to participating village 

tracts after a participatory CDD process of selecting priority infrastructure and livelihood sub-projects from 

village development plans (VDPs). The infrastructure block grant is provided for a total of three cycles 

(once a year for three years) per target village tract, the rates of which are consistent with the grant amounts 

 
3 The 6 townships were Ngapudaw (83 village tracts) and Tha Baung (67 village tracts) in Ayeyarwady Region; Nyaung Oo (57 

village tracts) in Mandalay Region; Mindon (72 village tracts) in Magway Region; Ywa Ngan (28 village tracts) in Shan State; and 

Bokpyin (19 village tracts) in Tanintharyi Region. 
4 The approach of prioritizing the 16 poorest village tracts was adopted when Cycle 1 was started in Ngapudaw in early 2016.  
5 As of early 2016, there was a plan to also cover Myothit Township in Magway Region but a decision to drop it from ERLIP 

coverage was reached in late 2016, mainly in consideration of ERLIP’s budget capacity to cover Myothit. 
6 Per agreement with ADB and the World Bank, ERLIP will continue implementing in the 16 village tracts (including the three 

village tracts covered in the pilot implementation of the Start Up Team) while NCDDP will start operating in the 67 remaining 

village tracts in Ngapudaw by around the last quarter of 2016. 
7 Based on ADB experience CDD is defined as encompassing: (i) participatory planning, design and implementation, 

(ii) community control of resources and (iii) monitoring and evaluation by the community.  
8 Available at http://www.adb.org/documents/project-administration-instructions   
9 ADB. 2012. Strengthening Participation for Development Results: A Guide to Participation for example.  
10 Available at http://lift-fund.org/  
11The Evergreen village project was started in 2014, undertaken by the Department of Rural Development, providing 30 million 

kyats of loan to selected villages, and these funds are managed by the village committees, providing a mixture of individual and 

group loans, primarily utilized for livelihood development and enhancement. 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/pai-5-10.pdf
http://www.adb.org/documents/project-administration-instructions
http://lift-fund.org/
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pro-rated against VT population thresholds under NCDDP in 2016 (Table 6).12 On the other hand, the block 

grant for the livelihoods subcomponent is allocated based on the actual total cost of all approved livelihood 

group proposals from all the villages in the village tract, showing the number of actual target beneficiary 

households for each proposal. In the first cycle of livelihood subcomponent, the average cost per household 

is 210,459 MMK. It is estimated that the average cost per household of the second cycle of livelihood 

subcomponent is between 122,866 to 196,736 MMK, depending on the coverage.  

Table 3 Block Grant Allocation per ERLIP Cycle 

Infrastructure Grant 
Livelihood Grant Total Grant per VT 

Village Tract Population 
Infrastructure Grant 

ceiling 

< 3,000 people     20,000,000.00  Based on aggregated costs of all 
approved livelihood proposals for 
the VT, reflecting actual number of 
beneficiary households per 
proposal. 

Sum of the Infrastructure 
Grant ceiling per VT, and the 
aggregated actual cost of all 
approved livelihood proposals 
for the VT. 

3,001 to 5,000     40,000,000.00  

5,001 to 9,000     60,000,000.00  

>9,000   120,000,000.00  

 

7. Environmental and Social Safeguards.  Implementation of the ERLIP grant cycle follows six stages 

and 14 steps from the design and preparation subproject proposals, where safeguards measures are 

already checked and preparation of safeguards documents are undertaken, until subproject completion 

where compliance to safeguards standards are assessed through the Quality Assurance Review (QAR).13  

The grant cycle coincides with the Government’s fiscal year which, in previous years when the 3 grant 

cycles of ERLIP were implemented, started in April and ended in March the following year.14   

8. Implementation of the third and final cycle of infrastructure block grants started in April 2018 and 

was completed in March 2019.  Infrastructure subprojects typically get proposed, reviewed and approved 

during the first 4-6 months of the cycle.  Since Cycle 3 was the last and final grant cycle for ERLIP, there 

were no additional sub-projects processed during the period, January to June 2019 and no further 

preparation of safeguards documents were required during this period.  The same number of sub-projects 

approved in mid-2018 were audited during the conduct of QAR in January-February 2019 where 

compliance to prescribed safeguards measures were assessed and the results, as incorporated into this 

report, were presented to project stakeholders during the Township Multi-Stakeholder Review (TMSR) in 

March 2019.   

9. ERLIP Township Teams, particularly the Technical Facilitators, immediately facilitate corrections 

to safeguards issues identified during monitoring and technical assistance visits thus all the identified 

safeguards issues have been rectified and no further safeguards issues were noted by the auditors as of 

the conduct of QAR.  Participating villages are often eager to comply with project standards, including the 

EMP/ECoPs.  It was noted that good practices observed in Cycle 2 were adopted by 19 villages in Cycle 3 

thus earning them high scores in the QAR for safeguards compliance. 

Table 4 ERLIP Safeguards Summary Information 

Project Number and Title JFPR 9174–MYA: Enhancing Rural Livelihood and Incomes 
Project 

 
12 For its 2017 cycles, NCDDP further adjusted their infrastructure grant thresholds according to the number of villages in the 

village tract. Since ERLIP also provides livelihood grants (NCDDP does not provide grants for livelihood sub-projects), DRD decided 

to retain the infrastructure grant thresholds adopted in 2016. 
13 The ERLIP Quality Assurance Review (QAR) evaluates how each subproject has complied with the prescribed technical, 

safeguards, financial/fiduciary, and social standards.  Concerned experts from the Main Implementation Consultant (MIC) and 

the Union DRD Grant Management Unit (GMU) lead the conduct of the QAR in collaboration with their counterparts at the 

township level.  
14 Beginning this year, the Government has shifted its fiscal year. The next fiscal years will start in October and will end in 

September the following year. 
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Safeguards Category Environment B 

Involuntary Resettlement B 

Indigenous People B 

Reporting Period The report covers the summary of activities from January-June 
2019 

Key Project and sub-projects 

activities conducted 

The following activities were carried during the monitoring period 

January – June 2019 
 
Project level: 
 
✓ Orientation Workshop for the conduct of Cycle 3 Quality 

Assurance Review (QAR) in the townships; 

✓ Conducted the Quality Assurance Review (QAR) in the three 

(3) townships of Ngaputaw, Ywangan and Bokpyin. 

✓ Conducted Township Multi-Sectoral Review in the three 

townships as part of the quality assurance monitoring during 

sub-project construction/completion stage:  
 

• Ensure that dimensions and specifications were 
followed according to the approved plans; 

• Validation with landowners for their copy of the signed 
Voluntary Donation Form executed in favor of the 
subproject; 

• Participation of women in paid labor; 

• Ensuring that No children are allowed to work in the 
construction site; 

• Use of Personal Protective Equipment gears; 

• Activities that will mitigate potential impact for the 
subproject as listed on the ECoPs and /or EMP 

  

2. Compliance to Project Safeguards Frameworks 

10. Both  ERLIP and NCDDP are foreign assisted projects and it is the thrust of DRD to harmonize 

the systems and procedures of these two projects for better management at the Union level.  An 

Environmental Assessment and Review Framework (EARF)was prepared earlier on for ERLIP however, in 

practice, an approach similar to the NCDDP was used. This approach is outlined in “Guidance Note on 
Environmental Safeguards and the Environmental Codes of Practice” in Chapter 3 of ERLIP Operations 
Manual.  Guidance notes for both for environmental and social safeguards were incorporated into the 

ERLIP Operations Manual to guide field implementers on this aspect of the project.  Training and skills 

enhancement activities provided to project facilitators at specific stages on each block grant cycle 

incorporate safeguards policies among the topics, address safeguards issues encountered on the previous 

cycle – if any, and ensure policy compliance by each subproject.  

3. Environmental Safeguards 

11. With respect to environmental and social safeguards, the sub-projects approved by the Township 

Project Implementation Committees (TPICs) and implemented by the community members were all part 

of the positive list.  The principle of community decision-making was observed in the processes of project 

selection, approval and implementation wherein the Facilitators informed the community volunteers and 

religiously observed the negative list.  Subsequently, the results were validated during the conduct of the 
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audit and quality assurance review.   The lessons from the previous cycles were absorbed and 

remembered by the Facilitators and were thoroughly discussed with the VDSC and community volunteers.  

Thus, the preparation of Environmental Management Plans for the required type of sub-project were 

accomplished before the approval process.   Environmental Code of Practices (ECoPs) were taken from 

the revised Operations Manual and were discussed to the volunteers by the Technical Facilitators.  

Considering the relatively small scope of the sub-projects, no significant adverse impact that will trigger 

for Category A was noted during the planning and monitoring activities.  In relation to the 

revision/enhancement of the Operations Manual, the Safeguards Forms were also renamed to align the 

activities in the project processes, namely: 

i. Safeguards Form 1 – Safeguards Screening Form during the validation activity 

ii. Safeguards Form 2 – Voluntary Donation Form for site specific results of validation conducted for 

the proposed sub-project 

iii. Safeguards Form 3 – Environmental Management Plan for identified types of sub-project, e.g. 

piped water supply system, bridges with more than 30 feet in length. 

4. Environmental Codes of Practices (ECoPs) 

12. The Project adopted the available safeguards instrument within the department considering that 

a similar community driven-development Project is being implemented by another donor within the 

department. To have a consistency and harmony in the processes and monitoring, the Environmental 

Codes of Practices (ECoPs) was then adopted.  The processes involved the screening of proposed sub-

project using the Safeguards Screening Form.  Once the screening is concluded and the villagers agreed 

on the sub-project type, the facilitators will assist the community members in preparing their ECoPs.  The 

Facilitators will guide the volunteers following the Guidance Notes on Environmental Safeguards and the 

Use of the Environmental Codes of Practices (Chapter 3 of the Operations Manual, pp. 35-59).  

