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I. BACKGROUND 

1. A request for compliance review (Appendix 1) was forwarded to the Compliance Review 
Panel (CRP) on 14 March 2016 for Asian Development Bank (ADB) Loan No. 3063: Sustainable 
Urban Transport Investment Program Tranche 3 (Project) in Georgia. In accordance with the 
Accountability Mechanism Policy and its operational procedures,1 the CRP initially assessed the 
complaint and determined that it fell within the mandate of the compliance review function. 
 
2. This report summarizes the CRP’s findings on its determination of the eligibility of the 
complaint for compliance review. 
 

II. THE PROJECT  

3. The Project is part of an overall investment program valued at $1.1 billion to be 
implemented from 2010-2020 which aims to improve the reach, quality, and continuity of urban 
transport in Georgia. To partially fund it, a multi-tranche financing facility (MFF) with a maximum 
financing amount of $300 million was approved by ADB in July 2010. Said MFF which is to be 
implemented from 2010 to 2018, is for the (i) extension, rehabilitation, and improvement of 
urban transport infrastructure in Anaklia, Batumi, Kutaisi, Poti, Rustavi, and Tbilisi; (ii) increased 
institutional effectiveness, including the reorganization and reforms at the Tbilisi municipality, 
other municipalities and urban transport service providers; and (iii) establishment of program 
management team with a capability and funds to handle project preparation, technical design, 
contract bidding, evaluation and award, contract supervision, progress monitoring and 
reporting. 2  Investments funded under the MFF will improve the transport system and 
infrastructure in urban areas. They include two subprojects: (i) section 2 (km 4.0-10.8) of the 
international standard Tbilisi-Rustavi Urban Road Link; and (ii) phase 2 of Anaklia Coastal 
Improvement.   
 
4. The Project is funded under Tranche 3 of the MFF, which was approved on 25 
November 2013. The total project cost is $118.2 million and ADB funds $73 million under this 
tranche. The borrower is the Government of Georgia and the Municipal Development Fund 
(MDF) of Georgia is the executing agency. The Project, which is implemented from ADB 
Headquarters by the Urban Development and Water Division of the Central and West Asia 
Department, is categorized as B for environmental impacts; A for involuntary resettlement 
impacts; C for indigenous peoples’ impacts. Construction work under the project has not yet, 
started. Procurement of the civil works contract is ongoing. Commencement of the works is not 
anticipated before August 2016. A draft initial environmental examination (IEE) for the Project 
was completed and posted on the ADB website in September 2013. This initial IEE was revised 
as vibration and noise impacts needed to be studied. A revised IEE was posted on the ADB 
website in December 2015. The construction of Section 2 of 6.8 km will involve acquisition of 
312 land plots with 29.5 hectares of land areas, demolition of 692 structures (82 residential 
structures, 90 industrial and commercial structures, and 520 minor structures). A total of 282 
households and 33 businesses will be affected. Per ADB Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS),3 a 
land acquisition and resettlement framework (LARF) was prepared prior to the approval of the 
MFF. Subsequently the land acquisition and resettlement plan (LARP) was prepared. It is 
presently under implementation. 

                                                 
1  ADB. 2012. Accountability Mechanism Policy. Manila and ADB. 2012. Operations Manual Section on Accountability 

Mechanism (OM Section L1: Bank Policies and Operational Procedures), issued on 24 May 2012. Manila. 
2  http://www.adb.org/projects/42414-013/main#project-pds. 
3  ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila. 
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5. The complaint refers to subproject 1: Tbilisi-Rustavi Urban Road Link (section 2) of the 
Project which involves the modernization of an existing and construction of a new road from 
Phonichala to Rustavi. When finished, the total road length for this Project will be 6.8 km, of 
which 3.8 km is new road construction along the Mktvari river. Once completed, it is expected 
that the road will be of international standard, Category I highway, with 4 to 6 lanes and with a 
general design that can accommodate vehicles with speed of 120km/h. In some areas, a 
reduction of speed is anticipated to mitigate noise impacts.  

