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I. INTRODUCTION 

The receipt of a complaint from three project affected persons, who asked to keep their1.
identities confidential, triggered a compliance review of the Integrated Citarum Water Resources 
Management Investment Program (ICWRMIP) in Indonesia (Loans 2500 and 2501, the Project). 
The request for compliance review was filed by Hamong Santono of the nongovernmental 
organization, People’s Alliance for Citarum (Aliansi Rakyat untuk Citarum-ARUM) on behalf of 
the three affected persons in January 2012. 

The CRP conducted a compliance review in accordance with the processes laid out in2.
the Accountability Mechanism Policy (2003) and issued its final report in February 2013.1 On 12 
March 2013, the Board of Directors (Board) of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved 
the recommendations in the CRP’s Final Report. Subsequently, a Management remedial action 
plan (MRAP) was submitted by Management to the Board for its information on 29 August 2013. 
The MRAP details the measures for the implementation of the CRP recommendations.  

Following the provisions of the Operations Manual (OM) section L1 on the Accountability3.
Mechanism,2 the CRP submitted the draft of this monitoring report to the Board Compliance 
Review Committee (BCRC) for review prior to its submission to the Board. This monitoring 
report is based on a review by the CRP of Management’s semi-annual reports on the 
implementation of the action plan as of 31 July 2015 and other relevant documents submitted to 
the CRP by the Southeast Asia Department (SERD); and meetings with concerned ADB staff 
and consultants at the Indonesia Resident Mission on 1 to 2 October 2015.  

The ICWRMIP project was designed as a multitranche financing facility (MFF) in which4.
investments were to be conducted under four tranches. Phase 1 of the MFF is presently under 
implementation. The CRP has been informed through SERD’s last quarterly monitoring report 
that the Government of Indonesia (GOI) has decided not to proceed with the Periodic Financing 
Request 2 (PFR2) as the proposed investments do not meet readiness criteria. 
Recommendations 1 and 2 of the MRAP refer to PFR2 which will now no longer be 
implemented. As investments will not be undertaken with ADB funding, recommendations 1 and 
2 of the MRAP cannot be fully implemented. This monitoring report is the final monitoring report 
of the CRP for the ICWRMIP, assuming that ADB will not resume financing of PFR2. 

This monitoring report has the concurrence of all three members of the CRP. It covers5.
the following: 

(i) a short description of the Project; 
(ii) the results of the CRP’s compliance review and the CRP’s recommendations;  
(iii) the Management’s remedial action plan to comply with the CRP’s Board-

approved recommendations; 
(iv) the findings of the CRP; 
(v) the CRP’s conclusions of Management’s compliance with the Board-approved 

recommendations; and  
(vi) the CRP’s conclusion and lessons learnt from the implementation of the remedial 

action plan. 

1  Asian Development Bank (ADB). 2013. Compliance Review Panel (CRP), Final Report on Compliance Review 
Panel Request No. 2012/1 on the Integrated Citarum Water Resources Management Investment Program Project 1 
in the Republic of Indonesia (ADB Loans 2500 (SF)-INO and 2501 (SF)-INO). 

2  ADB. 2008. Operations Manual Section L1/Operational Procedures. Manila. para.70.  
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The ICWRMIP was designed to support a range of interventions across the water sector6.
to introduce integrated water resources management in the Citarum River Basin. An MFF was 
approved by the Board to finance these investments in December 2008. The program was 
expected to consist of four phases of investments to be implemented over a period of more than 
15 years. Only the first phase of investments has been implemented. The first phase was 
estimated to cost $103.4 million. Of this amount, ADB provided financing of $20 million from its 
ordinary capital resources (Loan 2500) and $30 million from the Special Funds resources (Loan 
2501). Additionally, ADB arranged grant financing of $3.75 million (Grant 0216) from the Global 
Environment Facility in May 2008. ADB Loans 2500 and 2501 were approved in December 
2008; became effective in June 2009; and are scheduled to be closed in May 2016. The main 
component of the first phase was the rehabilitation of a 54.2 kilometer stretch of the West 
Tarum Canal to improve the flow and quality of water from this main source of surface water 
supply to Indonesia’s capital city, Jakarta. The construction works along the canal caused 
involuntary resettlement impacts to 1,084 households thereby making the project category A for 
involuntary resettlement which required a full resettlement plan before project approval.  

