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Road Upgrade Propels Trade in the Kyrgyz Republic. 
A rehabilitated road between the Kyrgyz capital 
Bishkek and the Torugart border crossing is helping 
boost trade, tourism, and economic cooperation in 
Central Asia.
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The Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation 
(CAREC) Transport Corridor 1 (Bishkek–Torugart 
Road) Project 1 (CAREC Transport Corridor Project)  
was a project with assistance from the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) that went through 
compliance review under the 2003 Accountability 
Mechanism Policy. The compliance review function 
of the 2003 Accountability Mechanism Policy 
investigates alleged noncompliance by ADB with 
its operational policies and procedures that may 
have directly, materially, and adversely affected the 
complainants during the formulation, processing, or 
implementation of an ADB-assisted project. 

This is the third in the Lessons Learned from 
Compliance Reviews series of publications prepared 
by the Office of the Compliance Review Panel 
(OCRP). The series examines completed compliance 
reviews for eight ADB-assisted projects that were 
the subject of complaints to the Compliance Review 
Panel over the period of 2004–2020.

The Lessons Learned from Compliance Reviews series 
explores the challenges, gaps, and good practices in 
each project as highlighted through the compliance 
review process. The insights presented in this report 
were gathered through a comprehensive review 
of documents, as well as by means of a survey and 
interviews of complainants’ representative, former 
and current ADB project staff from headquarters 
and resident mission, and former members of the 
Compliance Review Panel. Though the Lessons 
Learned series is prepared by the OCRP, it does not 
reflect the OCRP’s opinion unless so specified in 
each report.

This series offers practical insights for development 
practitioners, safeguard specialists, nongovernment 
organizations, civil society organizations, government 
personnel, project beneficiaries, and ADB Management 
and staff seeking to learn more about project design, 
implementation, and the process of compliance 
review. It aims to contribute to capacity development 
on project management and good institutional 
governance.

SNAPSHOT

Project

Project Title:  
Kyrgyz Republic: CAREC Transport Corridor 1 
(Bishkek–Torugart Road) Project 1

Country of Implementation:  
Kyrgyz Republic

ADB Financing:
Grant Number: 0123-KGZ
$20.00 million–concessional ordinary capital 
resources lending, Asian Development Fund

Approval Date:
14 November 2008
Closing Date:
11 March 2013

Project Impact Categorization:
B for Environment
B for Involuntary Resettlement
C for Indigenous Peoples

Complaint

Date of Request for Compliance Review:   
23 May 2011

Complaint Status:
Closed. The Resettlement Plan was implemented 
in full and there were no outstanding issues. 
As a result, no specific action plan and monitoring 
were needed.

Link to Complaint Documents:  
https://lnadbg4.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/
RDIA-8HF7NJ?OpenDocument.

4

https://lnadbg4.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/RDIA-8HF7NJ?OpenDocument
https://lnadbg4.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/alldocs/RDIA-8HF7NJ?OpenDocument


1 KEY LESSONS 
The compliance review of the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project generated several important lessons. 
The review also encountered various challenges 
and highlighted opportunities to improve project 
management and compliance review processes in 
the future. The following are the significant lessons 
learned:

1.1  Technical skills and supervisory competence 
of relevant staff and consultants are crucial for 
effective project management.

Several gaps in project implementation and 
management were identified in this project due 
to shortcomings of competence and technical 
expertise of the assigned staff and consultants. 
Engineering projects like this can involve and 
require several changes between the design 
phase and actual implementation. Hence, diligent 
staff with technical expertise and understanding 
of impacts on lives of people due to evolving 
project design is essential. In addition, close and 
regular project monitoring is required to help 
mitigate project risks in a timely manner. 
More information can be found in section 4.1.

1.2  The project consultants and executing and 
implementing agencies must understand ADB 
safeguard policies. 

The CAREC Transport Corridor Project was 
implemented at a time when there was a general need 
to strengthen the capacity of countries covered by 
the Central and West Asia Department (CWRD) in 
implementing safeguard policies and requirements of 
multilateral development banks. Given the capacity 
constraints of the project implementers, ADB’s deeper 
attention toward the required capacity development, 
relating to safeguard policies, was essential. It is 
natural that implementing agencies will be unable to 
guide the project supervising consultants if they are 
themselves not clear in their own understanding of 
ADB safeguard requirements. 
More information can be found in section 4.2.