 
III. THE COMPLAINT  

6. The complaint, which was received by the CRP on 14 March 2016, was filed by at least 
81 residents in the 12-33 Block, Rustavi Highway, Tbilisi, Georgia.4 The complainants live in a 9-
storey apartment building of about 90 apartments. The building is located in the immediate 
vicinity of the river where part of the highway will be constructed. The complainants argue that 
their building will only be 5 to 15 meters5 away from the highway and that they are concerned 
that they will be negatively affected by the (i) vibration during road construction and subsequent 
road operation which could further damage their already dilapidated residential building; and (ii) 
noise during construction and heavy traffic operation of the highway. A significant number of the 
inhabitants of the building have visual impairment or other disabilities, and are in poor financial 
status and thus are supported by social assistance. The building is located in a poor 
neighborhood where buildings were constructed in the mid-1960s to house – among others – 
people with visual impairment and other disabilities. The building of the complainants is in very 
poor condition as construction material is of poor quality and adequate maintenance work has 
not been performed over many years. The complainants are concerned that their building will be 
further damaged or could possibly even collapse as a result of vibrations during construction 
work and subsequent heavy traffic. In addition to the noise impacts, they are concerned about 
visual impairment and reduced light resulting from the planned construction of an 8-meter high 
noise barrier in front of their house. They argue that vibration and noise impacts could 
particularly impact the vision impaired people. During meetings with the CRP, the complainants 
stated that they had not received a copy of the revised IEE which includes the vibration and 
noise studies. They feel that they should have received at least a translated version of the 
findings of the noise and vibration study so that they could have presented views on the study. 
As the building of the complainants will not be directly traversed by the road or its right-of-way, 
people will not be resettled and thus they are not included in the LARP.  
 
7. From February to November 2015, the complainants have sent numerous letters and 
made representations in various local bodies that have jurisdiction over the Project to raise their 
concerns. They have also raised their concerns with ADB Georgia Resident Mission and with 
the concerned project team. Several meetings have been held between the complainants and 
the MDF. The ADB project team met with the complainants on 3, 10, and 17 November 2015 
and 5 February 2016. The efforts made by the complainants are to be considered as “good faith 
efforts” to address matters with the ADB concerned operations department, as is required under 
para. 142 (ii) of the Accountability Mechanism Policy. 
 

                                                 
4  The CRP has confirmed the identity of a number of complainants during its mission on 11 to 14 May 

2016. 
5  According to present technical plans presented by MDF to CRP, the edge of the road will be at least 19 

m away from the building where the complainants live.  
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IV. MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 

8. In its response to the CRP, ADB Management summarized actions taken to comply with 
the SPS (Appendix 2). The Management response states that (i) vibration impacts have been 
studied and that results of the study do not support the assertion of the complainants that 
vibrations will damage the building or impact their health; (ii) that noise impacts will be mitigated 
through the construction of a noise barrier and a reduction of speed limit to 80 km/h; (iii) that an 
urban boulevard will be built along the noise barrier to make life for the residents thereat more 
pleasant; (iv) that rigorous and extensive monitoring will be carried out during construction, as 
stipulated in the IEE; and (v) that ADB environmental and resettlement policies have been 
complied with. 
 

V. ELIGIBILITY 

9. According to para. 179 of the Accountability Mechanism Policy, the CRP determines the 
eligibility of a complaint as stated below. 
 

“Within 21 days of receiving the Management’s response, the CRP will determine the 
eligibility of the complaint. The CRP will review the complaint, Management’s response, 
and other relevant documents. To find a complaint eligible, the CRP must be satisfied 
that the complaint meets all the eligibility criteria, satisfies the scope, and does not fall 
within the exclusions (para. 142 and paras. 145-149). The CRP must be satisfied that (i) 
there is evidence of noncompliance; (iii) there is evidence that the noncompliance has 
caused, or is likely to cause, direct and material harm to project-affected people; and (iii) 
noncompliance is serious enough to warrant a compliance review.”  

 
10. The CRP reviewed the complaint; the Management’s response to CRP; and relevant 
documents. The CRP conducted a mission to Georgia from 11 to 14 May 2016 to assess 
whether there is any evidence of noncompliance with ADB operational policies and procedures 
and if it relates to likely harm. The eligibility mission was led by Arntraud Hartmann, CRP 
member. Josefina Miranda, Compliance Review Officer of OCRP, also participated in the 
mission.  
 
A. Exclusions 
 
11. The CRP examined the applicability of provisions on exclusion listed in paras. 142 and 
148 of the Accountability Mechanism Policy (Appendix 3) and found that those do not apply.  
 
