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FOREWORD

It is not the facts that complicate our lives,
but the interpretation of those facts.

–Epictetus

This is the second annual report of the Office of the Special Project Facilitator (OSPF). OSPF is
a year older, and wiser as a result.

The year under review saw the conclusion of OSPF’s facilitation process for the Southern
Transport Development Project (STDP) in Sri Lanka, which was carried over from 2004, and
the successful resolution of the complaint against the Community Empowerment for Rural
Development Project (CERDP) in Indonesia. The two complaints, although different in
magnitude and type of issue, provide a study in contrast of the roles of nongovernment
organizations (NGOs) in facilitation, problem solving, and complainants’ approaches to problem
solving. It is noteworthy that the STDP accounted for more resources and time spent with the
complainants—by OSPF and by a well-recognized independent international dispute resolution
specialist/mediator from the United Kingdom—than all the other complaints dealt with by
OSPF combined.

Last year, we identified cofinanced projects as an area for potential complications for the
accountability mechanism. We also felt that the time frame for completing the various steps
in the consultation phase needed flexibility. Now, based on OSPF’s experience and feedback
from the field, it appears that the option of filing a complaint with the Compliance Review
Panel while a facilitation with OSPF is ongoing may lessen the chances of the facilitation’s
success. These and other aspects of the policy need to be revisited during the proposed
evaluation and review of the accountability mechanism.

In 2005, OSPF conducted significant outreach activities. However, there were nagging concerns
regarding their cost-effectiveness in one or two countries owing to the poor attendance by
civil-society groups. OSPF values their presence as they can be helpful intermediaries in
problem solving. NGO representatives helped OSPF plan outreach activities. NGOs were also
key in problem solving in the CERDP. We are grateful for their contributions.

We are pleased to report that, in line with our mandate to provide generic advice to the Asian
Development Bank’s operations departments, OSPF has come up with a checklist for identifying
projects with potential for complaints, and a set of micro-articles describing good practices
for dealing with such projects, based on discussions with ADB staff members.

OSPF will continue to be guided by the five principles on page 2.

Nalin P. Samarasingha
Special Project Facilitator
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Background

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved the new accountability mechanism on 29
May 2003. It became effective on 12 December 2003, replacing the inspection function,
which was established in December 1995. The new policy is due for review in December
2006.

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

The accountability mechanism has two key components: (i) a problem-solving role (the
consultation phase), handled by the special project facilitator (SPF); and (ii) an investigative
role (the compliance review phase), which is the responsibility of the Compliance Review
Panel (CRP). Although the SPF and CRP are parts of the same accountability mechanism, they
function independently. The SPF reports to the President, the CRP to the Board of Directors.

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

Special Project Facilitator’s Mandate

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

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

Project-affected people are at the core of the consultation phase, which was established
for their benefit and to improve ADB’s development effectiveness. Project-affected people

THE ROLE AND MANDATE OF THE
SPECIAL PROJECT FACILITATOR
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who have a complaint often belong to the most vulnerable groups. The Office of the
Special Project Facilitator (OSPF) exhibits maximum sensitivity to their complaints. However,
OSPF does not assume that ADB’s operations departments, the government, or the private
project sponsor are less sensitive to the project-affected people’s concerns. In seeking
solutions to problems, OSPF aims to win the confidence of all parties. OSPF has drawn
up its own guiding principles with that objective. OSPF seeks the assistance of civil
society groups as well in solving problems.

Guiding Principles

OSPF is guided by the principles of

(i) enhancing ADB’s accountability in development assistance;
(ii) being responsive to the concerns of project-affected people, and treating all

stakeholders fairly;
(iii) reflecting the highest professional and technical standards in its staffing and

operations;
(iv) being independent and transparent; and
(v) being cost-effective, efficient, and complementary to the other supervision, audit,

quality control, and evaluation systems at ADB.
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Sri Lanka: Southern Transport Development Project
-Conclusion of the Complaint

The Southern Transport Development Project (STDP) aims to construct a 128-kilometer
expressway to improve the connection between Colombo and the south of Sri Lanka.
ADB provided a loan of $90 million,1 while the Japan Bank for International Cooperation
provided $120 million in cofinancing.