1.3  The understanding of both Accountability 
Mechanism functions by the project 
implementers and beneficiaries is essential  
to avoid confusion.

The CAREC Transport Corridor Project is a unique 
case where the complainants accessed the two 
functions of the Accountability Mechanism: 
compliance review and problem solving consultation 

Problem Solving
Consultation Phase

SEPTEMBER 2010 
Complainants and other 

a�ected people filed 
complaint 

NOVEMBER 2010
Complaint declared eligible

JULY 2011
ADB approved the 

Resettlement Plan drafted by 
MOTC

JULY–SEPTEMBER 2011
Implementation of the 

Resettlement Plan

OCTOBER 2011
OSPF closed the complaint

NOVEMBER 2011
Review of the implementation 
of the resettlement plan. Final 

report completed on 
2 November 2011

Compliance Review  Phase

MAY 2011
Complainants filed a request 

for compliance review

JULY 2011
ADB Board authorized the 

compliance review

JULY 2011–MAY 2012
Fact-finding or investigation 

stage of the compliance 
review. The CRP conducted a 

site visit to the project in 
February 2012

JULY 2012 
CRP submitted its Final Report

14 DECEMBER 2010
OSPF prepared the Review and 

Assessment Report (RAR)

20 APRIL 2011
Agreed upon the course of 

action

CRP = Compliance Review Panel, MOTC = Ministry of Transport and 
Communications, OSPF = Office of the Special Project Facilitator.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Accountability Mechanism 
Compliance Review Panel. 2012. Compliance Review Final Report Grant 
Number: 0123-KGZ CRP Request Number: 2011/2; Asian Development 
Bank Accountability Mechanism Compliance Review Panel. 2011. 
Report on Eligibility to the Board of Directors on Compliance Review 
Panel Request No. 2011/2 on the CAREC Transport Corridor I (Bishkek–
Torugart Road) Project 1in the Kyrgyz Republic Grant No. 0123–KGZ.

Timeline of the Problem Solving and 
Compliance Review Phases
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phase, and where these functions processed the 
complaint in parallel (The 2003 Accountability 
Mechanism Policy uses the term “consultation phase,” 
which was revised to “problem solving function” in 
the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy. In this 
document, for clarity, the term “problem solving 
consultation phase” will be used.). As a result, the 
special project facilitator (SPF) and the Compliance 
Review Panel (CRP) were working on the same 
complaint (i.e., same issue) and with the same set 
of complainants at certain stages of each function, 
thereby creating a challenge for a smooth-running 
compliance review process. Better coordination 
between the OCRP, Office of the Special Project 
Facilitator (OSPF), and the operations department 
while conducting fact-finding missions, coupled with 
joint awareness raising of the project stakeholders 
on the parallel, but distinct functions of the 
Accountability Mechanism, would have helped 
to achieve an efficient process leading to faster, 
better, and more impactful results. 
More information can be found in sections 4.3 and 4.4.

1.4  The compliance review of the project 
can support internal and external 
institutional reforms. 

The compliance review of this project did not 
give rise to remedial actions. However, as survey 
respondents recalled, it influenced several project 
management-related reforms at ADB. These reforms 
included CWRD moving its safeguards team to the 
front office for independent review and monitoring 
of safeguards, and establishing a complaints tracking 
system. Alongside these internal improvements, the 
Government of the Kyrgyz Republic also initiated 
some reforms, such as the creation of a national 
standard on land acquisition and compensation 
in the Kyrgyz Republic.1

More information can be found in section 4.5.

1 Asian Development Bank. 2013. Asian Development Bank Accountability Mechanism Annual Report 2012. p. 12.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 Brief Project Description 

The CAREC Transport Corridor Project was the first 
ADB-financed section of the 504-kilometer (km)  
Bishkek–Torugart Road that aimed to link the  
Kyrgyz Republic with the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) and with other Central Asian countries.  
It also sought to 

(i) improve the Bishkek–Torugart Road, 
(ii) modernize customs infrastructure at the border 

crossing at Torugart, 
(iii) provide a transport master plan for 2010–2025, 

and 
(iv) establish a Bishkek–Torugart Road Corridor 

Management Department. 