13. Based on the Operations Manual, all proposed sub-projects are required to have an ECoPs.  This 

document will guide the community members on the specific activities to be undertaken for their 

identified sub-project. 

14. For Cycle 3, one (1) sub-project in Min Taing Pin village in Ywangan was found to be a 

rehabilitation and extension of an existing canal for small-scaled irrigation purposes. The structure is 

about a century old and was proposed for extension to cover additional farm lots for planting.  Based on 

the results of the sub-project monitoring and audit activity, no significant adverse environmental impact 

was observed.  Mitigation activities listed on the ECoPs were followed by the facilitators and the 

community members and was recommended not to use banned fertilizers in their farm lots. 

15. During the initial stage of the construction activities, the monitoring team from the DRD-GIU and 

Management Implementation Consultant (MIC) noted that villagers are observing the activities listed on 

the EMP and/or ECoPs. For road subprojects with embankment activity, provision of indigenous materials 

such as bamboo, crushed stones available at the villages were used as protection works to avoid and/or 

minimize soil erosion at the embankment stations. For road sections that required excavation for grade 

corrections, proper disposal of excavated materials was followed.  As much as possible, the villagers 

avoided cutting down trees along the road alignment.  With the limited amount of block grants, villagers 

contributed to provide pipe culverts for cross-drains to minimize and mitigate the possible damage of the 

road sections caused by rain water run-off.  For building constructions, designation of area for excavated 

materials was also observed.  For water supply sub-projects, traverse for the excavation of pipe trench 

and for ground tank sites were carefully selected to avoid damaging flora and fauna in the area.    
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16. The villager volunteers also adopt some good practices noted from previous cycles – provision of 

garbage bin along the road section of the subprojects and continue to observe the proper stockpiling of 

construction material by providing nets and plastics to avoid/minimize dust (see photo documentations). 

17. In some villages, the length of the roads was marked with wooden post and later concrete mile-

posts.  This helps the villagers and workers recognize of the station limits of the subproject scope. 

5. Environmental Management Plan  

18. The Project designed simple tools for the community volunteers to understand and observe the 

project requirements.  The Safeguards Screening Form (Safeguards Form 1) is used in the identification 

and planning stages of the Project implementation.  Potential risks can be identified using the form and 

proposed mitigation are incorporated in the plan either as part of the infrastructure design or as village 

activities listed on the Environmental Management Plan or in the Environmental Code of Practices. The 

risk responses could either be in the pre-implementation stage, construction stage, or during the 

operations and maintenance activities. 

19. The monitoring compliance are both conducted by the township and union level technical staffs.  

One of the techniques adopted for the monitoring is the use of “smiley stickers.” At the course of the 
monitoring, the DRD and MIC technical staffs reviewed the available documents prior to the approval 

process. Once the Safeguards documents for environmental compliance are available and complied (EMP 

and/or ECoPs) the technical staffs will stamp the smiley sticker.  If the documents at the time of the review 

lack entries or inconsistent information, a sad sticker is placed on the document.  This will trigger and 

helps the facilitators to assist the village volunteers comply the lacking document or correction of entries.  

20. The framework requires the PIU to conduct at least 10% of the randomly selected sub-projects 

annually for the Category C sub-projects.  The PIU will conduct annual environmental monitoring for all 

category B sub-projects with participation from MOALI staff.  This policy statement is being followed by 

the Project to all completed sub-projects every end of the cycle.  Technical staffs from the Grant 

Management Unit (GMU), Grant Implementation Unit (GIU), SSP village representatives participated in 

the conduct of Audit and Quality Assurance Review to validate compliance and document good practices 

for potential sharing to other villages and townships.  

21. The charts below will show the compliance of the village communities with respect to the types 

of sub-project and the compliance at the township level. The township of Ywangan continues to have 

both ECoPs and EMP for their 85 sub-projects under Cycle 3.  Bokpyin and Ngaputaw townships are still 

conservative in observing the ECoPs and EMP compliance according to sub-project types. A total of 102 
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sub-projects with ECoPs and 101 sub-projects with both EMP and ECoPs were reviewed by the DRD GMU 

and GIU levels. 

22. With respect to the types of subproject, village market, on-grid electrification, health clinic, 

ground water tank and slab bridge (box culverts) in Ywangan, both has ECoPs and Environmental 

Management Plan presented to the monitoring teams.  Since similar type of sub-projects from the 

previous cycles were implemented during Cycle 3, the villagers are already familiar with the project 

requirements.  

 

 

6. Social Safeguards 

6.1 Voluntary Land Donation 

23. The Community Resource Mobilization Process. The six stages and 14 steps in the ERLIP block 

grant subproject cycle (Figure 1) were designed to capacitate the community in preparing and 

implementing small community infrastructure; promote full community participation (including the 

women as well as ethnic and vulnerable groups) in all the project processes; strengthen community 

ownership of the resulting structure; and ensure compliance to the prescribed policies and standards, 

including the environmental and social safeguards measures required for the type and scale of these small 

community subprojects. Through the series of community meetings and consultations in the course of 

preparing the subproject for implementation (a total of four village meetings); portions of privately-

owned land and related assets (e.g., fruit trees or permanent crops) that will be affected by the 

community’s proposed subproject or where the proposed subproject will be constructed are identified.  

Negotiations and donation arrangements with the affected landowners also happen during the same 

series of community meetings and consultations, led by the Village Development Support Committee 

(VDSC) with technical and facilitation support from the ERLIP Community Facilitators (CFs) and Technical 

Facilitators (TFs).   As a policy, ERLIP block grants cannot be used to procure land and any privately-owned 

property should be donated voluntarily or procured through a separate funding source.  ERLIP facilitators 
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emphasize to the community that any voluntary land donation should not result to any significant or long-

term impact in livelihood of the donating party.   A sample record of a village meeting and attendance list 

is provided in Annex 2.  

 

Figure 1. The ERLIP Subproject Cycle 

 

 

24. Documentation.   ERLIP uses Safeguards Form 

2, included in Chapter 3 of the Project Operations 

Manual (April 2018), as the main template for 

documenting voluntary land donation (VLD).15  The VLD 

template is accompanied by specific criteria that: (i) 

the total size of the productive land owned by the 

affected owner should not be less than 300 square 

meters; (ii) the impact of the donation does not exceed 

5% of the total productive assets owned by the donor; 

and (iii) the donation does not result to the physical 

relocation of any person or household.  In addition, a 

polygon and sketch map of the area being donated 

should be attached to Safeguards Form 2 to clearly 

identify any private land that will be affected by the 

subproject. Villages who have had experience 

implementing an ERLIP subproject in the previous 

cycles are very familiar with the process of 

documenting voluntary land donation for their 

proposed subproject and have properly and carefully 

considered this at the design stage.  For example, for 

the road access, the affected landowners for the 

expansion/widening of the roadway were reflected on 

 
15 Copies of this form, both in English and Myanmar, were submitted as part of August 2018 and December 2018 Safeguards 

Reports.   

Copy of Traverse Plan on File of Sae Ne Yope Village showing 

the affected area for road widening. 
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the traverse plan of the road using the Google Earth application. On the ground, wooden stakes were 

installed along the road length to guide the workers on the road width and boundaries with reference to 

the voluntarily donated land. All the necessary documentation for all the 191 Cycle 3 infrastructure 

subprojects, including the 54 subprojects that involved land donation, are organized and filed in the 

archive of the DRD offices of the three project townships. A sample completed Safeguards Form 2 and 

TPIC approval (in Myanmar language, as processed) is provided in Annex 2.16  

25. Third Party Validation.  All ERLIP infrastructure subprojects go through a thorough review and 

final approval by the Township Planning and Implementation Committee (TPIC), a government body 

comprised of various line agencies at the township level, prior to the actual release of the block grant and 

subproject implementation by the VDSC. The TPIC review and approval process also constitutes the third-

party validation for voluntary land donation.17  The TPIC performs the validation function during the 

review and approval process and ensures that subproject proposals that involve donated land include the 

completed VLD form (Safeguards Form 2) and that the donation complies with the project requirement 

that: (i) the total size of the productive land owned by the affected owner is not less than 300 square 

meters; (ii) the impact of the donation does not exceed 5% of the total productive assets owned by the 

said household; and (iii) the donation does not result to the physical relocation of any person or 

household. Validation is further undertaken by international and national experts from the Main 

Implementation Consultant (MIC) in collaboration with DRD counterparts during the conduct of the 

Safeguards Assessment as part of the Quality Assurance Review (QAR) at the end of each block grant 

cycle.  The detailed guideline for the conduct QAR is provided in Annex 1.  A sample TPIC meeting minutes 

and approval is provided in Annex 2 as part of the sample set of documentation for voluntary land 

donation. 

26. Subprojects with Voluntary Land Donation. A total of 572 infrastructure subprojects were 

completed by ERLIP over the 3 block grant cycles (2016-2019). Of this total, 153 (27%) involved voluntary 

land donation.  On the third cycle of infrastructure block grants, a total of 191 infrastructure subprojects 

were completed, 54 (28%) of which involved donated land with completed Safeguards Form 2 and 

validated land donation.  The list of donors for the 54 subprojects, including the area voluntarily donated, 

the percent of productive assets owned compared to the impact of acquisition and the total size of the 

productive land is summarized in Table 5.   

Table 5. Summary of Voluntary Land Donations in Cycle 3 

Township 

Number 
of 

Approved 
SPs 

Number 
of SPs 

with 
Voluntary 
Donation 

 Approx. 
Area of 

Donated 
SP Sites 
(in sq. ft.)  

Total Area 
Owned by 
Donors (in 

Sq. ft.) 