B. Evidence of Noncompliance 
 
12. The CRP found that there is prima facie evidence of noncompliance with the SPS (OM 
Section F1), particularly on Safeguard Requirements 1: Environment and the Public 
Communications Policy (OM section L3). Both policies are subject to compliance review. As an 
in-depth assessment of noncompliance can only be conducted during the compliance review 
and not at the eligibility stage, all evidence referred to below should be considered prima facie 
evidence. The CRP emphasizes that the findings of fact made in this report are based on prima 
facie evidence and in no way will prejudice the fact finding that will be done by the CRP in a full 
compliance review, should the same be authorized by the Board. 
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 (i) Noncompliance with Noise Standards 
 
13. The CRP finds prima facie evidence that ADB prescribed maximum noise standards will 
not be complied with by the Project. With the present project design, complainants will be 
exposed to noise impacts of at least 65 dBA. The IEE presents the 65 dBA standard as the 
applicable Georgian standard. The maximum noise level for residential areas under Georgian 
legislation is 55 dBA during day time period (7am-11pm). But Georgian legislation allows for an 
increase to 65 dBA if four cumulative criteria apply. However, in the case of the building of the 
complainants, only two of the criteria are applicable. There is thus some question whether the 
65 dBA standard applied in the IEE is the appropriate Georgian standard or whether the lower 
55 dBA should have been chosen. A more comprehensive review would be required before the 
CRP could take a position as language issues make the meaning of the criteria somewhat 
unclear.6  
 
14.  The 65 dBA maximum noise level is higher than what SPS requires. Para. 33 of SPS 
Appendix 1 (Safeguard Requirements 1: Environment)  states: “During the design, construction, 
and operation of the project the borrower/client will apply pollution prevention and control 
technologies and practices consistent with international good practice, as reflected in 
internationally recognized standards such as the World Bank Group’s Environment, Health and 
Safety Guidelines.”7 The permissible noise standards laid out in these guidelines are 55 dBA for 
residential, institutional and educational areas during day time, and 45 dBA during night time. 
The brief project description which was an attachment to the environment categorization form 
for the project prepared by the project team and which was cleared by the ADB Chief 
Compliance Officer clearly states that “the 6.8-km section crosses a 2 km stretch in the 
residential and densely populated areas of Ponichala in Gardabani district. The selected 
alternative bypasses the residential area and 2.5 km of the alignment passes along the river 
Mtkvari.” The apartment building of the complainants is located in a residential area in the 
immediate vicinity of a large school of about 800 students and a community center. Thus, the 55 
dBA day time and 45 dBA night time standards apply. 
 
15. Para. 33 further states that “…When host country regulations differ from these levels and 
measures, the borrower/client will achieve whichever is more stringent. If less stringent levels or 
measures are appropriate in view of specific project circumstances, the borrower/client will 
provide full and detailed justification for any proposed alternatives that are consistent with the 
requirements presented in this document.” The IEE does not point out that ADB requires a lower 
maximum noise level than the 65 dBA applied. The IEE does not provide any justification why 
this higher noise standard, which deviates from the ADB standard, should be applied. There is 
thus noncompliance with para. 33 of SPS Appendix 1. The Management Response does not 
address this issue. 
 
16. The CRP assessed whether there could be a justification for a higher noise standard in 
this particular project than the one prescribed in para. 33 of SPS Appendix 1. The SPS does not 
provide any guidance on what could justify an exceptional application for less stringent national 

                                                 
6  Georgian legislation limits the noise standard to 55 dBA in residential areas for 7 am-11 pm and to 45 

dBA for 11 pm-7 am. However, if certain criteria are complied with, the noise standard can be increased 
to 65 dBA for 7 am-11pm and to 55 dBA for 11 pm-7 am. The criteria are: (i) if the noise is generated by 
transport (road or railway); (ii) if the building used by residents is a noise-protected construction; (iii) if 
the building is directly facing the regional roads or railway line; (iv) at distance of 2 m from the noise 
protection barrier. Only criteria (i) and (ii) are applicable to the building where the complainants live.  

7  World Bank Group, 2007.Environment, Health, and Safety General Guidelines, Washington, DC. 



  5 

standards. Per Appendix 6 of the SPS, the use of country safeguard systems is allowed. But 
this requires that an equivalence analysis of Georgian safeguard systems have been carried out 
on the country level and at the project level, and that the results of the acceptability assessment 
have been documented in the ADB’s report and recommendation of the President. This has not 
been done for this project and thus the provision for Strengthening and Use of Country 
Safeguard Systems to Address Environmental and Social Safeguard Issues in Appendix 6 of 
the SPS does not apply. 
 