Grant Number: 0123-KGZ amounting to $20 million 
funded Project 1. The outputs of this project  were 

(i) an improved 39-km road section from Km 400 
to Km 439 of the Bishkek–Torugart Road, 

(ii) modernized customs infrastructure at the Kyrgyz 
Republic–PRC border crossing at Torugart, 

(iii) a transport sector master plan for 2010–2025, 
and 

(iv) a fully operational Bishkek–Torugart Road 
Corridor Management Department. 

The Ministry of Transport and Communications 
(MOTC) was the executing agency of the project. 
At ADB, the Transport and Communications Division 
of CWRD oversaw the entire project with the Kyrgyz 
Republic Resident Mission (KYRM), providing ground 
support in project implementation. 
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2.2 Summary of Complaint 

The project was approved by ADB’s Board of Directors 
(Board) in November 2008. By August 2010, the 
MOTC and CWRD had already received three 
complaints on the demolition of two shops that 
operated in converted bus stops, as well as on the 
removal of trees and fences in the project site. 
The government denied these claims, stating that 
the affected shopkeepers “had breached their leasing 
agreements with the local government” and that the 
trees “were in the right of way (ROW) of the road.”2 
ADB requested the government “to compensate the 
shopkeepers consistent with the requirements of 
ADB’s Policy on Involuntary Resettlement (1995).”3 
However, the MOTC settled on a compensation 
agreement “in the form of construction materials 
for the two shop owners and assistance in moving 
the fences outside the ROW” (footnote 2) and no 
compensation was provided to the owner of the trees. 
ADB accepted the compensation agreement of the 
MOTC, and did not insist on compliance with the 
ADB’s Involuntary Resettlement Policy. 

In September 2010, the complainants and other 
affected people from the village of Kara Suu, filed a 
complaint with the OSPF. The complaint requested 
“fair compensation for two shops, for land, for trees 
that were felled, and for loss of income” (footnote 2)  
In November 2010, it was found eligible for resolution 
through the problem solving consultation phase of 
ADB’s Accountability Mechanism.  

During the problem solving consultation phase, 
ADB found that “an unanticipated design change 
had caused the resettlement.”4 Therefore, ADB 
reclassified the project from category C (no involuntary 
resettlement effects foreseen) to category B 
(involuntary resettlement impact not deemed 
significant). As a result, a Land Acquisition and 
Resettlement Plan (LARP) was prepared to provide 
compensation and assistance to the complainants 
and other affected people, and established a 
mechanism for grievance redress.

2 Asian Development Bank Accountability Mechanism Compliance Review Panel. 2012. Compliance Review Final Report Grant Number: 0123-KGZ 
CRP Request Number: 2011/2. p. 2.

3 Footnote 2, p. v.
4 Footnote 2, p. 12.
5 ADB. 2003. Accountability Mechanism Policy. Manila. paras. 38–40. 

In October 2011, OSPF closed the complaint and its 
final report was issued on 2 November 2011. 

In May 2011, while the problem solving consultation 
phase was still underway, five individuals from the 
villages of Kara Suu and Kara Bulun filed a request 
for compliance review. The complainants requested 
anonymity and were represented by Maya Eralieva, 
coordinator for Central Asia and Caucasus of the 
Nongovernment Organization (NGO) Forum on ADB.

The complaint to the CRP asserted that ADB was  
noncompliant with its Involuntary Resettlement 
Policy and Public Communications Policy (2005). 
The complainants also solicited the following:

(i) cash compensation for the stores;
(ii) assistance in securing business permits for 

new shops and repayment of registration costs 
supported by receipts, checks, and orders; and

(iii) the inclusion of one of the requesters in a loan 
repayment program.

The compliance review of the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project was conducted in parallel to the 
problem solving consultation phase in accordance 
with ADB’s Accountability Mechanism Policy.5 
A timeline of the problem solving consultation 
phase and compliance review phase of this case 
can be found in the figure above. 

2.3 Compliance Review Process and Results 

In July 2011, the Board authorized a compliance 
review of the CAREC Transport Corridor Project. 
The CRP’s approach to the investigation involved 

(i) a desk review;
(ii) interviews with ADB staff at the headquarters 

and KYRM; and
(iii) a field visit in February 2012, during which 

the CRP met with the complainants, the 
government, the supervising consultant, the 
contractor, and other stakeholders.
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In July 2012, the CRP submitted its final report and 
concluded that6

(i) ADB had not complied with the requirements of 
the Involuntary Resettlement Policy regarding 
screening and due diligence on potential 
resettlement impact. It had also erred in 
classifying the road project as a category C 
project for involuntary resettlement.