Ave. 
Percent of 
Donated 
Land to 

Total Area 

Number 
of 

Donors 

Ave. Total 
Area 

Voluntarily 
Donated     
(in sq.ft) 

Remarks 
/ SP 

Types 

Ywangan 85 26 140,378  
      

33,803,946  
0.42% 163 861  compliant 

Ngaputaw 65 6 88,320  
        

3,385,220  
2.61% 23 3,840  compliant 

Bokpyin 53 22 392,957  
      

26,056,260  
1.51% 61 6,442  complaint 

Total 203 54 621,654 63,245,426 0.98% 247 2,517  

 

 
16 Due to the sheer number of pages that comprise a completed Safeguards Form 2 – aside from the fact that all subproject 

proposal documents are in Myanmar language -- the Project Team finds it most practical to only show examples for purposes 

of this report.  Nevertheless, the official documentation for all the 572 completed infrastructure subprojects, including those of 

the 191 that involved voluntary land donation, are secured in DRD’s township offices and could be made available should ADB 
or other stakeholders wish to examine them. 
17 This model of third-party validation for Voluntary Land Donation was adapted from World Bank-funded National Community 

Driven Development Project (NCDDP) also being implemented by DRD in more than 60 townships all over the country. 
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27. Breakdown of donated land in Cycle 3.  Specifically, for Cycle 3, a total of 247 donors were 

mobilized by the target communities for the 54 subprojects that required land donation.  The total land 

area owned by these donors is 63,245,426 sq. ft while the total area donated for the ERLIP subproject 

was only 621,654 sq. ft.  or 0.98% of the total land owned or way below the prescribed ceiling of 5%.  

There were 23 rural road subprojects in Cycle 3 (mostly expansion/widening of existing village access) 

covering a total of 544,329 sq. ft. of voluntarily donated land from a total of   46,911,170 sq. ft. of land 

owned by the 177 donors who each donated an average of 1.16% of their owned land. For the 14 social 

infrastructure buildings (i.e., school buildings, multi-purpose buildings, village market and health center); 

a total of 48,999 sq. ft. of land was donated, representing 1.06% of the donors’ total owned land of 

4,602,760 sq. ft.  For the 10 water supply subprojects, a total of 16,883 sq. ft. was donated (for the location 

of the water ground tank, communal faucets and selected pipe trenches), representing 0.17% of the 

10,084,676 sq. ft of donors’ total owned land. The 3 bridges/jetty accumulated voluntary donations of 

13,493 sq. ft. (or 0.84%) of the 1,597,320 sq. ft. of the total land owned by 9 donors.   

28. Impact on the donors of land. 

All these 54 Cycle 3 subprojects have 

complied with ERLIP’s policy and 
criteria for voluntary land donation 

(i.e., (i) the total size of the productive 

land owned by the affected owner is 

not less than 300 square meters; (ii) 

the impact of the donation does not 

exceed 5% of the total productive 

assets owned by the said household; 

and (iii) the donation does not result 

to the physical relocation of any 

person or household) as ensured by 

project facilitators and technicians 

during the subproject preparation and 

validated by a third party through the 

TPIC review and approval process. It is obvious from the above breakdown per subproject type and the 

summary per project township in Table 5 that land donated, at an overall average of 0.98% of the total 

land owned by the various donors, is way below the prescribed ceiling of 5% and not high enough to cause 

significant negative impacts on the donors’ overall income and productive assets.  The rigorous social 

safeguards evaluation undertaken by the MIC in collaboration with DRD counterparts as part of the end-

of-cycle Quality Assurance Review (QAR) conducted in February – March 2019 further validated that: (i) 

none of the land donors owned less than 300 square meters of land; (ii) none of the poor or vulnerable 

households were obliged to donate land; (iii) no adverse economic impacts were felt on the part of the 

donors as a result of the land donation – in fact, the donors themselves expressed satisfaction over the 

implemented subprojects and acknowledge the economic benefits that accrue from the ERLIP-funded 

infrastructure;18 and (iv) no household had to be relocated due to land donation.  Finally, no complaints 

or grievances (including claims for compensation) related to land donation have been lodged with the 

ERLIP Feedback Handling Mechanism (FHM)19 that has been established and operational in each of the 

293 villages since Cycle 1 (para. 39 - 40). 

 
18 This was also captured by the Most Significant Change (MSC) focus group discussions conducted in parallel with the February 

– March QAR as well as the End-of-Project Survey undertaken in June-August 2019, the results of which will be included in 

ERLIP’s Implementation Completion Memorandum (ICM). 
19 In ERLIP, it was decided that a Feedback Handling Mechanism (FHM) will be established, instead of only a Grievance Redress 

Mechanism (GRM), in order to allow project communities to lodge other forms of feedback (e.g., questions, suggestions, 

appreciation, etc.) and not only grievances. 

VDSC members measure the boundaries of a proposed road to identify 

affected private land 
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29. Impact on Ancestral Domain Land.  The 

subprojects implemented under ERLIP using 

the CDD approach are small and focus on 

delivering basic service infrastructure and 

livelihood support at community (i.e. village) 

level, and not likely to have any impact on 

“Ancestral Domain Land” ownership and/or 
control.  The term “ancestral domain land” 
in the context of Myanmar translates into 

ethnic states and ethnic administered zones 

within ethnic states or regions.  Decision-

making on subprojects are done within these 

ethnic zones. For example, Ywangan 

township falls under the Danu (EG) Self-Administered Zone (DSAZ)20 and the DSAZ administration fully 

supports all ERLIP subprojects without taking issue on the impacts on their ancestral domain land as there 

are none.  Officials of the DSAZ regularly monitor ERLIP implementation in Ywangan and actively 

participate in important events, particularly in the conduct of the Multi-Stakeholder Review (MSR) at the 

end of each block grant cycle where the results and impacts, as well as issues and challenges – if any, are 

presented and thoroughly discussed among the key township and village stakeholders.  

30. Monitoring of VLDs.  Members of the Project Team, both from the Union and township levels, 

include compliance to VLD requirements as part of their on-going monitoring agenda.  Among the 

findings/observations noted during on-the-spot checks of safeguards documents for Cycle 3 subprojects 

are the absence of signature of the VDSC on the Screening Form, the lack of polygon drawn and attached 

to the form, and the absence of signature of the donor/s on the donation form.  These observations during 

monitoring activities were given priority attention during the conduct of the QAR.  The QAR noted that 

those sub-projects with the above observations have already complied and rectified these shortcomings 

even before the final review and approval by the TPIC and, as mentioned above, all the 54 subprojects 

that involved voluntary land donation were found to be compliant to the project policies and standards.  

A sample voluntary land donation form (Safeguards Form 2) is provided in Annex 2. 

 

6.2 Inclusion of Ethnic Groups 

31. Ethnic Composition of ERLIP Townships.  The three ERLIP townships are ethnically heterogenous.  

Among the three townships, Bokpyin Township appears to be the most ethnically diverse with Bamar and 

Kayin as the majority in terms of the number of households, co-existing with six minority groups ranging 

from regional ethnic groups (Shan, Mon, Rakhine, Naga and Chin) to Islamic groups (Pashue, Muslim) and 

the nomadic Salon (sea gypsies). Ngaputaw Township is also dominated by Bamar and Kayin households 

joined by four other regional ethnic groups (Chin, Mon, Rakhine and Shan) who mostly resettled in the 

area as part of the inter-state/regional labor migration.  On the other hand, Ywangan Township, which is 

situated within the ethnic Shan State, is dominated by the Danu ethnic group and is among the two 

townships that belong to the Danu Self-Administered Zone (DSAZ)21, although a smaller percentage of the 

households belong to the Shan, Pao, Palaung, Taung Yoe and Bamar ethnic groups (Table 6).  

 
20 The Danu Self-Administered Zone (DSAZ), as stipulated by the 2008 Constitution of Myanmar, is a self-administered zone 

consisting of two townships in Shan State, Ywangan and Pindaya. The zone is self-administered by the Danu people, a minority 

ethnic group that are dominant in these two townships. Its official name was announced by decree on 20 August 2010. 
21 The other township is Pindaya.  See footnote 20. 

The Minister for the Danu Self-Administered Zone (DSAZ) presents 

an award to a well-performing VDSC during the Cycle 3 Township 

Multi-Stakeholder Review (MSR) in Ywangan Township 
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Table 6.  Ethnic Composition of ERLIP Townships 

 

32. Meaningful Consultation with Affected Persons.  ERLIP does not directly implement subprojects.  

As a community driven development (CDD) project, ERLIP implementation follows a long process of 

community consultations (at least 4 community meetings) where Community Facilitators ensure that all 

affected persons (APs) attend the meetings from project orientation (1st village meeting), to subproject 

prioritization (2nd village meeting), to Village Tract Development Support Committee (VTDSC) feedback 

on the TPIC-approved subprojects (3rd village meeting), and then to the community review and approval 

of the subproject proposal (4th village meeting) before the Village Development Support Committee 

(VDSC) does the actual implementation of the approved subproject (Figure 1).  The guidelines for 

facilitating these village meetings and consultations, as embodied in the ERLIP Operations Manual, 

emphasize the need for ERLIP Community Facilitators (CFs) to ensure the participation of women as well 

as households belonging to ethnic minorities, the poorest, and the most vulnerable.  Furthermore, 

recognizing the possibility that certain community dynamics related to ethnicity and religion may inhibit 

the full participation of ethnic groups; the CFs are encouraged to undertake a separate consultation and 

planning process with the ethnic groups if the socio-cultural situation in the community warrants this 

special arrangement. An example is provided in paragraph 36. 