For the second phase of the investment program, to be funded by PFR2, several studies7.
were under preparation and have been partly completed. A bulk water supply (BWS) options 
study has been completed and detailed design work was under preparation, based on which the 
corridor of impact was to be chosen. Four bulk water supply options have been selected for 
potential investments under PFR2 which included the Cikalong, Dago Tanggulan, Cileunca, and 
Saguling pumping. The Cikalong component was most advanced and a corridor of impact has 
been determined. A draft resettlement plan has been prepared for the Cikalong corridor of 
impact. Preparation activities have been carried out with ADB financing under its project 
preparatory technical assistance facility (PPTA).3 

SERD has informed the CRP through its monitoring report that GOI has decided not to8.
proceed with the ICWRMIP PFR-2 request due to technical considerations. Two of the four 
BWS options which had been selected under the PPTA for potential financing under PFR2, 
have been dropped. In addition, the detailed engineering design studies for two other BWS 
options have been delayed. Moreover, GOI indicated that it might want to consider other BWS 
options that were not part of the PPTA scope for potential investments. For these reasons, GOI 
has decided that the Project does not meet readiness criteria for investment for external 
financing. 

Management informed the CRP in its semi-annual monitoring report submitted to CRP9.
on 21 August 2015 that updating of the land acquisition and resettlement framework for the MFF 
and the preparation of the land acquisition and resettlement plan for the Cikalong BWS site 
have been stopped. As investment financing will be stopped, no other resettlement plans will be 
prepared. For the moment, all preparatory activities for PFR2 have been discontinued.  

III. COMPLIANCE REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The compliance review assessed ADB’s compliance with its policies on Involuntary10.
Resettlement (2006); Public Communications (2005); Incorporation of Social Dimensions into 

3  Technical Assistance 7871-INO: Integrated Citarum Water Resources Management Investment Program Periodic 
Financing Request 2. 
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ADB Operations (2007); Loan Covenants (2003); and Processing of Loan Proposals (2003) and 
concluded the following: 

(i) “ADB’s assessment of the complexity of the legal and institutional framework and 
consequential risks [of the Project] could have been more comprehensive and 
timely. ADB could have engaged more effectively with government and 
consultants from the early stages of project preparation, to ensure clear 
institutional roles and responsibilities, effective coordination mechanisms, and 
commitment to compliance with ADB policies at all levels of government. 

(ii) Before Board consideration, ADB approved a resettlement plan that only 
addressed some of the differences between local government regulations and 
ADB policy on compensation entitlements and did not ensure a firm commitment 
to the cash compensation mechanism in Bekasi district. The resettlement plan 
could have provided stronger assurances that the provisions of ADB’s 
resettlement policy would be complied with.  

(iii) The ADB-approved 2008 resettlement plan did not ensure adequate 
compensation for lost assets at replacement cost and appropriate livelihood 
restoration measures to prevent impoverishment. It did not include a thorough 
analysis of viable alternatives that would be compliant with ADB policy and with 
national and local legislation. 

(iv) ADB did not assign the necessary staff resources to support the preparation of 
the resettlement plan and to ensure the continuity of the dialogue with 
government. 

(v) After project approval, in the face of the significant resettlement issues that had 
surfaced before Board approval, ADB could have done more to provide the 
necessary follow-up with government, to ensure that the preparation of the 
updated resettlement plan was synchronized with the engineering design. 
Further, ADB could have facilitated better on-site monitoring of resettlement 
issues.  

(vi) ADB did not ensure that the affected households received timely, meaningful, 
and regular information throughout project preparation and were given 
opportunities for consultation and feedback.”4 

The Board-approved CRP recommendations were as follows:11.

(i) “ADB should ensure that due diligence and dialogue with government and other 
stakeholders are conducted early in the development of resettlement plans for 
future tranches of the MFF. ADB should also ensure that the design of 
resettlement plans for future tranches of the MFF is based on firm commitments, 
clear and effective institutional coordination mechanisms, and timely and 
transparent information and communication. 