(ii) ADB had failed to adequately supervise project 
implementation. 

(iii) ADB had not complied with its Involuntary 
Resettlement Policy by accepting MOTC’s 
agreement to provide only construction materials 
to the affected people without considering loss of 
income and other valuable assets, such as trees. 
A comprehensive survey of all affected assets, 
valuation at replacement cost, compensation for 
lost income, consultation, and grievance redress 
was required.

6  Footnote 2, p. 14. 

(iv) The LARP had been prepared and implemented 
in accordance with ADB operational policies and 
procedures.

(v) ADB was noncompliant with  the Public 
Communications Policy as it failed to timely 
and appropriately respond to the information 
requests by civil society organizations (CSOs) 
and project-affected persons. 

Notwithstanding these findings of noncompliance 
on the part of ADB, the CRP concluded that 
implementation of the LARP had already been 
completed satisfactorily in accordance with 
ADB’s Involuntary Resettlement Policy and Public 
Communications Policy. As such, the CRP’s 
reccommendations did not require additional action 
from ADB Management, aside from continued 
monitoring of the social impacts of the project. 
No further monitoring on the part of the CRP 
was needed. 

Road upgrade increased traffic. With the road upgrade, 
passenger and cargo traffic heading toward Europe, Russia, 
Kazakhstan, and the Republic of Belarus has increased.
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3 KEY COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROCESS 
SUCCESSES AND CHALLENGES

The table summarizes significant successes, gaps, and challenges faced during the compliance review of the 
CAREC Transport Corridor Project, as identified by the survey respondents. Each point is further discussed in 
section 4.

Table 1: Overview of the Successes, Gaps, and Challenges Identified During the 
Compliance Review of the CAREC Transport Corridor Project

Successes Prompted by the Compliance 
Review Process

Process Gaps and Challenges Identified 
through the Compliance Review

Compliance review of the project supported several 
reforms within the Central and West Asia Department like 
strengthened safeguards review and complaints tracking. 
More information can be found in sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5.

Compliance review of the project supported the 
creation of a national standard for land acquisition and 
compensation in future projects of the Government of 
the Kyrgyz Republic. 
More information can be found in section 4.4.

Inadequate project monitoring. 
More information can be found in section 4.1.

Inadequate competence and technical expertise of the 
assigned teams. 
More information can be found in section 4.1.
 
Limited understanding of ADB safeguards requirements 
by executing agency and their contractors. 
More information can be found in sections 4.2 and 4.3.

Source: Based on the comprehensive analysis of ADB Compliance Review reports and harvesting of lessons learned through interviews and 
survey responses for the Lessons Learned in Compliance Review report for the CAREC Transport Corridor Project in the Kyrgyz Republic.

Boosting trade in Central Asia. The Bishkek–Torugart 
road project is part of a wider national initiative to invest in 
road transport. Better roads are boosting trade and making 
Central Asian countries come closer together.
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4 LESSONS LEARNED 

7 Eligibility determination is steps 1–3 of the compliance review process under the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy including: requesting 
management’s response, determining eligibility, and Board authorization of compliance review.

8 Compliance review (fact finding) is steps 4–7 of the compliance review process under the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy including: 
conducting compliance review, Compliance Review Panel’s draft report, Compliance Review Panel’s final report, and Board consideration of the 
Compliance Review Panel Report.

9 Remedial Action Plan is steps 8 and 9 of the compliance review process under the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy including: 
management’s remedial actions and Board’s decision.

10 The compliance review steps under the 2003 Accountability Mechanism Policy did not include monitoring as one of the steps, but included it as a 
separate stage. In comparison, the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy provides 10 compliance review steps that already include monitoring. 

11 ADB. 2013. Kyrgyz Republic: CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Bishkek–Torugart Road) Project Completion Report. paras. 45 and 46.

The compliance review process of ADB’s Accountability 
Mechanism Policy has four sequential steps: (i) eligibility 
determination,7 (ii) compliance review,8 (iii) Remedial 
Action Plan or Management Action Plan,9 and (iv) 
monitoring.10  This section identifies lessons from the 
compliance review process in the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project, and highlights their implications for 
ADB’s processes of project design and implementation, 
and for contribution to future compliance reviews.

4.1  Technical skills and supervisory competence 
of relevant staff and consultants are crucial 
for effective project management.