A group of project-affected people submitted a complaint to the SPF on 9 June 2004,
alleging that a formerly agreed trace for the expressway had been changed a few years
earlier without consulting the project-affected people. The group pointed out that they
would be disadvantaged by this change, by losing their houses and land. The full text
of the complaint is at www.adb.org/spf.

The SPF could not establish whether a change of trace was still justifiable, and
recommended a course of action, which included exploring a change in trace and
recruiting an international facilitator for intensive facilitation/mediation. The international
facilitator started on 19 November by issuing a notice and a set of procedural rules.
The CRP received a request for compliance review from the complainants on 2 December
2004 (www.compliance.adb.org). The international facilitator issued a memorandum
to all parties outlining a basic agreement on 6 December 2004. This involved the
Ministry of Highways (MoH) undertaking further studies. The parties had also agreed
to a next round of meetings from 6 to 9 January 2005. The facilitator had issued a
warning to the SPF twice that the process would not conclude successfully. He
recommended to the SPF that the procedure be terminated by 24 January 2005. His
report is at www.adb.org/SPF/Documents/conflict-management-report.pdf. The SPF
concluded the consultation phase on 1 February 2005 and issued a final report
(www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/SPF/SF-SRI-1711.pdf).

Indonesia: Community Empowerment for Rural Development

The SPF received a complaint on 21 February 2005 from three nongovernment organizations
(NGOs) and villagers from five villages in South Kalimantan, Indonesia, on the Community
Empowerment for Rural Development Project (CERDP).2 The complaint pointed out that
(i) the CERDP had put infrastructure into place without following the sequencing of
components, (ii) capacity building should have been provided first, and, as a consequence,
(iii) the five communities had been harmed. The SPF registered the complaint on 9
March 2005, and declared it eligible on 23 March 2005. The full text of the complaint is
at www.adb.org/spf.

COMPLAINTS

1 ADB. 1999. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to the Democratic
Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka for the Southern Transport Development Project. Manila (Loan 1711-SRI[SF])

2 ADB. 2000. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to the Republic
of Indonesia for the Community Empowerment for Rural Development Project. Manila.
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The CERDP provides (i) capacity building for community development with various
subcomponents (component A), (ii) community-based savings and loan organizations
(component B), (iii) support for the construction of rural infrastructure (component C),
and (iv) project management and monitoring (component D). The Directorate General of
Rural Community Empowerment (DGRCE) of the Ministry of Home Affairs is the executing
agency. The project is in its fifth year of implementation.

The review and assessment included a desk-based review of documents, interviews with
ADB staff members, discussions with the different parties, and a field-based assessment.
The review and assessment report (RAR) identified the stakeholders involved in the project
as (i) the five communities; (ii) the three NGOs; (iii) the Government of Indonesia, in
particular DGRCE, local governments, and consultants from the central and the regional
consultants team; and (iv) the ADB Indonesia Resident Mission (IRM) responsible for
project administration. The communities of Kiram, Mandiangin Barat, Handil Baru, Handil
Negara, and Kali Besar in South Kalimantan comprised a large and diverse set of
stakeholders. The NGOs Yayasan Cakrawala Hijau Indonesia, Lembaga Kajian Keislaman
and Kemasiarakatan, and Yayasan Duta Awam acted as intermediaries between the
representatives of the villagers and OSPF.

BOX 1: The Consultation Process

Policy Requirements

Step 1: Filing of complaint

Step 2: Registration and acknowledgement - 7 days

Step 3: Determination of eligibility - 21 days

Step 4: Review and assessment - 49 days

Step 5: Decision to continue- 7 days from receipt of findings
Provision of comments - 14 days from receipt of
findings

Step 6: Recommendation by OSPF - 7 days from receipt of
comments

Step 7: Implementation of course of action – not time bound

Step 8: Termination of the consultation process - not time
bound

Communication and Time Frame
The complaint was submitted in Bahasa Indonesia and English. The SPF usually acknowledges receipt of complaint before
registering it. A few clarifications were needed before the complaint was registered. The complainants wanted the Bahasa Indonesia
version to prevail in case of confusion. The SPF had to get an official translation from an independent translator. All written
communication with the complainants was translated. Interpreters were used at meetings and workshops. The SPF understands the
time frame provided in the policy as indicative only. The realities—as in this case—are mostly that (i) project-affected people live
in remote areas, (ii) communication is facilitated by intermediaries, and (iii) translation is required. The context of a complaint will
ultimately determine the time frame. With parties acting in different life contexts, and under different pressures, it is a matter of give
and take, and trust and respect for each other. Good communication is essential to avoid misunderstandings and to agree on and
follow time frames. In the CERDP complaint, requests for extensions and delays by the different parties happened for a number of
reasons and were accepted and granted to the extent possible.