17. The complainants live in an apartment building immediately adjacent to a river bank 
where ambient noise levels are low.8 The road construction and its operation will significantly 
increase the noise levels to the residents of the building. The IEE states, that without mitigation 
measures, but assuming that a reduced speed of 100 km/h will be enforced, noise levels will 
increase to on average of 75 dBA. With planned mitigation measures it will decrease to around 
65 dBA. This noise level is significantly higher than the maximum noise levels prescribed in the 
World Bank Group’s Environment, Health and Safety Guidelines. Increased noise level will 
impact the quality of life of people residing in the building. Impacts might be particularly serious 
on people who have visual impairment who are often very sensitive to noise. As the noise study 
in the IEE has not assessed the impact on those who have visual impairment and others who 
are disabled, it is difficult for the CRP to assess the impacts on these particularly vulnerable 
groups. (See para. 24 of this report.) The Project intends to mitigate the impacts of noise from 
75 dBA to roughly around 65 dBA by construction of a noise barrier of up to 8-meter high; a 
speed reduction on the highway to 80 km/h; and the use of special asphalt. However, the 8-
meter high noise barrier will reduce light penetration in the lower levels of the apartment building 
where some visually impaired people live. The IEE argues that a “citizen boulevard” will be 
created for the people living in buildings next to the noise barriers, and that this boulevard will 
be made pleasant through the planting of trees and establishment of community gardens. Given 
the proximity of the building of the complainants to the noise barrier, the possibilities for planting 
trees and creating gardens are minimal. But even with this noise barrier, the required ADB 
standard of 55 dBA is unlikely to be achieved. Additional mitigation measures would be required 
to bring the project into compliance if noncompliance is found. 
 
 (ii) Noncompliance with Environmental Categorization of the Project 
 
18. The Project has been classified as B for environmental impacts. Based on prima facie 
evidence available, the CRP is of the view, that the project should have been classified as A for 
environmental impacts. The road passes through densely populated areas and along a forest 
park. The highway section includes a new road to be constructed along the Mtkvari river 
wherein at least 3 sections have retaining walls which will be constructed into the river. The total 
length of retaining walls to be constructed in the river is estimated between 400 and 500 meters. 
The road will be supported by retaining walls between 3 to 12 meters high. Mtkvari river (also 
known as Kura river) is the biggest international river in South Caucasus which starts from 
Turkey, flows into Georgia, to Azerbaijan and then enters the Caspian Sea. The river was 
previously navigable and currently, local residents can still catch fish from it. However, after the 
Soviet Union built several dams and canals on the river, the current became much slower and 
the river shallower. The river is currently considered moderately polluted due to wastewater 
from industrial centers and sewage in Tbilisi and Rustavi areas. The construction of retaining 
walls into the river bed will likely narrow the river, possibly alter the flow of the water, and may 

                                                 
8  The IEE finds ambient noise levels above 55 dBA for buildings located near the road which is presently 

used for transit traffic from Tbilisi to Rustavi. But the building where the complainants live is not located 
at a road and thus has lower ambient noise levels. 
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also exacerbate its already polluted condition and have upstream environmental impacts. 
According to para. 6 of OM Section F1/OP a project is classified as Category A for 
environmental impacts if “it is likely to have significant adverse environmental impacts that are 
irreversible, diverse, or unprecedented.” Constructing a road into a river bed, even if it is only in 
a few selected sites, may well alter the hydro-dynamics of the course of the river. It may 
possibly result in erosion of the banks at the point of construction or at other points of the river, 
possibly affecting riparian lands and buildings and river sediment and sand budgets, especially 
during high water levels and floods. These are aspects that may well be exacerbated with 
climate change if rainfall changes in the watershed of the river. There could thus be likely 
significant adverse and diverse environmental impacts. In addition, the Project will need to cut 
68 trees from the Forest Park which are categorized as red data species under the Georgian 
legislation. They are 39 wych elms (Ulmus minor Mill) and 29 walnut tress (Juglans regia L). 
MDF intends to implement an eco-compensation program in line with Georgian legislation.   
 
19. As part of the categorization procedure in May 2013, the checklist for Roads and 
Highways was completed by the ADB project team and approved by the ADB Chief Compliance 
Officer. The categorization sheet does not explicitly indicate that the new highway will in several 
places be built into the river. However, reference in the categorization sheet is made to “river 
bank revetment” which has been identified as the only environmentally sensitive aspect that 
should be carefully analyzed in respect to erosion of non-protected sections of the river bank 
and channel stability. The categorization sheet does confirm that alterations of surface water 
hydrology of waterways crossed by roads will take place.  
 