In the CAREC Transport Corridor Project, survey 
respondents from ADB Management and operations 
department staff identified several gaps in the 
project’s implementation and management as a 
result of inadequate monitoring and shortcomings in 
the competence and technical expertise of assigned 
staff and consultants. The completion report for 
the project also indicated that the consultants 
instructed the contractor to make a design change 
without informing, or seeking authorization from, 
MOTC or ADB.11 The design change had resettlement 
impacts and was not reported to ADB in a timely 
manner. CWRD only learned of the unanticipated 
and unauthorized design change a year later (in June 
2011). This itself was due to the absence of skilled and 
regular monitoring of the project which ultimately 
resulted in complaints. Significant resources from 
ADB and MOTC were required to prepare, implement, 
and monitor the resettlement plan to address the 
complaints. It was further pointed out by ADB 
survey respondents that several issues could have 
been avoided if ADB had tasked a social safeguards 
specialist, rather than an environment safeguards 
specialist, to assess involuntary resettlement impacts. 

In response to the survey, a transport specialist 
reflected that in projects like this one involving 

detailed engineering works, several changes can 
take place between the design phase and the actual 
implementation of the project. Each required change 
can generate distinct and new effects on the lives 
of the project beneficiaries. The appointment of a 
competent technical expert together with consistent 
monitoring of the project by proficient ADB staff 
are recommended to ensure that consultants 
understand the project and its corresponding impacts. 
These, along with close project monitoring, not only 
help in preventing issues from arising, but also in 
identifying and resolving such issues from the onset.

The borrower, rather than ADB, hires consultants 
and contractors for project implementation. 
Therefore, it is essential for ADB to provide clear 
procurement guidance and to explain to the 
borrower the required safeguards and technical 
expertise for project implementation. 

In light of the experience in the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project, CWRD Management introduced 
several new practices (as listed in Table 2) for hiring 
consultants or consulting firms to ensure high quality 
monitoring and mitigate project risks. 

Table 2: Good Procurement Practices

1. Avoid the engagement of consultant firms with 
freelancers in key positions.

2. Avoid consultant firm engagements on the basis of 
80:20 cost to quality ratio.

3. Select contractors on the basis of two-stage, 
two-envelope method, giving quality prime 
consideration.

Source:  Response from ADB Management from the survey for 
the Lessons Learned from Compliance Reviews at the Asian 
Development Bank (2004–2020): CAREC Transport Corridor 1 
(Bishkek–Torugart Road) Project 1, 2020.
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4.2  The project consultants and executing and 
implementing agencies must understand 
ADB’s safeguard policies. 

At the time of this project, countries covered by 
CWRD generally needed to enhance their capacity 
to implement safeguard policies and requirements 
of multilateral development banks. This need 
should have been identified and addressed at the 
design stage of the project through proper capacity 
development provisions and assignment of skilled 
staff and consultants. In these circumstances, ADB 
should have assisted and trained the executing and 
implementing agencies for them to completely 
understand ADB’s safeguard policies. Such capacity 
development would have also helped these agencies 
clarify ADB safeguard requirements effectively to the 
supervising consultants. 

One of the survey respondents from the ADB 
implementation team explained that if project 
implementers were skilled and trained appropriately, 
they would have been able to better handle 
differences between ADB social safeguards and 
the relevant national policies. Moreover,  the ADB 
staff assigned to the project accepted the MOTC’s 
compensation measures, which did not meet the 
requirements of ADB’s safeguard policies.

A survey respondent from ADB Management also 
shared that there was a “lack of project preparation 
and implementation capacity at the country level.” 
This required considerable hand-holding by ADB 
and implied potentially high compliance risks. 
With this experience in the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project, several survey respondents 
from ADB Management and the implementation 
team recommended that (i) strengthening the 
understanding of safeguard requirements and 
(ii) assessing the capacity to implement these 
requirements within the implementing and 
the executing agencies must ideally be part of 
project preparation to avoid compliance risks. 

4.3  Project compliance can be achieved through 
collaboration and effective awareness raising. 

As explained in section 1.3, the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project went through both functions of the 
Accountability Mechanism in parallel at certain stages 
of the problem solving consultation phase and the 
compliance review phase (see figure Timeline of the 
Problem Solving and Compliance Review Phases, p. 5.), 
requiring stronger collaboration and awareness raising 

12 ADB. 2013. Review of the Inspection Function: Establishment of a New ADB Accountability Mechanism, paras 38–40.
13 ADB. 2012. Accountability Mechanism Policy. Manila. p. 24.

on the mandates and purpose of each function within 
the mechanism. 