CERDP Complaint

21 February 2005 received and acknowledged

9 March 2005 - 16 days

23 March 2005 - 30 days

26 April 2005 (English)/5 May 2005 (Bahasa Indonesia) 64
days/73 days

8 June 2005 from complainants, 13 June 2005
from ADB–IRM; Note: More time was needed here for
complainants and NGOs to disseminate and discuss the
findings, and come to conclusions; SPF at this stage
presented RAR and held Q&A sessions with complainants.
This step is not foreseen in the policy.

22 June 2005

Started 16 July 2005

28 September 2005
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It’s about bridges…

CERDP
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Information Sharing ….Participation in Decision Making …

U
RS

U
LA

 H
A

M
M

ER
IC

H
 (3

X
)

KA
RI

N
 O

SW
A

LD

KA
RI

N
 O

SW
A

LD

5



The complaint was synthesized around four concerns: infrastructure, sequencing of project
components, participation in decision making, and information. Village stakeholders
focused on infrastructural issues (component C), but were confused on details of the
infrastructure provided. Some thought that the lack of component A led to insufficient
empowerment of villagers, and that the lack of village consultations and overall information
on the project had contributed to infrastructure deficiencies, and to direct, material, and
adverse impacts. The Government, the consultants, and IRM agreed that capacity building
for decentralized development planning should have preceded the infrastructural
interventions.

The course of action consisted of preparatory meetings, village joint fact-finding activities,
and multi-stakeholder consultations facilitated by a local facilitator. It involved a cross-section
of representatives from villages, the government, project officers, ADB and IRM as parties,
NGOs as intermediaries, and OSPF. Agreements were signed for each village at the consultations
on 26–28 September 2005. They are within the scope of the project. During the consultations,
components A and B had commenced in the villages.

The CERDP project design includes a complaint mechanism and, given the willingness of the
parties to implement the agreements, and the start of components A and B, a smooth
transition from complaint to project implementation is expected. IRM, which is administering
the project, should ensure that the agreements are implemented to the satisfaction of all
parties. The parties agreed to submit a joint progress report to OSPF by the end of January
2006. SPF’s final report is at www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/SPF/SF-SRI-1711.pdf.
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Complaint on the Melamchi Water Supply
Project in Nepal
-Lessons Learned

OSPF received its first complaint on the Melamchi Water Supply
Project in Nepal in May 2004. The complaint was declared
eligible and assessed. Specific issues were raised. Two
complainants were not directly affected, either adversely or
materially; the other two were affected by the project, and
had been treated fairly. The SPF helped their claims receive
special attention and/or be processed quickly. The complaint,
however, also sought to reopen the debate on the original
project design and potential options for supplying water to
Kathmandu. The SPF adopted the position that reopening the
original debate was outside its mandate. The complainants
withdrew from the SPF consultation process and filed a complaint with the CRP instead. The
SPF’s final report is at www.adb.org/spf. The CRP determined that the complaint was ineligible.
The CRP’s report on eligibility is at www.compliance.adb.org.

OSPF benefited from the presence of ADB staff members from the Nepal Resident Mission
(NRM) in the headquarters to conduct a session on lessons learned from the project. The
resident mission staff members and the country director participated via video conference. A
panel consisting of ADB staff members, a staff consultant, and the SPF discussed some of the
ingredients of successful implementation of complex projects: strong and continuous ADB
team leadership, a multidisciplinary team with adequate resources (one staff member is specifically
responsible for compliance with safeguard issues), shared responsibilities between the NRM
and the headquarters, sound knowledge of and a proactive approach to NGOs and other
stakeholders, effective communication strategies, and timely information dissemination.

As the Melamchi experience shows, even with the best efforts, complaints cannot be avoided
but they can be dealt with efficiently.

Complaint on the Southern Transport Development
Project in Sri Lanka
-Experiences from Mediation

The request for a change of trace for the Southern Expressway, which will link Colombo with
Galle, was at the core of the complaint on STDP. The complainants, MoH, and ADB disagreed
on the need to revisit a change of trace, but they agreed to the SPF-proposed course of action
to recruit an international facilitator/mediator experienced in problem solving and conflict
management. The mediator had a background in construction law, arbitration, and engineering.