33. This thorough participatory 

process is facilitated in each of the 

293 project villages on each block 

grant cycle.  The minutes and list of 

participants for each of these 

meetings are recorded and filed both 

by the VDSC and the DRD township 

offices.  At the identification and 

planning stage, indigenous ways of 

sub-project designs are considered 

by the Technical Facilitators for 

possible adaptation.  Indigenous 

construction methods traditionally 

observed by village ethnic groups are 

also considered through close 

consultations with the ethnic 

members, leaders and village officials.  Group works to review the basic information about the Project, 

the technical aspect of their sub-project, the applicable safeguards policies and procedures, procurement 

and financial processes and the corresponding forms comprise the main agenda during the discussions.  

The selection of volunteers is carefully undertaken to ensure the adequate representation and meaningful 

participation of minority groups in all aspects of subproject implementation. Feedback and suggestions 

from the ethnic group members are carefully considered, especially at the 4th village meeting where 

community members undertake the final review and approval of the proposed community subproject. 

Village meeting minutes are recorded and filed by the Facilitators to capture the consultation agreements 

Township 
Majority Groups 

(in terms of number of HHs) 

Minority Groups 

(in terms of number of HHs) 

a. Ngaputaw Bamar, Kayin Chin, Mon, Rakhine and Shan 

b. Bokpyin Bamar, Kayin 
Shan/Thai, Pashue, Muslim, Salone, Mon, 

Rakhine, Naga and Chin 

c. Ywangan Danu Pa-o, Palaung, Shan, Taung Yoe and Bamar 

ERLIP Project Team members consulting with ethnic groups in Bokpyin 

Township 
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and actions undertaken.  A sample meeting minutes and list of participants is attached in Annex 2 in 

conjunction with the documentation for subprojects involving voluntary land donation (note that all these 

documentations are in Myanmar language).  

 

Figure 2. Targeting Ethnic Groups 

Data Source: ERLIP End-of-Project Survey 

34. Inclusion of Ethnic Groups.  The end-of-project (EOP) survey (conducted in July-August 2019) 

provides evidence that the ERLIP community mobilization process has effectively ensured the inclusion 

of ethnic groups.22  In Bokpyin Township, non-Bamar ethnic groups (such as Pashue and Kayin) account 

for 23 per cent of the total population in the ERLIP target villages but constitute nearly 43 per cent of the 

total beneficiary households covered by ERLIP and 27 per cent of the participants in the meetings for 

assessment, planning, and decision making -- indicating that project implementation in Bokpyin is highly 

inclusive for the non-Bamar ethic groups. In Ngapudaw, the main non-Bamar groups include Kayin (≈25 
per cent of the target population) and Rakhine (≈10 per cent). The non-Bamar ethnic groups in Ngapudaw 

consists of 35 per cent of the target population in the ERLIP villages. It was reported that 35 per cent of 

the total beneficiary households in the township were non-Bamar while 37 per cent of the participants in 

meetings for assessment and planning were non-Bamar. It means that the project implementation in 

Ngapudaw is moderately inclusive for ethnic groups as the representation of these ethnic groups in the 

project beneficiaries and decision-making process was not lower than the total target population. 

Ywangan is distinguished from the other two townships in ethnic composition as 97.4 per cent of the 

population are non-Bamar (Danu accounts for 87 per cent; PaO, eight per cent; Palarun, two per cent, 

and Shan, one per cent). Therefore, the project targets almost exclusively non-Bamar ethnic households. 

As indicated in Figure 2 above, these ethnic groups accounted for almost all of the beneficiary households 

and the participants in the decision-making process. 

35. Enhanced the voices and participation among ethnic groups. The Most Significant Change (MSC) 

exercise, undertaken in parallel with the Cycle 3 QAR in February-March 2019, also provides evidence of 

the improvements in the voices and participation among ethnic groups as a result of ERLIP’s participatory 
processes.23  Table 7 presents the perceived changes in voices and participation of the beneficiaries with 

 
22 The results of the end-of-project survey are thoroughly discussed in the Implementation Completion Memorandum of ERLIP. 
23 The results of the Most Significant Change survey is thoroughly discussed in the Implementation Completion Memorandum 

for ERLIP.  
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the figures disaggregated according to main ethnic groups in the target areas.24 It is most notable that all 

ethnic groups reported very positive changes in their voices and participation and, importantly, there are 

no sizeable differences across Bamar (as the majority in Bokpyin and Ngapudaw), Danu (as the majority 

in Ywangan), and Kayin (as found mainly in Ngapudaw and Bokpyin), as well as other ethnic groups. 

Almost all of them have indicated that they have become more active, more confident in village meetings, 

communicating with township officials, and confident in themselves. This is a strong evidence of ERLIP 

contributing to enhanced voices and participation of ethnic groups. 

Table 7. Improvements in voices and participation among Ethnic Groups 

 All Bamar Danu Kayin 
Others 
groups 

A and B 
HHs 

C and D 
HHs 

Changes in voices and participation        

No changes in voices or participation 12.1 13.7 12.7 15.3 4.5 12.8 11.8 

More confident in sharing at village meetings 96.4 98.0 96.4 98.6 90.9 98.7 95.5 

More confident in discussing with twns. officials 82.2 82.4 84.8 87.5 72.7 85.9 80.8 

More active in implementation of village work 95.8 94.1 100 94.4 93.2 96.6 95.5 

More confidence in yourself 94.3 90.2 100 90.3 96.6 94.0 94.5 

Attribution to ERLIP        

No contribution 12.6 14.9 11.5 7.0 13.8 15.5 11.4 

Moderate contribution 52.3 47.8 57.6 39.4 63.2 48.0 54.0 

Significant contribution 35.1 37.3 30.9 53.5 23.0 36.5 34.6 

Source: Most Significant Change FGDs 

36. Inclusion of the marginalized ethnic Salon groups. The ERLIP policies and procedures also place 

emphasis on the inclusion of the marginalized households in the community. Among the poorest 

households in the target areas, the traditionally nomadic Salons (also referred to as Moken or Sea 

Gypsies) can be considered among the most disadvantaged.25 In the last decade or so, certain Salon 

communities have started to permanently settle on at least two islands of Bokpyin Township: 18 Salon 

households who settled in Aleman island around 10 to 15 years ago; and 23 Salon households who came 

to settle in the Langan village around 15 years ago. After more than a decade, these communities still 

reside separately from the main villages in the islands. In Aleman, the Salons have built a small community 

in the middle of the island with a big Bamar community on one side and a Muslim community on the 

other side. In Langan island, the Salon community lives separately on one side of the island while the main 

village is on the other side. In these two islands, the Salons are apparently among the poorest and most 

marginalized households. Language and other cultural barriers represent a major obstacle to 

opportunities and resources for the Salons. Cross-marriage with the Buddhist or Muslim communities 

appears to be a survival strategy at the expense of losing their culture and identity. Another coping 

strategy is to work as helpers for fishing boats. The Project Team has deliberately ensured that these 

Salon communities were consulted in the process of planning the subprojects and intentionally 

encouraged the Salons to propose livelihood activities that are suitable to their situation and lifestyle and 

then gave priority to their proposals. As a result, Salon-styled boats and fishing gear were provided for 

two Salon livelihood groups in Langan (with 29 of the 36 households Salon households in the island as 

members) while similar inputs were also provided for 15 Salon households in Aleman – through funding 

from the ERLIP livelihood block grants.   DRD has committed to sustain monitoring and technical support 

to these Salon communities.  

 
24 Due to small sub-sample sizes of some ethnic groups, figures could only be disaggregated to three main ethnic groups 

(Bamar, Danu, and Kayin) while other ethnic groups are classified into ‘other groups. 
25 The Salons belong to the nomadic seafaring ethnic communities that are found in many islands of Thailand, Myanmar, 

Malaysia, and the Philippines, and which also inhabit the far-flung islands of the Mergui Archipelago, including those within the 

territory of Bokpyin. 
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6.3 Personal Health and Safety during Construction 

37. In ERLIP, community 

members manage and 

undertake the construction of 

the approved subprojects 

themselves.  Understandably, 

during the first block grant 

cycle, the VDSC and community 

members encountered some 

difficulties and challenges in 

implementing their approved 

subprojects, particularly in 

complying with the prescribed 

technical, safeguards and 

procurement policies and 

standards.  Nevertheless, as a 

result of the intensive training, 

coaching and mentoring 

provided by ERLIP facilitators, 

the VDSCs and community 

members gradually gained 

knowledge and skills – thus, confidence – in their assigned roles in the ERLIP subprojects. Having 

accumulated the necessary knowledge and experiences from Cycles 1 and 2, villagers with Cycle 3 sub-

projects were eager to undertake their assigned role in the subproject.  In particular, the use personal 

protective equipment (PPE) needed during the construction activities has become widely observed in 

Cycle 3.  The common personal protective equipment provided by the Project to the volunteers were hard 

hats, face masks, hand gloves, rubber boots for those workers mixing concrete and visibility vests.  Both 

men and women are encouraged to participate in construction activities26 and were provided with the 

required PPE during construction activities.  ERLIP Technical Facilitators provided regular monitoring and 

technical support to community members during construction, particularly on basic construction safety 

and techniques.  These inputs helped ensure that no mishaps or injuries happened during the actual 

construction of ERLIP subprojects.  No grievances related to safeguards compliance were lodged in the 

ERLIP Feedback Handling Mechanism (FHM) in Cycle 3. 

 
26 The daily rates for both men and women construction laborers range from 3500-5000 kyats per day in Ngaputaw, 4000-5000 

kyats in Ywangan and 6000-8000 kyats per day in Bokpyin. 

Both men and women members of the community are encouraged to participate 

in construction activities at equal rates for similar types of work. Both men and 

women are also issued and are required to use personal protective equipment 

(PPE) while working at the construction site. 
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6.4 Quality Assurance 

38. The results of the Quality 

Assurance Reviews (QARs), 

undertaken by relevant experts from 

the MIC and DRD over the 3 cycles 

indicate the improvement over the 

three cycles and the overall 

compliance by all subprojects to the 

safeguards as well as technical and 

financial standards prescribed by the 

Project.   The three townships 

received an overall average score of 

3.31, 3.57 and 3.84 for Bokpyin, 

Ywangan and Ngaputaw respectively 

– which indicate above satisfactory 

compliance to standards (i.e., a score 

of 3 means the subproject is at par 

with the prescribed standards).  