Survey respondents from ADB Management 
expressed confusion that in this project, a compliance 
review was requested and authorized by the Board 
while implementation of the action plan under the 
problem solving consultation phase was ongoing. 
ADB Management and the implementation team 
thought this unnecessary. It must be explained to 
stakeholders that while both functions are meant to 
strengthen ADB’s development effectiveness, their 
approach, methods, and results or outcomes are 
different. It is also important to note that in the 2003 
Accountability Mechanism Policy, both problem 
solving consultation and compliance review functions 
are demand driven, and do not provide any discretion 
on the part of the CRP to refuse to investigate an 
eligible case.12 This policy even provides for parallel 
processing of a complaint which was filed with both 
functions at a certain stage in the problem solving 
consultation phase (i.e., when complaint processing 
under the problem solving consultation phase reaches 
step 7, which is the implementation of the course of 
action). In this project, the request was filed with the 
CRP during the implementation of the agreed course 
of action under the problem solving consultation 
phase, which necessarily included the preparation and 
implementation of a LARP. The complainants were 
the only persons who were harmed by the project 
due to the initial absence of a LARP. When the LARP 
was prepared and implemented by the project in 
accordance with ADB’s Involuntary Resettlement 
Policy, the specific issue of the complainants as well as 
the noncompliance were effectively addressed.

It is important to note that under the 2003 
Accountability Mechanism Policy, complainants 
were required to file complaints directly with the 
office of their chosen Accountability Mechanism 
function. Later, the 2012 Accountability Mechanism 
Policy introduced a complaint receiving officer 
(CRO) which serves as the first contact and single 
entry point for complaints on ADB-assisted projects 
by affected people.13 The CRO, upon receiving the 
complaint, informs the SPF, the CRP chair, and 
the director general of the relevant operations 
department, with a copy of the complaint and the 
chosen Accountability Mechanism function by the 
complainants (if already indicated). The introduction 
of the CRO, jointly serving both Accountability 
Mechanism functions, has improved the awareness 
of complainants on ADB’s Accountability 
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Mechanism, in general, as well as on the distinction 
between the outcomes and processes of each 
function. Furthermore, the relevant operations 
department is also immediately alerted about the 
complaint and has the opportunity to investigate 
and address the issues at its level as the complaint 
is processed by the Accountability Mechanism. The 
relevant operations department may also be able to 
explain the Accountability Mechanism processes 
to the borrower, particularly the executing and 
implementing agencies and respond to queries 
relating to the Accountability Mechanism processes.

Several survey respondents mentioned that 
project stakeholders, especially the government, 
complainants, and even ADB staff, were confused 
about the process because it appeared to them 
that there were several ADB teams on the 
ground investigating the same case when both 
Accountability Mechanism functions were 
triggered. These observations from the survey 
respondents highlighted the lack of appreciation of 
the processes and mandates of the two functions 
under the Accountability Mechanism as required 
by the relevant Accountability Mechanism Policy. 
In essence, in cases like this where both functions 
of the Accountability Mechanism are triggered, 
better coordination between the OCRP, OSPF, 
and the concerned operations department—
while maintaining required confidentiality and 
independence, coupled with joint awareness raising of 
the project stakeholders on the parallel, but distinct 
functions of the Accountability Mechanism—would 
have streamlined the compliance review process. 

4.4  The Compliance Review Panel (CRP) should 
be seen as a partner to enhance ADB’s 
development effectiveness and not as 
an adversary.  

While discussing this particular project, a former CRP 
member shared reflections relating to a risk for the 
CRP to be perceived as a judicial body rather than a 
fact-finding body inquiring about policy compliance. 
The survey respondent reflected that this perception 
may have been formed due to the manner in which 
the interviews and investigations were conducted. As 

14 In the 2003 Accountability Mechanism Policy, the Board approves the CRP’s recommendations which ADB Management must implement 
through an action plan. In the 2012 Accountability Mechanism Policy, the CRP’s compliance review report provides the CRP’s findings and does 
not indicate any recommendation on remedial actions. The CRP comments on the remedial action plan (RAP) prepared by ADB Management 
with the agreement of the borrower before the same is submitted for Board approval.  