(ii) The resettlement framework (which provides guidance for the resettlement plans 
for future tranches of the MFF), should be rewritten. The revised framework 

4  Footnote 1, p.iv. 
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should ensure that, besides the institutional arrangements, the analysis of 
alternatives for resettlement, compensation at replacement cost, livelihood 
restoration, and information, communication and grievance redress receive 
priority. The revised resettlement framework must (a) focus on preventing the 
impoverishment of project-affected persons and provide such persons, especially 
the most vulnerable, with opportunities to improve their livelihood; (b) be 
developed with ample consultation and participation of affected people; and (c) 
include specific monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to ensure the 
accountability of all parties involved. 

(iii) ADB should assign the necessary staff resources to address resettlement issues 
early in the project cycle and continuously to provide support to the government 
as needed and to ensure the implementation of resettlement plans consistent 
with the time frame of construction work.”5 

The complainants were evicted from the project area and argued that they suffered harm12.
as they had not been adequately compensated. While the recommendations do not address 
these claims, the compliance review report carefully examined the complaint, agreed that harm 
had been done to the complainants and found that harm resulted from noncompliance with 
ADB’s operational policies and procedures. The CRP, in its report, stated that the evicted 
people needed to be compensated. The CRP concluded that the compensations defined in the 
resettlement plan issued in 2008 fell short of the requirement under ADB’s Involuntary 
Resettlement Policy, which required that compensation for lost assets be at replacement cost so 
that the economic and social conditions of affected households would at least be restored to 
their pre-project level. The GOI subsequently prepared an updated resettlement plan which was 
issued in 2013. The report of the CRP noted that ADB and GOI had agreed that the evicted 
households would remain eligible for compensation under the updated resettlement plan.6 The 
report further noted that there was an understanding with GOI that complainants would receive 
compensation in line with the compensation package defined in the updated resettlement plan. 
The ADB Indonesia Resident Mission (IRM) informed the CRP that compensation payment as 
per the updated resettlement plan (RP) was started in 2013 and completed in 2014 except for 
an additional group of affected households who were declared eligible in 2015 for whom 
compensation payments are expected to be completed by 2015. 

The CRP, during its interviews with the IRM staff and consultants, in October 2015 could13.
not verify whether the complainants have been compensated. IRM staff has not been in contact 
with the complainants, whose identities have been kept confidential. The NGO representing the 
complainants had not been in contact with IRM regarding the complainants’ compensation and 
did not seem to further actively pursue their mandate as representatives of the complainants 
after the compliance review report was issued. Based on information received by the CRP, two 
of the complainants had already moved during the compliance review process and were difficult 
to locate. Thus, IRM staff could not verify whether payments had been made to the 
complainants. The CRP received from IRM staff detailed documentation about payment 
procedures and processes. The CRP can verify that due diligence was exercised in assuring 
that compensation payments and procedures under the updated RP were publicly announced at 
several occasions and through several information channels so that all affected parties could 
step forward and collect their additional compensation provided for under the updated RP. The 

5  Footnote 1, p.v. 
6  Footnote 1, page iii. 
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CRP thus assumes that under this compensation process, the complainants were informed 
about the additional compensation payments and that they thus could collect these payments.   
 

IV. RESULTS OF THE MONITORING OF THE ACTION PLAN 

 The succeeding paragraphs detail the status of compliance with the MRAP. Each CRP 14.
recommendation is mentioned first, together with the related actions proposed in the MRAP, 
followed by the CRP’s findings and conclusions during its monitoring. 
 
A. CRP Recommendation 1  

 

 CRP findings regarding compliance with recommendation 1. The recommendation 15.
intended to assure that future RPs will be consistent with ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement 
(SPS); that adequate consultations are being held early on; institutional responsibilities clarified; 
and that commitment to the agreed resettlement programs be obtained from all agencies 
involved. The recommendation also intended to assure that the institutional and legal 
frameworks be clarified to avoid that conflicting laws and administrative processes and unclear 
institutional roles prevent the preparation of RPs which subsequently could not be effectively 
implemented. Much has been achieved in implementing the measures of recommendation 1. 
Supported by several technical assistance programs from ADB, there has been an active 
program of institutional capacity building and consultation. For several of the key institutions, an 
institutional analysis has been carried out and institution building measures supported. A 
stakeholder analysis and consultation plan has been prepared. The CRP has been informed, 
that dialogues with public institutions have been carried out and that clarification of their 
respective roles in resettlement processes were given adequate attention. 
 