Compared to the previous cycles, the 

Cycle 3 results indicated better 

compliance to the technical and 

safeguards requirements. 

Furthermore, individual thematic 

audit results for Safeguards show that 

villagers were able to replicate and 

adopt best practices in their 

community subprojects such that 

they received a score of 5.  The 

number of subprojects that got the 

top score of 5 were 9 in Ywangan; 3 in 

Bokpyin and 6 in Ngaputaw.  

Continuous improvement of the 

system and the capability building 

inputs provided to the project staff and community volunteers resulted to subprojects that are compliant 

to project standards as evidenced by the satisfactory results of the quality assurance reviews.  The 

complete guideline for the Quality Assurance Review is provided in Annex 1. 

 

6.4 Grievance and Feedback Handling 

39. In ERLIP, it was decided that a Feedback Handling Mechanism (FHM) will be established, instead 

of only a Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM), in order to allow project communities to lodge other 

forms of feedback (e.g., questions, suggestions, appreciation, etc.) and not only grievances.  Since Cycle 

1, the FHM drop boxes, forms, instructions and other related paraphernalia have been installed in each 

of the 293 project villages.  Village focal persons for grievance and feedback handling have been selected 

by each community as part of the Village Development Support Committee (VDSC).  Project facilitators 

train and continually remind and encourage community members to actively make use of the FHM as an 

0
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Chart 3. Over-all QAR Results by Cycle

Bokpyin Ngaputaw Ywangan

An engineer evaluates the technical quality of a completed ground tank as 

part of the Quality Assurance Review 
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important mechanism for improving the quality of the subprojects and ensuring transparency and 

accountability among the VDSC and other community members involved in subproject implementation.  

40. A total of 3,144 feedback on 

ERLIP were received as of 31 March 

2019. All of these feedbacks were 

immediately addressed and 

responded using prescribed 

procedures under the ERLIP 

Feedback Handling Mechanism 

(FHM). Of the feedbacks received, 

83.8% were appreciation, 14.2% 

were suggestions, and 1.4% were 

general inquiries (Chart 4). There 

were two feedbacks on violation of 

ERLIP policies and guidelines. This 

involved one household having 

membership in two livelihood groups 

in Bay Thay Hla village, Ngapudaw 

township - which was immediately 

resolved by the Township Livelihood 

Team (TLT). There were 54 

subprojects that involved voluntary 

land donation (para. 26 – 27).  None 

of these subprojects received 

grievances related to the donation of 

land or the impact on the donors 

(para. 28).  According to the reports 

by the townships, the Feedback 

Handling Teams of the concerned 

townships have already addressed all 

the feedback they have received. 

 

 

 

                                                                                                 

 

Inquirires, 
1.4%

Violation Policies, 
0.3%

Abuse Power, 
0.3%

Suggestion, 
14.2%

Appreciation, 
83.8%

Chart 4. Grievance and Feedback as of March 2019

Inquirires Violation Policies Contract Violation

Misuse of Fund Abuse Power Force Majeure

Suggestion Appreciation

A village leader explains the ERLIP communication materials and 

Feedback Handling Mechanism 
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Proposed Enhanced Guidelines for the Cycle 3 Quality Assurance Review  

A. Subproject Technical Aspect: 

1. The original guidelines for the conduct of subproject audit/quality assurance review for 

completed subprojects is triggered by the 60% completion rate of the total number of 

subprojects in the township for the cycle.   

2. Corresponding point score is given to subproject after the review.  The following scoring 

below was used in the previous cycle of audit/review. 

 

 

3. The passing score for each subproject must get a score of 3 – subproject meets and complete 

the scope of work in the approved POW. 

4. The following additional criteria is suggested for Cycle 3 considering the experiences and 

results gained form the two previous cycles: 

a.  For subproject to receive a score of 4, approved improvements or additional scope 

of works of more than 10% were completed at the time of the QAR.   

b. To get a score of 5, the community should have made significant improvements or 

increased the scope of work by at least 40% without sacrificing workmanship  and the 

quality of the construction materials used. Example: Target length of road access is 

1000 feet and the actual completed length is 1,410 feet = 41%; the score is 5. 

c. Improvements made enhance the functionality and effectiveness of the approved 

scope of work and/or helps reduce operation and maintenance costs.   

5. To promote effective Project Management practices with respect to schedule, the following 

additional criteria are proposed: 

a. To get a score of 3; the subproject was completed within +10% of scope and planned 

completion date. 

b. To get a score of 4; the subproject was completed within scope and +30%  earlier 

than the target completion date. Example: The planned duration is 74 days and was 

completed within 45 days (39% early finished), the score is 4; 

c. To get a score of 5; the subproject was completed within scope and +50% earlier than 

the planned completion date.  Example: The planned duration is 60 days and was 

completed within 26 days (57% early finished), the score is 5. 

6. In terms of sustainability; it is suggested that the operations and maintenance (O&M) 

arrangement for the completed sub-project will be considered, using the additional criteria 

below: 

a. Sub-project has clear O&M Group, Fund generation and Availability of the O&M Plan, 

the score is 3; 

b. Sub-project has more O&M Group members, documented and approved O&M Fund 

arrangement, the score is 4; 

Score: Description: 

1 
The technical quality of the infrastructure is very poor.  

 Major technical defects were identified by the audit. 

2 
The technical quality of the infrastructure slightly below satisfactory.  

 Minor defects in the structure were identified by the audit. 

3 
The quality of the infrastructure is at par with the standard and approved technical design.   

No extra features or improvements were added by the community. 

4 
The quality of the infrastructure is slightly above satisfactory.  

Some minor features and improvements were added by the community to the original design. 

5 
The quality of the infrastructure is very satisfactory.   

Significant improvements were added by the community to the original design. 
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c. Sub-project has more O&M Group members, documented and approved O&M Fund 

arrangement, able to present an Updated O&M Plan, the score is 5.  

7. The table below will be the proposed enhancement of the scoring for the technical aspect of 

the completed sub-projects; 

 

B. Subproject Safeguards Aspect: 

1. The original guidelines for the conduct of subproject audit/quality assurance review for 

completed subprojects trigger with the 60% completion rate on the total number of 

subprojects in the township per cycle.  

2. Corresponding point score is given to subproject after the review.  The following scoring 

below was used in the previous cycle of audit/review. 

3. The passing score for each subproject must get a score of 3 – subproject meets the minimum 

project safeguards policies both in environmental, social and occupational safety. 

Score: Description: 

1 
The technical quality of the infrastructure is very poor.  

 Major technical defects were identified by the audit. 

2 
The technical quality of the infrastructure slightly below satisfactory.  

 Minor defects in the structure were identified by the audit. 

3 

The quality of the infrastructure is at par with the standard and approved technical design.   

➢ The subproject was completed within +10% of scope and planned completion date 

➢ (i)the O&M Committee, composed of 2-3 members, is organized and trained;  (ii) the O&M Plan is 

clear and complete; and (iii) a clear plan for raising the O&M fund for subproject has been prepared 

and agreed with the whole community 

4 

The quality of the infrastructure is slightly above satisfactory.  

Some minor features and improvements were added by the community to the original design; 

➢ Scope Improvements or additional scope of works of more than 10% were completed at the time of 

the QAR 

➢ The subproject was completed within scope and +30%  earlier than the target completion date 

➢ (i)the O&M Committee composed of 3-5 members, including the Village Administrator, is 

organized and trained;  (ii) the O&M Plan is clear and complete; and (iii) a clear plan for raising the 

O&M fund for subproject has been prepared and agreed with the whole community; (iv) the User’s 
Group, comprised of all the users of the subproject, has been organized 

5 

The quality of the infrastructure is very satisfactory.   

Significant improvements were added by the community to the original design. 

➢  The community has made significant improvements or increased the scope of work by at least 40% 

without sacrificing workmanship  and the quality of the construction materials used 

➢ The subproject was completed within scope and +50% earlier than the planned completion date 

➢ (i)the O&M Committee composed of 3-5 members, including the Village Administrator, is 

organized and trained;  (ii) the O&M Plan is clear and complete; and (iii) a clear plan for raising the 

O&M fund for subproject has been prepared and agreed with the whole community; and (iv) a User’s 
Group, comprised of all the user households of the completed subproject has been organized and 

have started collecting O&M contributions for the subproject  

Score: Description: 

1 
There was weak or no safeguards measures adopted for the subproject.   

Major safeguards issues and grievances were encountered. 

2 Some minor safeguards issues were not addressed by the subproject. 

3 Subproject implementation was just at par with the safeguards requirements of the project. 

4 Some extra measures were undertaken by the community in relation to social and environmental safeguards. 

5 
Noteworthy/significant extra safeguards measures were undertaken by the community to address potential  

social and environmental risks. 
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4. For subproject to receive a score of 4, activity enhancements or additional scope of work/s 

not included in the approved POW which can help mitigate potential negative were installed.    

5. To get a score of 5, the completed subproject should have made significant improvements 

for the subproject or activity enhancement that help improve the project safeguards 

processes. 

6. The possible activities below that can be quantified is proposed below; 

a. For the score of 3; the required safeguards documents (Form 1, 2, 3 and ECoPs) are 

compile and on file at the VDSC. 

b.  For the score of 4; (a) plus Relevant Good Practices from previous cycles were adopted 

for the subproject. Example: Mitigation of potential environmental negative impact was 

conducted by the villagers.  Advocated for cleaner surroundings by disposing properly the 

waste/garbage and other possible harmful materials.  

c. Activities that help improved the performance along participation of balance 

participation of men and women, ethnic group/s in the village membership committees.  