15 Response from ADB Management from the survey for the Lessons Learned from Compliance Reviews at the Asian Development Bank (2004–
2020): CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Bishkek–Torugart Road) Project 1, 2020.

a fact-finding body of the Board, the CRP’s mandate 
is to ascertain the relevant project’s compliance 
with ADB policies; to help the ADB Management in 
shaping the remedial action plan (RAP);14 and monitor 
the implementation of the RAP. The RAP aims to 
bring the project back to compliance and address 
the harm brought by the project to affected people. 
The CRP’s work intends to ensure that the desired 
outcomes of the project are truly achieved (i.e., for 
development effectiveness). It was suggested by 
respondents from ADB Management and a former 
CRP member that the CRP’s role and objectives can 
be strengthened through the following: 

(i) Awareness raising of stakeholders (both internal, 
i.e., ADB staff, Management, and consultants; 
and external, such as executing or implementing 
agencies and affected communities) regarding 
the CRP’s role and mandate. Comprehensive 
trainings held jointly by the OCRP, OSPF, 
relevant operations departments, and 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
Department would be helpful. 

(ii) Targeted, systematic, and needs-based capacity 
enhancement of CRP members on ADB’s 
evolving project processing and implementation 
procedures to ensure efficient and practical 
recommendations by the CRP.  

(iii) Refined and sharpened interview and 
investigation or fact-finding techniques, required 
to gather and evaluate evidence effectively.

Enhanced skills of the CRP and awareness raising 
of relevant stakeholders may resolve several 
issues around lack of understanding of the 
CRP’s objectives and, eventually, as one survey 
response from ADB Management pointed out, 
may help communicate that the CRP should not 
be seen as an adversary. It should be seen as the 
best partner there is when things go wrong.15

The CRP should not be seen as an 
adversary. It should be seen as the 
best partner there is when things 
go wrong.
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4.5  The compliance review of the project can 
support internal and external institutional 
reforms.

The compliance review of the CAREC Transport 
Corridor Project provided an opportunity to review 
and address gaps and challenges in implementing 
infrastructure projects, both for ADB and the 
Government of the Kyrgyz Republic. According to a 
respondent from ADB Management, several changes 
in CWRD were influenced by the compliance review 
of this case, including the fact that CWRD was the 
first department to move its safeguards team to the 
front office to allow for independence and greater 
critical mass in reviewing projects. In its effort to 
improve project monitoring, CWRD also established 
a complaint tracking system complementing its 
portfolio monitoring unit. CWRD also improved 
its procurement process to focus more on quality 
than on cost. Aside from these positive outcomes, a 
survey response from a social development specialist 
also reiterated that after the complaint, CWRD  
increasingly sought to improve the compliance of 
its projects with ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement 
and strengthen project due diligence through good 
practices described in Table 3. 

Lastly, the review of the CAREC Transport Corridor 
Project also supported the “creation of a national 
standard for land acquisition and compensation in 
future projects” (footnote 1) in the Kyrgyz Republic, 
which may be considered a success resulting from this 
compliance review. 

Table 3: Improved Safeguards 
Compliance

1. Improved vigilance and good due diligence for 
projects marked as category C for involuntary 
resettlement and other safeguards.

2. Undertaking a study to truly ascertain replacement 
cost in difficult countries such as  Pakistan.

3. Working more closely with Environment and 
Safeguards Division and Regional and Sustainable 
Development Department to improve compliance 
and regard for safeguards.

4. Improving the capacity of clients to understand the 
principles, requirements, and implementation of 
safeguards for ADB-assisted projects.

Source: Response from an ADB Senior Social Development 
Specialist from the survey for the Lessons Learned from 
Compliance Reviews at the Asian Development Bank (2004–
2020): CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Bishkek–Torugart Road) 
Project 1, 2020.
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ABBREVIATIONS
ADB – Asian Development Bank
CAREC –  Central Asia Regional Economic 

Cooperation Program
CRO – complaint receiving officer
CRP – Compliance Review Panel
CWRD – Central and West Asia Department
LARP –  land acquisition and resettlement plan
km – kilometer
KYRM – Kyrgyz Republic Resident Mission
MOTC –  Ministry of Transport and 

Communications
OCRP –  Office of the Compliance Review Panel
OSPF –  Office of the Special Project Facilitator
SPF – special project facilitator
ROW – right of way
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