20. Projects classified as A for environmental impacts require the preparation of an 
environmental impact assessment (EIA). As the Project was classified as category B for 
environmental impacts, no EIA was prepared. Under the Project, two versions of an IEE were 
prepared. A first version was completed in September 2013. A revised version, which includes 
vibration and noise studies, was issued in December 2015. The IEEs are very comprehensive 
and – in breadth and depth – would largely satisfy the requirements of an EIA for a category A 
project. The IEE however lacks an assessment of ecological impacts on the river resulting from 
constructing the road into the river. A limited assessment on biodiversity of the river as a result 
of changing the river flow and construction work in the river would have been required. The IEE 
does, however, include a hydrological assessment. The IEE also lacks an assessment of 
impacts on the vulnerable affected people. (See para. 24 of this report.) 
 
21. As the Project was classified as a category B project which is also in line with Georgia 
EIA legislation on such project, a draft EIA was not reviewed and cleared by the Chief 
Compliance Officer and posted on the ADB website 120 days prior to tranche approval as is 
required for category A projects. (See para.18, OM section F1/OP and para. 17, SPS Appendix 
1.) The draft IEE was completed and posted on the ADB website in September 2013. Tranche 3 
of the MFF was approved in November 2013. The MDF translated the draft IEE in Georgian and 
posted both, a Georgian and an English version on their website in September 2013. The 
revised version of the IEE was posted in December 2015 on the ADB website. The MDF posted 
the English version in December 2015 and the Georgian version of the revised IEE on 15 April 
2016 on their website.   
 
22. Per SPS, category A projects for environmental impacts require two consultations at 
least, one, at an early stage of EIA field work and one when the draft EIA report is available 
during project preparation and before project appraisal by ADB. (See para. 19, SPS Appendix 
1.) The Management response and IEE state that consultations have been held in 2013 on the 
draft IEE. The CRP has received contradictory information on the nature of the consultation and 
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CRP can at this stage not take a view whether these consultations have been carried out in 
accordance with ADB policies. The CRP also cannot assess at this stage what consultations 
have been carried out early in the project cycle. Complainants report on numerous interactions 
with the MDF and confirm that they have been briefed on the planned project in 2013 by MDF. 
They do, however, regret of not having received a copy of the noise and vibration report, which 
has been completed in March 2015 and has subsequently been incorporated into the final IEE. 
Complainants state that they had asked the MDF for a copy of the report. The MDF has invited 
the complainants for a consultation on 7 June 2016 on the EIA as required by the Georgian 
environment law. 
 

(iii) Noncompliance with Requirement to Assess whether Particular Individuals 
and Groups may be Differentially or Disproportionately Affected  

 
23. The CRP finds that there is evidence of noncompliance with para. 8, Appendix 1 of SPS 
states: 
 

“The environmental assessment will examine whether particular individuals and groups 
may be differentially or disproportionately affected by the project’s potential adverse 
environmental impacts because of their disadvantaged or vulnerable status, in particular, 
the poor, women and children, and Indigenous Peoples. Where such individuals or 
groups are identified, the environmental assessment will recommend targeted and 
differentiated measures so that adverse environmental impacts do not fall 
disproportionately on them.” 

 
24. The new road which will be constructed along the river will pass by a number of 
apartment buildings which have been constructed in the mid-1960s to house visually impaired 
and other handicapped people. While the population today is mixed, the groups of houses 
adjacent to the new road to be constructed along the river, still has a significant share of visually 
impaired people. In the complainants’ apartment building live eight blind or seriously visually 
impaired people, four other handicapped people, and 18 families who live on social assistance. 
The noise during road construction and operation might disproportionally impact the visually 
impaired people. The noise barrier which is planned to be constructed in front of their 
apartments might significantly reduce the light available and possibly could further reduce their 
vision. The particular impacts on the vulnerable people should have been assessed as part of 
the noise and vibration studies conducted as part of the IEE.  
 
C. Evidence that Noncompliance Causes Harm 
 
25. According to para.179, “The CRP must be satisfied that …. (ii) there is evidence that the 
noncompliance has caused, or is likely to cause, direct and material harm to project-affected 
people;...” 
 
26. The Project is designed to have noise levels significantly above ADB prescribed 
maximum levels. Noise above this level – over a protracted period of time – will cause harm to 
the people. This harm is expected to materialize as soon as construction work commences and 
will continue when the road becomes operational due to continuing vehicular traffic. The harm 
might be of particular significance to blind and other disabled people living in the building near 
the road. The harm is directly related to noncompliance with ADB prescribed standards (i.e., 
operational policies and procedures).  
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27. Additional harm might be identified when supplemental assessment on the biodiversity 
of the river is undertaken as required if the Project is classified as category A for environmental 
impacts resulting from construction of the retaining wall into the river. 
 