This mediation was a separate process within the overall consultation phase. Consequently,
separate procedural rules applied and were set by the mediator at the beginning. They included
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the responsibilities of the parties and of the mediator. The mediator
was to (i) act fairly and impartially; (ii) adopt procedures suitable to
the mediation, avoiding unnecessary delay or expense; and (iii) help
the parties resolve the dispute in any way acceptable to them. The
parties were informed at the beginning that (i) the contemplated
procedure was a final attempt to gain agreement, (ii) the process
may come to an end at any time at the mediator’s discretion, and
(iii) the finality may be a result of their own actions. This point was
clearly understood by the parties. The parties also knew that, because
of the consensual nature of the procedure, they could terminate it
at any time.

The mediator met separately with the complainants, ADB, and MoH
in early December 2004. The complainants would not consent to
an unconditional meeting with the other parties. Their preconditions
for the meeting related to the release of confidential documents by
one party outside the scope of the mediation procedure. ADB and
MoH made themselves unconditionally available for a joint meeting.
The mediator issued a memorandum to all parties on 6 December
2004, which outlined a basic agreement achieved between the
parties. It involved the MoH undertaking further studies. At some
stage, in confidential sessions, the mediator received information
from two parties that gave him grave concerns regarding their
willingness and capacity to conclude any agreement. These concerns
were confirmed by actions taken by the parties externally. The next

round of meetings was scheduled for early 2005. The region was hit by a catastrophic tsunami on
26 December 2004, and the mediator suspended the proceedings pending advice of the parties. He
continued to communicate with the Joint Organization of Affected Communities (JOAC) and, on 10
January 2005, attempted to negotiate an extension to the time to achieve a negotiated settlement.

The mediator terminated the proceedings in late January 2005. His earlier grave concerns had been
confirmed by actions taken by two parties external to the proceedings. One party informed him that it
no longer considered the process to be viable. The time limit for the procedure had expired, and the
parties had not agreed to extend the time limit. External pressures on the parties had been great.
Objections to the expressway trace had been taken to the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court,
which both dismissed the applications. MoH was concerned that the ultimate legal authority had
imposed a judicial decision, which was time limited for execution. He thought it unlikely that the
parties would agree to a mediated settlement of their disputes. The mediator’s full report is at http://
adb.org/SPF/Documents/conflict-management-report.pdf.

The lessons learned from the mediation process are:

i. Mediation as a “process within the process” of the consultation phase can be confusing.

ii. For conflicting, controversial, and protracted cases, a mediator can be the last resort.

iii. There is no guarantee for success. Mediation can only work if all parties are fully committed,
engaged, and negotiate in good faith.

iv. Professional mediation is not a sideline job. It requires a highly skilled and well-experienced person.

v. With confidentiality being a key principle and no notes being taken, not even the contractor (in this
case the SPF) will always be fully aware of the status of the mediation.

BOX: 2: Mediation—What Is It?

Mediation is a voluntary, confidential, and consensual process
for resolving disputes, in which an impartial third party helps
the parties find a mutually acceptable resolution. Central to the
concept is the principle of good-faith negotiation. Mediation
(i) has procedural rules, (ii) needs willing parties with the
capacity and the authority to settle, and (iii) an understanding
of the issues and the procedure. It is flexible and interest-
based, and allows the parties to collaborate on problem solving
and rebuilding relationships while acknowledging the other
participants’ feelings. Mediation allows the parties to achieve a
win–win solution while focusing on the future. The general
success rate is about 85%.

The Facilitative Mediation Model
A principle of facilitative mediation is interest-based negotiation,
where the mediator helps the parties understand each others’
issues and interests and explore options to enhance their mutual
interest. The mediator does not assess the dispute’s merits.
The process starts by defining, understanding, and exploring
past issues, and continues with an orientation toward the future:
generating options, discussing solutions, and resolving
problems. It includes different methods as needed.