7. Table below is the proposed guidance for the scoring of sub-projects for safeguards aspect. 

Proposed Recognition for Villages with more than 2 completed subprojects for Sustainability Aspect 

1. With the Project 3 Cycles implementation, there are villages that were able to implement and 

completed 2 or more subprojects.  The table below shows the numbers of villages with subproject 

per township; 

Township Village with 

more than 3 SPs 

Village with 3 SPs Village with 2 SPs Village with 1 SP 

Ngaputaw 11 50 5 2 

Bokpyin 3 7 39 50 

Ywangan 1 5 60 59 

Total 15 62 104 111 

 

2. The Project conducted a rapid assessment of completed subproject through a Functionality Audit 

and random sampling of Sustainability Evaluation using the design tool for Cycle 1 subprojects.  

The results of these assessments can be used for identifying good practices for the operations 

and maintenance of specific subproject types.  Likewise, this can also help identify areas for 

Score: Description: 

1 
There was weak or no safeguards measures adopted for the subproject.   

Major safeguards issues and grievances were encountered. 

2 Some minor safeguards issues were not addressed by the subproject. 

3 

Subproject implementation was just at par with the safeguards requirements of the project. 

➢ Safeguards Forms 1-2-3 are on file at VDCS level 

➢ Practice of occupational safety during construction 

4 

Some extra measures were undertaken by the community in relation to social and environmental safeguards. 

➢ Safeguards Forms 1-2-3 are on file at VDCS level 

➢ Practice of occupational safety during construction 

➢ The subproject undertook measures to  promote the active participation of the ethnic minorities, women 

and elderly in the village committees and subproject activities. 

5 

Noteworthy/significant extra safeguards measures were undertaken by the community to address potential  

social and environmental risks. 

➢ Safeguards Forms 1-2-3 are on file at VDCS level 

➢ Practice of occupational safety during construction 

➢ The subproject undertook measures to  promote the active participation of the ethnic minorities, women 

and elderly in the village committees and subproject activities. 

➢ Relevant Good Practices from previous cycles were adopted for the subproject 
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improvement that can be shared among the villages.  From the table above, Ngaputaw can be a 

good sample area as more villages able to complete 3 and more subprojects. 

3. For the sustainability concern, it could be fair if all villages with evaluated results of Functionality 

Audit, Sustainability Assessment in Cycle 1 will be reviewed, tabulated and evaluated.  The 

proposed criteria are listed below: 

a. Functionality Audit results indicated strong O&M arrangements and fully functional 

completed subprojects; 

b. Sustainability Evaluation results of Very Satisfactory Rating 

4. For Cycle 2, in case that GIU/SSP able to conduct the Functionality Audit for the completed 

subproject, a better results matrix can be used to identify performing villages. 

5. For Cycle 3 subprojects, a strong indication of good O&M arrangement as part of the QAR for 

Technical Aspect (enhanced tool) will be considered as criteria: 

a. An organized O&M Group 

b. Clear O&M arrangement for collection of funds 

c. Indication of enhanced O&M Plan  

6. Village/s with Very Satisfactory (VS) or Outstanding (O) rating for cycle 1, functional Cycle 2 SP 

and with strong indication of good O&M arrangement for Cycle 3 will be evaluated and 

recommended for recognition. 

7. The number of villages with Cycle 1 and Cycle 3 Subprojects for reference during the QAR; 

a. Ngaputaw – 62; b. Bokpyin – 33 ; c. Ywangan – 3
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Worksheet for the Technical Aspect of Quality Assurance Review - Cycle 3 

Name 

of VT 

Name 

of 

Village 

Name of 

Subproject 

Target 

Scope 

Actual 

Scope 

Additional 

Scope 

Installed 

%age of 

Scope 

Increase / 

Decrease 

Planne

d 

Durati

on 

Actual 

Duration 

%age  O&M 

Arrang

ement 

Field 

Obser

vatio

ns 

QAR 

Score 

             

             

             

             

             

             

 *includes noted good practice, technical defects, etc. 

 

 

Worksheet for the Safeguards Aspect of Quality Assurance Review – Cycle 3 

Name 

of VT 

Name 

of 

Village 

Name 

of 

Subpr

oject 

Form 1 

(scree

ning) 

Form 2 

(Donati

on) 

Form 

3 

(EMP) 

ECoPs 

Occupatio

nal Safety 

Practices 

Additional 

scope or 

mitigation 

activity 

# of 

Wom

en in 

VDSC 

Women’s 
participati

on in Paid 

Labor 

Field 

Observati

ons * 

QAR 

Score 

            

            

            

            

            

            

*includes noted good practice, safeguards issues not addressed, etc. 

Form to be added in the columns of Technical Aspect 

 

Worksheet for the Sustainability Aspect of Village with 3 or more Completed Subprojects  

Name 

of VT 

Name 

of 

Village* 

Cycle 

No. 

Name of 

Subprojects 

Functionality Audit 

Result 

Sustainability 

Assessment 

Result ** 

O&M 

Arrange

ment 

Good 

Practi

ce of 

O&M 

Area 

for 

Enhanc

ement 

Field 

Observat

ions * 

Score 

or 

Ranki

ng 

    Cycle 

1 

Cycle 

2 

Cycle 

3 

Cycle 1 Cycle 3     

             

             

             

*with results of Functionality Audit, Sustainability Assessment and with Cycle 3 SP 

** Numerical and Adjectival Ratings 
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST  

BUILDING 

State/Division  Construction Year  

Township  Remoteness   NR        R        VR        ER 

Village Tract    

Village  Community Force Acc’t Contractor 

Village ID MMR New construction Rehabilitation 

Comparable  Inspection date: Inspection by: 

 

Inspection Details 

Buildings, e.g. School, Community Centre, 

Toilet block (detached from the building) 

etc. 

Inspection Result 

Meets 

Spec. 

Slightly 

Below 

Spec 

Below 

Spec. 

Not 

inspected 

Not 

applicable 

1      Foundation       

2      Ground beam      

3      Wall      

4      Column      

5      Ring beam      

6      Truss      

         a.     Structural assembly and 

components 

     

         b.     Connection to ring beam      

7      Roof structure      

        a.      Roof sheeting/tiles/fasteners      

        b.      Connections to purlin      

8      Floor       

9      Plastering      

10    Ceiling       

11    Painting      

12    Doors and windows       

13    Toilet       

14    Septic tank       

15    Ramp and handrail      

16    Service utilities      

 a.       Water      

 b.       Electrical installation      

 c.       Drainage      

17   Other structures       

18   Operation and Maintenance      

a.  O&M Group form      

b.  O&M Fund Arrangement      

c.  O&M Plan      

 

Beneficiaries:  Men                  Women                 Children                   Total 
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Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Building 

Sub-Project name  Village ID 

   

Overall Project Assessment 

 The project construction quality is: Highly Satisfactory  

   
 Satisfactory  

   
Comments: Moderately satisfactory  

   
 Moderately unsatisfactory  

   
 Unsatisfactory  

   
 Highly Unsatisfactory  

 

Design completeness (Dimensions, Engineer’s signature, code compliance, 
etc.): 

Good  

   
Comments: Fair  

   
 Poor  

 

Sub-project functionality is: High  

   
 Average  

Comments:   
 Low  

   
 None, not finished  

 

Design consultation with users: Yes  No  

 

Comments: 

    

 

Sub-Project File Inspection and Evaluation

File completeness (meeting records, land donation form PC 14, design dwgs,

etc.): 

Yes  No  

     
Township Engineer, TTA team and TF inspection notes to file: Yes  No  

     
Final sub-project inspection form (PC 7), in file and fully completed: Yes  No  

     

As-Built Drawing: Yes  No  

                                                                                                      Quality of Technical 

Facilitation: 

Good  
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 Average  

   
Frequency of TF site visits:   ___ times/ week, month, construction period (circle one) Poor  

 

Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Building 

Project name  Village ID 

 

Brief project description  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Benefits  mentioned by the villagers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Notes 
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TECHNICAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST  

BRIDGE / JETTY 

State/Division  Construction Year  

Township  Remoteness   NR        R        VR        ER 

Village Tract      

Village  Community Force Acc’t Contractor 

Village ID MMR New construction Rehabilitation 

Comparable  Inspection date: Inspection by: 

 

Inspection Details 

Items inspected 

Inspection Result 

Meets 

Spec. 

Slightly 

Below 

Spec 

Below 

Spec. 

Not 

Inspected 

Not 

Applicable 

1. Layout      

2. Foundation      

3. Erosion protection      

      

4. Abutments      

5. Pier/supports      

6. Wingwalls      

7. Concrete      

      

8. Deck beams      

9. Deck      

10. Submerged concrete laneway      

11. Handrail      

      

12. Connections (nails, bolts)      

13. Apron / ramp      

14. Other structure      

15.   Operation and Maintenance      

a. O&M Group formed      

b. O&M Fund Arrangement      

c. O&M Plan      

 

Beneficiaries:  Men                  Women                 Children                   Total 

 

 

Road and Bridge Vehicle Data: Two-Wheel  Four-Wheel  
Bus-

Transport 

 

 

Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Bridge 

Sub-Project name  Village ID 
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Overall Project Assessment 

  

The project construction quality is: Highly Satisfactory  

   
 Satisfactory  

   
Comments: Moderately satisfactory  

   
 Moderately unsatisfactory  

   
 Unsatisfactory  

   
 Highly Unsatisfactory  

 

Design completeness (Dimensions, Engineer’s signature, code compliance, 
etc.): 

Good  

   
Comments: Fair  

   
 Poor  

 

Sub-project functionality is: High  

   
 Average  

Comments:   
 Low  

   
 None, not finished  

 

Design consultation with users: Yes  No  

 

Comments: 

    

 

Sub-Project File Inspection and Evaluation

File completeness (meeting records, land donation form PC 14, design dwgs,

etc.): 

Yes  No  

     
Township Engineer, TTA team and TF inspection notes to file: Yes  No  

     
Final sub-project inspection form (PC 7), in file and fully completed: Yes  No  

     

As-Built Drawing: Yes  No  

 

 

    

                                                                                                      Quality of Technical 

Facilitation: 

Good  

   
 Average  

   
Frequency of TF site visits:   ___ times/ week, month, construction period (circle one) Poor  
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Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Bridge 

Project name  Village ID 

 

Brief project description  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Benefits mentioned by villagers: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Notes 
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TECHNICAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST  

ROAD, DRAINAGE and RETAINING WALL 

State/Division  Construction Year  

Township  Remoteness   NR        R        VR        ER 

Village Tract    

Village  Community Force Acc’t Contractor 

Village ID MMR New construction Rehabilitation 

Comparable  Inspection date: Inspection by: 

Inspection Details 

Road Segment (Chainage) 

 

*  Provide an estimate of % of Road 

Segment experiencing the problems 

noted. 