28. Complainants argue that their building and health might be damaged through the 
impacts of vibration. Vibration studies undertaken did not confirm likely impacts on either health 
or the building which are expected to be caused by construction and operation of the road. The 
CRP reviewed the process by which the consulting firm was selected and discussed the findings 
with the firm and at this point does not assume that vibrations will lead to harm. If this complaint 
will be further reviewed during investigation, the CRP will ask a qualified expert to review the 
methodology and inputs to the vibration studies to assure that the study has been conducted in 
accordance with good professional standards. Moreover, the vibration study makes 
assumptions about the equipment used during construction and distances between the building 
and the road. If equipment will be used which creates stronger vibrations than assumed in the 
vibration study and if the distance between the road and the building will be narrowed, then 
vibration impacts could increase and could cause harm. Given the poor condition of the building 
of the complainants, the impacts of vibrations will need to be carefully monitored and if 
necessary mitigation actions will need to be taken to assure that road construction and 
operation will not cause further damage to the building and to the health of its inhabitants.   
 

VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

29. The CRP reiterates that the complaint is not among the exclusions stated in paras. 142 
and 148 of the Accountability Mechanism Policy. As discussed above, the CRP finds prima facie 
evidence of noncompliance with ADB’s operational policies and procedures and prima facie 
evidence that this noncompliance will likely harm the complainants when the road construction 
and operation start.  
 
30. Pursuant to paragraph 179 of the Accountability Mechanism Policy, the CRP deems the 
complaint eligible. As such, the CRP recommends that the Board authorize a compliance review 
of this Project. 
 
 
 
/S/Dingding Tang 
Chair, Compliance Review Panel 
 
/S/Lalanath de Silva 
Part-time Member, Compliance Review Panel  
 
/S/Arntraud Hartmann 
Part-time Member, Compliance Review Panel 
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ASSESSMENT ON EXCLUSION OF COMPLAINT 
(per paragraphs 148 and 148 of the ADB Accountability Mechanism Policy) 

 

Exclusion Complaint 
excluded? 

Exclusion per para. 142: Complaints are excluded if they are 
 

(i) about actions that are not related to ADB’s action or omission in the course of 
formulating, processing, or implementing ADB-assisted projects; 
 

No  

(ii) about matters that complainants have not made good faith efforts to address with the 
operations department concerned; 
 

No 

(iii) about matters already considered by the SPF, unless the complainants have new 
evidence previously not available to them and unless the subsequent complaint can be 
readily consolidated with the earlier complaint; 
 

Not 
applicable 

(iv) about an ADB-assisted project for which 2 or more years have passed since the loan 
or grant closing date; 
 

No 

(v) frivolous, malicious, trivial, or generated to gain competitive advantage; 
 

No 

(vi) about decisions made by ADB, the borrower or executing agency, or the private 
sector client on the procurement of goods and services, including consulting services; 
 

No 

(vii) about allegations of fraud or corruption in ADB-assisted projects or by ADB staff; 
(viii) about the adequacy or suitability of ADB’s existing policies and procedures; 
 

No 

(ix) within the jurisdiction of ADB’s Appeals Committee or ADB’s Administrative Tribunal, 
or relate to ADB personnel matters; and/or 
 

No 

(x) about ADB’s non-operational housekeeping matters, such as finance and 
administration. 
 

No 

Additional exclusion for compliance review per para. 148:  
 
(i) complaints relating to actions that are the responsibility of other parties, such as a 
borrower, executing agency, or potential borrower, unless the conduct of these other 
parties is directly relevant to an assessment of ADB’s compliance with its operational 
policies and procedures; 
 

No  

(ii) complaints that do not involve ADB’s noncompliance with its operational policies and 
procedures; 
 

No  

(iii) complaints being dealt with by the SPF up to the completion of step 3 under the 
problem solving function (paras. 164–173); 
 

No 

(iv) complaints relating to the laws, policies, and regulations of the DMC government 
concerned unless they directly relate to ADB’s compliance with its operational policies 
and procedures; and/or 
 

No 

(v) complaints about matters already considered by the CRP, unless the complainants 
have new evidence previously not available to them and unless the subsequent 
complaint can be readily consolidated with the earlier complaint. 

No 