8



Feedback and Opinions

-STDP Complaint
“It is my opinion that exhaustive attempts have been made to resolve the issues
presented by the Affected Communities and resolution in this case may only be
effectively sanctioned within the forum of the judicial system. (…) I am of the opinion
that the procedure as agreed by the Parties to resolve the Complaints brought by the
Joint Organization of the Affected Communities on Colombo-Matara Highway (JOAC)
had been adhered to, has been complied with by the Parties and has been given a full
opportunity to run its course. In this case the parties have been provided with an
adequate opportunity within the OSPF procedures to have their complaints heard and
discussed and have been afforded an adequate opportunity to achieve an agreement
regarding the complaint made. I am of the further opinion that the Complainant’s
perceived issues are incapable of resolution within the forum of a mediated settlement.”

Gwyn Owen
Mediator for the STDP

On OSPF’s Performance:
“Clearly the facilitation has failed and that is indicative of the lack of want of ADB to
make it work, as well as an illustration of your (mediator’s) incomplete grasp of the
issues and misrepresentation of the facts.”

On Mediation:
“The many inaccuracies and the lack of independence shown in the (Mediator’s) Report
underlines the failure to carry out a proper mediation process in a professional manner.3”

STDP complainants

“The SPF delayed the process by double the time provided for in the Accountability
Mechanism Policy. SPF found serious breaches of ADB Policy. It refused to recommend
suspension of the loan disbursement despite delays in the process requested by SPF
himself. It ignored the repeated breaches of agreement by the Government of Sri
Lanka. It ignored the breaches of Loan Covenants. SPF walked away from the process
without completing its job. It did not insist on the Course of Action steps to be
implemented by all parties. The SPF has failed in its basic duty to be responsive to
Affected Persons Complaints.

The Accountability Mechanism is the only recourse mechanism for affected people to
seek redress for adverse impacts of projects. If ADB cannot ensure a fair, transparent
Accountability Mechanism in accordance with its own policy, it not only discredits its
rhetoric on accountability and transparency but undermines its own legitimacy and
mandate to serve the poor.”

NGO Forum on the ADB

“Very often, in developing countries, poor are the worst affected group of people when
major infrastructure development projects are being implemented. If the development is
to be fruitful, people who have sacrificed their rights, assets, comforts, and facilities for the
benefit of the country, should also become beneficiaries of such projects. Therefore, the
measures adopted by the Asian Development Bank in this respect, to introduce social

3 The complainants’ full comments are at www.adb.org/SPF/Documents/ complainants-comments.pdf.

9



safeguard policies, to ensure the rights of the affected people are very much appreciated.

However, based on the experience gained on the Southern Transport Development Project
(STDP) of Sri Lanka, ADB’s Accountability Mechanism has certain weaknesses which caused
unnecessary burden to the borrower and thereby defeated the objectives of the project to
a certain extent. Application of procedures of Accountability Mechanism has caused costs
and time overrun to the Government of Sri Lanka which is irreparable.

In the consultative phase of the Accountability Mechanism, the complainants are given the
choice to terminate the consultation process and request for Compliance Review at any
stage of the process. This provision can be misused by the people with vested interest to
sabotage a project, as per the experiences of STDP. As per the present procedure, even
two individuals among thousands of affected people, could make a complaint. Accordingly,
there is ample room for misuse of this provision by people with vested interests.”

S. Amarasekara
Secretary, Ministry of Highways

Sri Lanka

On OSPF:
“OSPF approached the complaint with much enthusiasm and desire to facilitate a solution.
Its task was made harder by what I perceived as rather inflexible complainants and by
difficulties in the internal review process that South Asia Regional Department (SARD)
had undertaken for the project.

OSPF did not spend adequate time dialoguing with the Government. This resulted in (i)
incomplete information and a somewhat biased picture being presented to OSPF by the
complainants and (ii) the Government feeling rather alienated and to some extent resentful
of the process.

I myself found, through later visits to Road Development Authority (RDA) regional
offices, review of the documentation, field visits to affected people and resettlement
sites, that the picture was not as bleak as the complainants painted it. OSPF, to properly
facilitate, should have had the same opportunity, in order to come up with balanced
conclusions.”

On the Mediation Process:
“I felt that I had a reasonable understanding of the issues and the margins for negotiation,

and I felt backed by SARD management. I tried to present a
balanced picture, pointing out both ADB shortcomings and
efforts. I felt the mediator handled the situation well. I was
disappointed that the complainants did not want to engage
in a joint meeting, and I interpreted that as a desire to always
maintain as much control of situations as possible, which
was not conducive to successful negotiations.