CRP Recommendation 1: ADB should ensure that due diligence and dialogue with 
government and other stakeholders are conducted early in the development of resettlement 
plans for future tranches of the MFF. ADB should also ensure that the design of 
resettlement plans for future tranches of the MFF is based on firm commitments, clear and 
effective institutional coordination mechanisms, and timely and transparent information and 
communication. 
 
Management Remedial Action Plan: (i) regular discussions and meetings on social 
safeguards are conducted by ADB and the PPTA [project preparatory technical assistance] 
team with the executing and implementing agencies, local government and other 
stakeholders relevant to subsequent PFRs; (ii) social safeguard considerations are part of 
selection criteria for investment locations for future tranches of the MFF; (ii) future RPs will 
be consistent with SPS [Safeguard Policy Statement] 2009; (iii) timely concurrence on RPs 
will be sought from executing and implementing agencies, local government and other 
relevant stakeholders; (iii) preparation of a gap analysis comparing the Indonesian Land 
Acquisition Law 2/2012 and its implementing regulations with SPS 2009 to define 
entitlements; (iv) the RP for PFR2 implementation arrangements define institutional 
responsibilities, staff and resource requirements, and inter-institutional coordination 
mechanisms; (v) capacity building for RP implementation agencies needs to be supported; 
(vi) stakeholder analysis and consultation plans need to be prepared, adequate and timely 
consultations need to be conducted and inputs from stakeholder consultations need to be 
reflected in draft RPs. 



6 

 

 A gap analysis has been completed which compares Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 16.
2/2012 and its implementation regulations with SPS requirements. The Indonesian Land 
Acquisition Law 2/2012 intends harmonization with the SPS. The gap analysis states that there 
are still some gaps between the new Land Acquisition Law and SPS. These gaps are to be 
bridged by provisions from other relevant laws. The main gaps are the compensation principle 
for affected buildings/structures without depreciation, provision of livelihood recovery programs 
for severely affected people and vulnerable group to ensure that their lives will not be worse off 
due to the project, and the relocation assistance for physically displaced residents as well as 
transition allowances. The gap analysis identifies these inconsistencies and makes proposals 
on how they can be bridged. The gap analysis was completed in 2014 and has since been 
reproduced in various documents, such as the draft resettlement principles for the water sector, 
the draft resettlement framework (RF) for ICWRMIP, and the one draft RP which has been 
prepared. IRM informed the CRP that the gap analysis has been updated in 2015 as part of the 
safeguards country system review. However, this revised gap analysis has not been made 
available to the CRP and has not been reflected in the draft RF and draft RP, which have been 
presented to the CRP. 
  

 An important pending issue is the question of applicability of Indonesian Land 17.
Acquisition Law 2/2012 to resettlement from land where there is no ownership change. Based 
on the write up presented in the documents (draft RF for the water sector, draft RF for 
ICWRMIP, draft RP), the Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 would only be applicable, if 
resettlement takes place on land which is acquired from a new owner but not for resettlement  
from land where there has been no landownership change. For these “land clearance” cases - 
so it is argued - the set of laws and procedures in place prior to the adoption of the Indonesian 
Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 would still need to be applied. The CRP has its doubts whether 
this narrow application of Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 is correct. It is a very 
restrictive interpretation of the Land Acquisition Law 2/2012.  But it is not the role of the CRP to 
take a position on the interpretation of Indonesian law. However, the CRP urges clarification on 
the question of application of the Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012. 
 