    

Missing Drainage Struc. – how 

many? 

     

Safety concerns – how many?  What 

kind? 

Problems Noted 

C
ro

ss
 S

e
ct

io
n

 (
C

ro
w

n
/C

a
m

b
e

r)
 *

 

In
a

d
e

q
u

a
te

 R
o

a
d

si
d

e
 D

it
ch

e
s 

*
 

M
is

si
n

g
 D

ra
in

a
g

e
 S

tr
u

ct
u

re
 (

1
, 

2
, 

3
..

) 
Im

p
ro

p
e

r 
C

o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n
 M

a
te

ri
a

ls
 *

 

S
li

p
p

e
ry

 w
h

e
n

 w
e

t 
*

 

V
e

ry
 m

u
d

d
y

 d
u

ri
n

g
 r

a
in

y 
se

a
so

n
 *

 

U
n

st
a

b
le

 s
lo

p
e

 a
b

o
ve

  (
to

o
 s

te
e

p
) 

*
 

U
n

st
a

b
le

 s
lo

p
e

 b
e

lo
w

 (
to

o
 s

te
e

p
) 

*
 

N
a

rr
o

w
 w

id
th

 *
 

S
u

rf
a

ce
 b

e
lo

w
 s

ta
n

d
a

rd
 *

 

P
a

ve
m

e
n

t 
b

e
lo

w
 s

ta
n

d
a

rd
 *

 

S
a

fe
ty

 c
o

n
ce

rn
s 

(1
, 

2
, 

3
,.

. 
m

a
k

e
 

n
o

te
) 

Start of road 0+000 to 0+100             

             
0+100 to 0+200             

             
0+200 to 0+300             

             
0+300 to 0+400             

             
0+400 to 0+500             

             
0+500 to 0+600             

             
0+600 to 0+700             

             
0+700 to 0+800             

             
0+800 to 0+900             

             
0+900 to 1+000             

             

             

             

             

Road and Bridge Vehicle Data: Two-Wheel  Four-Wheel  Bus-Transport  

 

Technical Inspection Checklist 

Road, Drainage and Retaining Wall 
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Sub-Project 

name 

 Village ID  

Inspection Details 

Components to be Evaluated 

 

Inspection Result 

Meets 

Spec. 

Slightly 

Below 

Spec 

Below 

Spec. 

Not 

inspected 

Not 

applicable 

1      Retaining Wall       

         a.     Structural integrity (batter, etc.)      

         b.     Weep holes      

         a.     Erosion protection      

         b.     Connection to ring beam      

2      Culvert      

         a.     Layout      

         b.     Construction techniques      

3      Small bridge      

         a.     Layout      

         b.     Construction techniques      

4      Operation and Maintenance       

a. O&M Group formed      

b. O&M Fund Arrangement      

c. O&M Plan      

 

Beneficiaries:  Men                  Women                 Children                   Total 

 

 

Overall Project Assessment 

  

The project construction quality is: Highly Satisfactory  

   
 Satisfactory  

   
Comments: Moderately satisfactory  

   
 Moderately unsatisfactory  

   
 Unsatisfactory  

   
 Highly Unsatisfactory  

 

Design completeness (Dimensions, Engineer’s signature, code compliance, 
etc.): 

Good  

   
Comments: Fair  

   
 Poor  

 

Sub-project functionality is: High  

   
 Average  

Comments:   
 Low  
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 None, not finished  

Technical Inspection Checklist 

Road, Drainage and Retaining Wall 

Sub-Project 

name 

 Village ID  

Design consultation with users: Yes  No  

 

Comments: 

    

Sub-Project File Inspection and Evaluation 

File completeness (meeting records, land donation form PC 14, design dwgs,

etc.): 

Yes  No  

     
Township Engineer, TTA team and TF inspection notes to file: Yes  No  

     
Final sub-project inspection form (PC 7), in file and fully completed: Yes  No  

     

As-Built Drawing: Yes  No  

 

                                                                                                      Quality of Technical 

Facilitation: 

Good  

   
 Average  

   
Frequency of TF site visits:   ___ times/ week, month, construction period (circle one) Poor  

 

Brief project description  

 

 

 

Benefits mentioned by the villagers: 

 

 

Other Notes: 
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TECHNICAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

WATER SUPPLY 

State/Division  Construction Year  

Township  Remoteness   NR        R        VR        ER 

Village Tract    

Village  Community Force Acc’t Contractor 

Village ID MMR New construction Rehabilitation 

Comparable  Inspection date: Inspection by: 

 

Inspection Details 

Items inspected 

Inspection Result 

Meets 

Spec. 

Slightly 

Below 

Spec 

Below 

Spec. 

Not 

Inspected 

Not 

Applicable 

15. Water Source      

a. Smell, colour      

b. Chemical analysis      

c. Watershed protection      

16. Water system design      

17. Borehole and pump system      

18. Reservoir      

a. Structural integrity      

b. Easy to clean      

19. Transmission and distribution pipe – 

proper installation 

     

20. Public taps      

a. Number and locations      

b. Fixtures      

c. Platform      

d. Drainage      

e. Fencing      

21. Water pressure and quantity       

8.    Other structures      

9.    Operation and Maintenance      

a. O&M Group formed      

b. O&M Fund Arrangement      

c. O&M Plan      

 

Beneficiaries: Men                       Women                      Children                    Total 

 

 

 

Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Water Supply 

Sub-Project name  Village ID 
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Overall Project Assessment 

 The project construction quality is: Highly Satisfactory  

   
 Satisfactory  

   
Comments: Moderately satisfactory  

   
 Moderately unsatisfactory  

   
 Unsatisfactory  

   
 Highly Unsatisfactory  

 

Design completeness (Dimensions, Engineer’s signature, code compliance, 
etc.): 

Good  

   
Comments: Fair  

   
 Poor  

 

Sub-project functionality is: High  

   
 Average  

Comments:   
 Low  

   
 None, not finished  

 

Design consultation with users: Yes  No  

 

Comments: 

    

 

Sub-Project File Inspection and Evaluation

File completeness (meeting records, land donation form PC 14, design dwgs,

etc.): 

Yes  No  

     
Township Engineer, TTA team and TF inspection notes to file: Yes  No  

     
Final sub-project inspection form (PC 7), in file and fully completed: Yes  No  

     

As-Built Drawing: Yes  No  

 

                                                                                                      Quality of Technical 

Facilitation: 

Good  

   
 Average  

   
Frequency of TF site visits:   ___ times/ week, month, construction period (circle one) Poor  
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Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Water Supply 

Project name  Village ID 

 

Brief project description  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Benefits mentioned by the villagers  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Notes 
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST  

ELECTRICITY 

State/Division  Construction Year  

Township  Remoteness   NR        R        VR        ER 

Village Tract    

Village  Community Force Acc’t Contractor 

Village ID MMR New construction Rehabilitation 

Comparable  Inspection date: Inspection by: 

 

 

Inspection Details 

Components Evaluated 

Inspection Result 

Meets 

Spec. 

Slightly 

Below 

Spec 

Below 

Spec. 

Not 

inspected 

Not 

applicable 

1     Genset/Solar Voltaic/Mini-Hydro      

        a.     Manufacturer, model      

        b.     Installation of equipment and 

venting 

     

2      Wiring connections within structures      

3      Electrical utility poles      

        a.     Pole quality      

        b.     Installation practices      

4      Pole stay      

5      Conductor installation practices on 

poles 

     

        a.      Horizontal separation      

        b.      Vertical distance to ground      

6      Conductor burial      

7      Grounding      

8      Street lights      

9      Operation and Maintenance      

a. O&M Group form      

b. O&M Fund Arrangement      

c. O&M Plan      

      

      

 

Beneficiaries:  Men                  Women                 Children                   Total 

 

Households: 

 

Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Electricity 

Sub-Project name  Village ID 
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Overall Project Assessment 

  

The project construction quality is: Highly Satisfactory  

   
 Satisfactory  

   
Comments: Moderately satisfactory  

   
 Moderately unsatisfactory  

   
 Unsatisfactory  

   
 Highly Unsatisfactory  

 

Design completeness (Dimensions, Engineer’s signature, code compliance, 
etc.): 

Good  

   
Comments: Fair  

   
 Poor  

 

Sub-project functionality is: High  

   
 Average  

Comments:   
 Low  

   
 None, not finished  

 

Design consultation with users: Yes  No  

 

Comments: 

    

 

Sub-Project File Inspection and Evaluation
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File completeness (meeting records, land donation form PC 14, design dwgs,

etc.): 

Yes  No  

     
Township Engineer, TTA team and TF inspection notes to file: Yes  No  

     
Final sub-project inspection form (PC 7), in file and fully completed: Yes  No  

     

As-Built Drawing: Yes  No  

 

                                                                                                      Quality of Technical 

Facilitation: 

Good  

   
 Average  

   
Frequency of TF site visits:   ___ times/ week, month, construction period (circle one) Poor  

 

 

Technical Evaluation Checklist 

Electricity 

Project name  Village ID 

 

Brief project description  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Benefits mentioned by the villagers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Notes: 

 



 

43 

 

Annex 2: 

Sample Documentation for a subproject that involved voluntary land 

donation 
 

Note: Below are the English translations of the actual subproject documents (attached in the succeeding 

pages) which are all in Myanmar.  