The advantage of mediation is to have an independent and
emotionally uninvolved party identify the possible areas of
convergence. The disadvantage is that he may not be able
to identify what is feasible, and if his proposals are unfeasible
it may make matters worse. But we did not get far enough
in this case to be able to know.STDP Feedback session with mediator
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Having to start the compliance review process while the facilitation or mediation is ongoing
is a mistake that should be rectified in the policy. It steals the thunder and diverts attention
from the facilitation/mediation process. People felt they had a fall-back position, and this
made them less committed to identifying a solution during mediation.”

Country Director
Sri Lanka Resident Mission

(authorized to negotiate on behalf of
ADB in the mediation)

Feedback from Stakeholders

-Complaint on the Community Empowerment for Rural Development Project in
Indonesia

“We are three NGOs, which have worked together with communities in the CERDProject
since 2003.   More than two years of efforts to resolve project related issues prompted
the affected communities to agree to utilize, the ADB accountability mechanism. This, it
seemed, was our last hope. Together we began dissecting the materials we had gathered
about the complaints mechanism. Meetings took place when the villagers had spare
time, in the daytime and at night. Some of the material we had to duplicate, translate
into Indonesian, simplify into the local language, even. We and the villagers also learned
from the experiences made in other countries. We had discussions with colleagues
overseas, too, in order to get a comprehensive understanding of this mechanism.

Although at the outset we had envisaged being complainants along with the villagers,
we were ‘only’ approved as intermediaries. Concerns were expressed, with villagers
saying that as intermediaries we would not play much of a part in the consultation
process. “It will make things difficult for us,” said one villager.

But we came to an agreement with OSPF on our role, which was also agreed by the
villagers. We even became the official point for discussion and consultation, and the
main source of information for the complainants about how the complaints process
was progressing, which they would then pass on to and discuss with the villagers, and
vice versa. We continue to act as intermediaries in communications between OSPF &
project management and the villagers.

Fortunately, all stages of the consultation process had been set beforehand, so we
were able to agree on a schedule for meetings with the complainants and the villagers.
And, when the schedule for the course of action coincided with the harvest, the
villagers’ interests were put first.

Still clear in our minds are the marathon meetings we had in each of the villages,
attended by all the stakeholders in the village.  They were so tiring, both physically and
mentally!

Having said all that, being intermediaries was not without problems. We were accused
of being provocateurs by several people in project management and village government.
And then there were various “dissatisfactions” that ultimately had to be put aside
because the complainants and the villagers agreed to do so. Originally, we had hoped
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that this process would produce a decision to redesign project implementation in the
villages. We also hoped that there would be investigation of the various issues. But we
realized this was a consultation process, and one which the villagers had agreed to.
Had we been the complainants, we would have withdrawn from the consultation process
and filed a request for a compliance review.

However, OSPF needs to take into consideration the following:

1. OSPF should have an understanding of local conditions, culture, practices, and methods
of communication.

2. OSPF should design ways of conveying to villagers, in easy to understand terms, the
purpose and goals of OSPF (to avoid misperceptions). Tools, materials and methods
need to be made available to optimize both the process and its results.

3. OSPF should design a less complex communication mechanism to allow for applications
for consultation to be made directly by villagers without intermediaries and in the
absence of adequate communication facilities.

4. Such a time consuming consultation process becomes tedious for the villagers and
invites the possibility of intimidation and other forms of coercion.

5. A financial contribution from OSPF could be given directly to the communities.

As small, non-profit organizations, we  had to seek funding for this unexpected activity,
in addition to conceptual and information support.We were very selective, and did not
accept all offers.

Villagers contributed energy and funds to eliciting support and organizing meetings at
the village level.

Overall, the consultation process was a remarkable learning experience for the villagers
and for us. We and the villagers saw, that OSPF tries to retain a neutral position and be
objective. OSPF followed procedures and the villagers were quite satisfied with the
agreements that were reached.”

           Erna Kasypiah,
Endang Sri Masliha,
and Zainuri Hasyim

Representatives of
NGO Intermediaries4

“We do not have any problem with the OSPF process as long as it is appropriate enough
and according to the conditions in the community. The degree/ magnitude of problems
raised in Banjar and Tanah Laut, in our opinion, could have been handled at the district
level. We’ve met many times with the NGOs, but there was no action followed. We
learned a lot from the process. It was considered useful and should be implemented by
the project in the future.”