 Should the narrow application of the Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 prevail, 18.
then a legal gap analysis for consistency of Indonesian laws with SPS should not only review 
Land Acquisition Law 2/2012. The gap analysis undertaken as part of the MRAP has taken such 
a singular focus. Instead, a legal gap analysis would need to review consistency with SPS for 
the complete set of Indonesian laws applicable to resettlement programs. This is particularly 
important as many infrastructure programs with resettlement programs take place on public 
land, where there is no ownership change, for which – so the draft RF and draft RP argue – 
supposedly Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 does not apply. Resolution of the question on 
applicability of Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 is important even if ADB does not 
provide financing for PFR2. There may well be other investment projects funded by ADB with 
resettlement components for which RFs/RPs need to be prepared and which will need to be 
consistent with SPS. 
 

 As to resettlement plans, only the draft RP for the Cikalong Balancing Reservoir was 19.
completed. No other RP has been prepared as other investment sites have been cancelled and 
the GOI has withdrawn its PFR2. The draft RP which has been prepared demonstrates efforts to 
align the draft RP with SPS. The draft lays out the institutions which would implement the plan. 
In accordance with the gap analysis, differences between the GOI and ADB legal frameworks 
have been presented and where inconsistencies exist, proposals are presented on how to 
reconcile those. A key pending issue is the applicability of Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 
2/2012 to resettlement on land if there is no ownership change (see paras. 17 and 18). The draft 
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RP presents a stakeholder consultation plan, lists consultations conducted between 2013 and 
February 2015 and provides a summary record of a stakeholder consultation conducted with 
affected households in February 2015. Per SERD’s monitoring report to the CRP of 31 July 
2015, the finalization of the RP for Cikalong BWS and the preparation of the RP for Dago 
Tanggulan have been stopped. As the RP appears to be a well prepared document, the CRP 
hopes that reference will be made to these documents should investments be undertaken in the 
future. 
 

 CRP conclusions regarding compliance with recommendation 1. The CRP finds 20.
that ADB has partially complied with recommendation 1. Full compliance will not be possible as 
the program will not be continued. 
 
B. CRP Recommendation 2 

 
 Significant progress has been made in implementing the measures for recommendation 21.

2. A draft RF has been completed. This resettlement framework is based on an umbrella 
resettlement framework for the water sector. The draft RF appears comprehensive, with 
clarification of institutional responsibilities. The compensation entitlements in case of 
resettlement have been spelled out in detail and appear largely consistent with SPS. A key 
pending issue is the applicability of Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 to resettlement 
from land where there is no ownership change (see paras. 17 and 18). If the Indonesian Land 

CRP Recommendation 2: The resettlement framework (which provides guidance for the 
resettlement plans for future tranches of the MFF) should be rewritten. The revised 
framework should ensure that, besides the institutional arrangements, the analysis of 
alternatives for resettlement, compensation at replacement cost, livelihood restoration, and 
information, communication and grievance redress receive priority. The revised resettlement 
framework must (a) focus on preventing the impoverishment of project-affected persons and 
provide such persons, especially the most vulnerable, with opportunities to improve their 
livelihood; (b) be developed with ample consultation and participation of affected people; 
and (c) include specific monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to ensure the accountability 
of all parties involved.  

Management Remedial Action Plan: The resettlement framework needs to be updated. 
This resettlement framework is based on the Indonesian Law of Land Acquisition (Law 
2/2012). The revised resettlement framework will: (i) further clarify institutional responsibility 
for implementation and provide guidance on how to conduct capacity assessments of 
implementing and executing agencies, local governments and other stakeholders tasked 
with the implementation of resettlement activities; (ii) focus on measures which will prevent 
project affected people from falling into poverty; (iii) particularly focus on measures for the 
most vulnerable which requires livelihood restoration programs. Specific livelihood 
restoration programs will be designed under the respective RPs for PFR2; (iv) be consistent 
with the ADB Safeguard Policy Statement 2009; (v) be prepared with ample consultation of 
stakeholders. For this purpose a stakeholder analysis and stakeholder consultation plan will 
be prepared, consultations will take place and results of the consultations will be 
incorporated into the revised resettlement framework; (vi) include monitoring and evaluation 
measures, including monitoring indicators, guidance on internal and external monitoring 
procedures, [terms of reference] TORs for the recruitment of an external monitoring agency. 
External monitoring will also take place for the respective RPs.  
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Acquisition Law 2/2012 is only applicable to land where there is ownership change, 
consistencies of relevant laws with SPS other than Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 would need to 
be reviewed. The draft RF, as it presently stands, would thus be incomplete. The draft RF also 
provides for monitoring through an external monitor and provides for monitoring indicators. The 
RF for the water sector has been reviewed by agencies involved in resettlement programs 
during several consultations. This consultation process should have been useful for ownership 
creation and commitment to the RF. Based on SERD’s monitoring report to CRP of 31 July 
2015, the consultations for the RF have been stopped as the MFF will not be continued. The 
CRP notes the extensive technical assistance provided by ADB in the preparation of the 
resettlement framework for the water sector and the draft RF for ICWRMIP. It is regrettable, that 
due to discontinuation of the PFR2 financing, the draft RF will not be applied. The CRP hopes 
that the valuable consultation work conducted as part of the preparation of the RF will be useful 
for future resettlement programs in the water sector, even if the specific investments planned 
under ICWRMIP will not be implemented. 
 