 

1. Village Meeting to identify/confirm the subproject to be proposed for Cycle 3 of infrastructure 

block grants27 

Date of Meeting:   27 May 2018 

Name of Village:   Hgnet Thauk 

Name of Village Tract:   Ta Pin Pyaw  

Technical Facilitator:  Daw Chaw Su Khaing 

Community Facilitator:  Daw Yee Yee Tun 

Type of Subproject (agreed in this meeting): Construction of 8000 gallons water collection tank 

Summary of Participants: 

Total Households 70 HH 

Participated Household in the meeting 52 HH 

Category C & D Household in the village 47 HH 

Category C & D HHs represented in the meeting 37 

Category A HH represent in the meeting  7 

Category B HH represent in the meeting 8 

Male participants 11 

Female = 41 41 

Total participants (including 10 VDSC members) 52 

Women participation 78% 

Project Staff 2 

 

Summary of village discussion: 

o The Technical Facilitator (TF) informed the participants that the purpose of the meeting is to 

confirm the subproject that the village will propose for the third block grant cycle of ERLIP and 

then reviews the list of priority subprojects identified during the first cycle. 

Note: On the first block grant cycle, a list of priority subprojects have been identified by the 

community using the prescribed process wherein all the male and female participants in village 

meeting meet separately to list down the priority subprojects from their perspective, after which 

both groups meet to compare their list of priorities and agree on the final list.  As the list of priority 

subprojects have already been identified, the village members only need to confirm/agree on the 

subproject for this cycle (Cycle 3). 

 
27 This is the second of the four village meetings in the ERLIP block grant cycle (The first village meeting is for project briefing 

and organizing the village committees and volunteers).  The meeting follows the conduct of the participatory social assessment 

through the Village Development Planning (VDP) process. 
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o All the participants agreed to select a subproject that is a real need of the community, actively 

participate in the implementation of the subproject, and to voluntarily donate land voluntary if it 

is needed for the subproject. 

o The difficulty to access water in Ngnet Thauk village came out as the main concern for majority 

of the participants. Community members have to walk (climb up and down the mountain) for 

about two hours to collect the water. So, all the participants agreed to propose to build a water 

collection tank on top of a hill in the village and install a system to deliver the water from the tank 

to the households.  

o The household of U Myo Aung and Daw Htay Nyo that informed the group that they are willing 

to donate a space (lot) where the tank could be constructed. As per estimation, the TF said that 

they will need at least 30 square feet (30’ x 30’) of space for the ground tank.  

o The 100-households leader acknowledged U Myo Aung and Daw Htay Nyo for offering the needed 

land and then all the participants agreed to construct the water collection tank for the village. 

o The TF and CF also expressed appreciation for the voluntary land donation.  They informed that 

participants that they will use ERLIP land donation forms for this purpose.  

o For their part, the respective village leaders said that they will collect contributions from each 

household as their counterpart. Only the necessary amount for the village contribution will be 

collected.  

o The meeting was officially adjourned. 

 

2. Voluntary Land Donation (Safeguards Form 2) prepared for the Hgnet Thauk water system 

subproject identified during the village meeting identified in #1 above.   

 

Safeguards Form 2: VOLUNTARY DONATION FORM  

 

Region / State: Shan State 

Township: Ywangan 

Village tract: Ta Pin Pyaw 

Village: Hgnet Thauk 

Sub-project Name: Water collection tank construction (Capacity, 8000 Gallons) 

Technical Facilitator: Daw Chaw Su Khaing 
Name of land owner: 

U Myo Aung + Daw Nyo Nyo 

Htay 

NRC Number: 

13/YaKaNa(N)032912 

13/YaKaNa(N)035245 

Beneficiary of the sub-project:  

 Yes    No 

Sex: Male Age: 38 Years Occupation: Farmer 

Address: Hgnet Thauk Village 

Description of land that will be taken by the sub-project: 

Area affected: 30 ‘ x 30 ‘  Total landholding 

area: 2 acres 

Ratio of land affected to 

total land held: 1:95 

Map code, if available: 

Description of annual crops growing on the land now and project impact: 

 Details Number 
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Trees that will be destroyed   

• Fruit trees Avocado, coffee, shading 

trees 

9 plants 

• Trees used for other 

economic or household 

purposes 

Avocado 2 plants 

• Mature forest trees Coffee 4 plants 

• Others: ………… Cordia dichotoma (for 

smoking)., shading tree 

3 plants 

Describe any other assets that will be lost or must be moved to implement the project: 

 Nil 

Value of donated assets: 100,000 MMK 

Will affected people need to be physically relocated?  

 Nil 

 
By signing or providing thumb-print on this form, the land user or owner agrees to contribute 

assets to the project. The contribution is voluntary. If the land user or owner does not want to 

contribute his/ her assets to the project, he or she should refuse to sign or provide thumb print, 

and ask for compensation instead. 

 

Date: .17 June 2018 

Singed by - Daw San Yu Maw 

 

( VDSC) 

Village Development Support Committee representative’s signature 

Date: 17 June 2019 

Singed by Husband and Wife 

 

Affected persons signature 

(both husband and wife) 

 
On the back sheet, draw the polygon to indicate the size of the donated lot, the owners of the adjacent 

lots, and the northern direction and any reference markings, e.g. (tree, house, electric post, road) for 

locating the lot. 

 

3. Township Planning and Implementation Committee (TPIC) meeting where the Hgnet Thauk water 

system subproject was among those reviewed, validated and approved for implementation by the 

TPIC 

Date of Meeting:  19 June 2018 

Venue:  DRD Township Office 

Participants: 

Sr. 

no 
Name Position Department 

1 U Kyaw Swar Htun Township Officer 
Government Administration Department 

(GAD) 

2 U Thein Myat Htike Township Officer DRD Grant Implementation Unit (GIU) 

3 U Aye Naing Township Project Manager DRD Grant Implementation Unit (GIU) 

4 U Aung Kyaw San Staff Officer DRD Grant Implementation Unit (GIU) 

5 Dr. Khun Win Latt Township Officer Department of Health 

6 Daw Thet Thet Wai Deputy Director Department of Planning 

7 U Myint Than Tun Deputy Township Officer Department of Education 

https://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?depth=1&hl=en&prev=search&rurl=translate.google.com&sl=my&sp=nmt4&u=https://species.wikimedia.org/wiki/Cordia_dichotoma&xid=17259,15700022,15700186,15700190,15700256,15700259,15700262,15700265,15700271,15700283&usg=ALkJrhgNPkL7B6JnrA2fF1aNC5i6cbCfhg
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8 U Kyaw Myo Thant Township Officer Department of Agriculture 

9 Daw Min Min Myat SSP Team Leader ERLIP Support Service Provider 

10 Daw Khin Mar Myint SSP Deputy Team Leader ERLIP Support Service Provider 

11 U Wunna Thein Infrastructure Specialist ERLIP Support Service Provider 

12 Daw Win Mar Oo M&E Officer ERLIP Support Service Provider 

13 
Daw Khin Than Nu 

Aung 
Livelihoods Specialist ERLIP Support Service Provider 

14 U Tun Tun Soe Procurement Officer ERLIP Support Service Provider 

15 U Nyi Nyi Tun CDD & Gender Officer ERLIP Support Service Provider 

16 U Saw Lin Aung Administrative Staff DRD Grant Implementation Unit (GIU) 

17 Daw San San Win Administrative Staff DRD Grant Implementation Unit (GIU) 

 

Summary of Discussion: 

o The Township Administrator welcomed everyone to the meeting and clarified that the purpose 

of the meeting is to check each and every subproject proposal, ensure that none of the proposed 

subprojects duplicate other existing projects of the government, identify which subprojects can 

also be supported by other agencies, and ensure that subprojects requiring voluntary land 

donation comply with the criteria and policies of ERLIP. 

o U Thein Myat Htike, Township Officer of DRD, reiterated the message of the Township 

Administrator and suggested to check each Subproject (to avoid overlapping) what can be 

supported by the ERLIP and what can be sourced from other agencies, and pay attention to 

subprojects that involve voluntary land donation.  

o  U Aye Naing, DRD ERLIP Project Manager, presented the 62 subprojects that were endorsed by 

the VTDSC to the GIU.  For this cycle, the VTDSCs proposed 62 Subprojects from 62 villages under 

23 village tracts. He requested all the participants to review the subprojects and provide their 

comments and suggestions on these subprojects.  

Note: The sample subproject with VLD, in Hgnet Thaut village, Ta Pin Pyaw village tract is among 

the 62 subprojects being reviewed by the TPIC in this meeting.   

o U Kyaw Swar Tun, Township Officer from GAD, instructed everyone to carefully check all the 

subprojects to be make sure government departments’ planned projects are not duplicated and, 

even if there is no overlapping, to provide their suggestions and comments on each subproject. 

o The meeting participants took turns reviewing each subproject proposal. 

o After checking all the proposals, the meeting participants indicated that they have validated the 

proposals and confirmed that there are no subprojects that overlap with other existing or 

planned projects.  

o After agreement from all meeting participants, the TPIC unanimously approved the 62 proposed 

subprojects. 
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