Government of Indonesia

“The OSPF process based on a set of predetermined actions is in my views the right
approach to deal with complaints; while extensive consultations with stakeholders and

4 The three NGOs are Yayasan Duta Awam (YDA) Solo [www.dutaawam.org]; Yayasan Cakrawala Hijau Indonesia (YCHI)
Banjarbaru [www.cakrawalahijau.org]; and Yayasan Keislaman & Kemasyaraktan (LK3) Banjarmasin.
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complainants are required, would it be possible to shorten it by combining some
consultation steps, alternatively, a simplified process could be implemented for
straightforward/less complicated complaints.

In my views, the joint fact finding (JFF) should be undertaken much earlier in the
process; JFF should be one of the first steps to assess the well-founded nature of the
complaint. The consultation process should be implemented based on actual facts and
not (only) those reported by NGO/community representatives.

I would suggest a more proactive involvement of the Borrower in tackling and resolving
complaints from project beneficiaries; an ADB-financed project is first of all a government
project, the ownership is with the Government. Advising the Government to tackle the
issues with the assistance of a facilitator to be recruited by the Government would be
recommended; such an approach would be in my views more consistent with the
ownership principle.”

Jean-Marie Lacombe
Project Administration Unit Head, IRM

(participated in Joint Fact-Finding Activities
as infrastructure engineer for ADB)

“We appreciate that the facilitation process was able to localize the issues. Although
intensive consultation with multi stakeholders is required, I believe that the consultation
process could be simplified and shortened. The case was declared eligible for further
process in March 2005 and was closed in September 2005 (about 7 months).

We note that village communities are now aware of their rights. They have no doubt to
speak up regardless whether their opinions are correct or not. OSPF facilitator has
provided excellent mediation during negotiation. It was good also to see that the
complainants admitted some mistakes they made rather than the project faults only.
The negotiation process has delivered a win-win solution to both sides, the EA [executing
agency], as the owner of the Project, and the complainants as beneficiaries.”

H. S. Soewartono
Senior Project Implementation Officer

13



OUTREACH

5 2001. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to the Land Bank of the
Philippines in the Republic of the Philippines for the Mindanao Basic Urban Services Sector Project. Manila

BOX 3: Feedback from Participants

· “I got a good chance to think through the process and
issues.”

· “I learned about a way by which aggrieved sectors can
find redress for their grievances. This is rare!”

· “I understand better what is the delineation of roles for
each agency, if a complaint is filed.”

· “Good effort for project-affected people. Now we can help
the people in need.”

· “Such workshops should be held at district level.”
· “This exercise of informing people about redressing their

grievances should continue, and whenever ADB starts a
project such workshops should be held in the project
area and in the national language. Only then can
implementation of the accountability mechanism be a real
success.”

The basic principles of the communication strategy that continued to guide OSPF’s outreach
programs were cost-effectiveness, efficiency, and complementarity. OSPF used and improved
the various means of communications to reach out to its diverse audiences.

OSPF kept its website (www.adb.org/spf) updated at all times. By the end of December
2005, the site had recorded 18,444 visits with peak months from August to December
2005, averaging 1,855. However, aware that its clientele largely has no internet access, OSPF
relied more on sound bytes than on kilobytes.

OSPF provided information sessions ranging from 1-hour briefings to 1-day workshops. The
shorter briefings have been done recently using case studies rather than general orientations.
The 1-day workshops always used case studies for participants to define roles and responsibilities
in complaint management at the implementation level and if a complaint reached OSPF.
These 1-day workshops were most beneficial when participants represented a good balance
of executing and implementing agencies, civil society, and ADB project officers.

Reaching out to project-affected people, local communities, vulnerable groups, and minorities
in remote areas is a major challenge. OSPF has continued to improve its efforts to provide
better access to its services, and has developed an easy-to-copy, easy-to-use field guide. This

brochure was field-tested in collaboration with the Southeast
Asia Department in the Mindanao Basic Urban Services Sector
(MBUSS) water project.5 OSPF conducted it together with the
Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG), the
executing agency of the project, and a cooperation NGO. At
the same time, villagers, NGOs, and DILG learned about the
accountability mechanism and discussed incorporating a
complaint mechanism into their project work.

The field guide is translated as the need arises. Translations
into Urdu, Filipino and Bahasa Indonesia have been
completed.

OSPF conducted separate orientation sessions in Central Asia
with targeted stakeholders—NGOs, executing and
implementing agencies, and resident mission staff members.
A cross-section of advocacy and development-oriented NGOs,
NGOs that have cooperated with ADB, and new organizations
participated.
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BOX 4: Outreach Conducted in 2005

Type of Outreach No. of Participants

1-Day Workshops
· Philippines (2 workshops in Manila)  40
· Pakistan (4 workshops in provincial capitals) 114
· Cambodia (1 workshop in Phnom Penh)  34

2-Hour Orientation Sessions
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, and Azerbaijan 105
(11 orientation sessions)
Philippines—Testing of Field Guide in Mindanao 33
Briefing/Orientation Sessions for 86
ADB Staff and Government Officials
Total 412

OSPF continued its collaboration with ADB’s Human Resources Division in its orientation and
training seminars, where target audiences include staff members from the resident missions
as well as new recruits.

OSPF appreciated welcoming a number of visitors to its office, many from civil society, and
considers it an integral part of its responsibilities to be available for discussions, and to
respond to requests for information and advice on time and appropriately.

GENERIC SUPPORT
TO OPERATIONS DEPARTMENTS
OSPF is expected to provide generic support to the operations departments. We approached
this task with modesty and caution as operations departments have wide-ranging
experience with project processing and implementation, and plenty of feedback on lessons
learned from the Operations Evaluation Department, among others. As it might be
desirable to anticipate and preempt complaints rather than react to them, OSPF, with the
help of a consultant, carried out an institutional learning exercise through discussions
with a cross-section of ADB staff members, focusing primarily on complaint/inspection
experiences. The output was a checklist for identifying projects with potential for complaints
and a set of eight micro-articles describing good practices for dealing with such types of
projects. The results have been shared with the operations departments. OSPF expects to
add other articles from time to time.
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PHILIPPINES: Participants at the pretest of OSPF’s field guide
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QUETTA, PAKISTAN: Participants in a workshop

N
A

EE
M

 A
KH

TA
R 

O
R 

SH
EH

ZA
D

 A
H

M
ED

O
LG

A
 A

BD
RA

KH
M

A
N

O
V

A

ASTANA, KAZAKHSTAN: NGO participants in a two-hour
orientation

PHILIPPINES: A representative reporting on government’s
roles  once a complaint is filed with OSPF

CAMBODIA: NGO participants in a workshop
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BUDGETARY INFORMATION
OSPF used $195,928.03 in 2005, including $26,829.31 in fees of the international dispute
resolution expert engaged to mediate the STDP complaint carried over from 2004. In
processing the CERDP complaint, OSPF used $57,872.96, comprising $31,295.32 for
staff mission travel and $26,577.64 for consultants’ fees. To develop OSPF’s easy-to-use
field guide and its internal and external outreach activities, OSPF used $83,707.84. Of
this, $20,195.84 was used for staff mission travel and $63,512 for consultants.6 As part
of its mandate to provide generic advice to Operations Departments. OSPF engaged a
consultant at $21,440 to develop a checklist and a set of articles on good practices in
consultation with a cross-section of ADB staff members, focusing on complaints/inspection
experiences. For staff training, OSPF used $6,077.92.

6 Includes costs to develop and field-test the field guide in Misamis Oriental, Mindanao, combined with an orientation
workshop with executing and implementing agencies, NGOs, and community members from the project sites of the ADB-
assisted Mindanao Basic Urban Services Sector Project.
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OD = Operations Department, OSPF = Office of the Special Project Facilitator, OCRP = Office of the Compliance
Review Panel

7 days from receipt of
the complaint

21 days from receipt of
the complaint

49 days from receipt of
the complaint

7 days from receipt of
findings

14 days from the date of
notification

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

Step 1:
Filing of the Complaint

Step 2:
Registration and acknowledgement

of the complaint

Step 3:
Determination of eligibility

of the     complaint

Step 4:
Review and assessment

of the complaint

Two options

Step 5:
Decision by the complainant

to carry on with the
consultation process

Step 6:
Comments on findings

by the OD and the complainant
and recommendations by OSPF

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

Step 8:
Termination of

the consultation     process

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

THE CONSULTATION PROCESS
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