 CRP findings regarding compliance with recommendation 2. The CRP finds that 22.
ADB has partially complied with recommendation 2. Full compliance will not be possible as the 
program will not be continued. 
 
C. CRP Recommendation 3 

 

 CRP conclusions regarding compliance with recommendation 3. The CRP finds 23.
that ADB is in full compliance with this recommendation as stated in the CRP’s monitoring 
report dated 24 April 2015. 
 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

 Of the three recommendations in the CRP compliance review final report, there is partial 24.
compliance with recommendations 1 and 2 and full compliance with recommendation 3.   
 

 As the investment activities planned under PFR2 will not be funded by ADB, 25.
Management informed the CRP that there will be no further activities by ADB relating to this 
project. Thus, the CRP will discontinue its monitoring.  
 

CRP Recommendation 3: ADB should assign the necessary staff resources to address 
resettlement issues early in the project cycle and continuously to provide support to the 
government as needed and to ensure the implementation of resettlement plans consistent 
with the time frame of construction work. 
 
Management Remedial Action Plan: (i) inclusion of national and international resettlement 
specialists in the PPTA consultant team; (ii) ADB staff includes a senior social development 
specialist (safeguards), an associate safeguard officer (resettlement) from [Environment, 
Natural Resources and Agriculture Division, SERD] SEER and a resettlement specialist 
from IRM; (iii) staffing levels are maintained throughout preparation and implementation of 
resettlement activities related to MFF; (iv) training sessions on SPS conducted in 2013; (v) 
recommendations for the structure, procedures, staffing, TORs for the establishment of a 
social safeguard unit in DGWR to be provided through RETA 7566; (vi) training of 
government staff on ADB social safeguards and Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 
conducted through RETA 7566. 
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 In spite of the incomplete implementation of the recommendations, the CRP finds that 26.
the Project has made significant contributions to reforms in Indonesian land acquisition and 
resettlement policies. The preparation of the umbrella RF for the water sector and the draft RF 
for the ICWRMIP was based on extensive consultations with concerned agencies. That 
consultation process demonstrated a culture of participation which is considered essential for 
effective resettlement programs and consistent with the provisions of SPS. As part of the 
measures spelled out under recommendations 1 and 2, important institution building measures 
have been undertaken. It is noteworthy that these efforts have been very actively supported by 
ADB with various technical assistance programs. The preparation of draft RFs and the 
completion of a draft RP, carefully laid out the compensation measures and the legal basis on 
which they are to be provided. It is regrettable, that the question about the applicability of 
Indonesian Land Acquisition Law 2/2012 (see paras. 17 and 18) remains unresolved.  
 

 The CRP regrets that much of the valuable work performed in the preparation of the 27.
draft RF and the draft RP might not be used as the investment program, at the moment, has 
been discontinued. The CRP hopes that - should the investment program be financed in the 
future, either by GOI or other external funders - the work performed will be a reference to use. 
 

VI. LESSONS LEARNED 
 

 The CRP’s recommendations in its final report of February 2013 and the MRAP 28.
submitted to the Board in August 2013, only lay out measures for future tranches of the MFF. 
With these recommendations, systemic changes were intended to be achieved and it was to be 
assured that future investments under the project would be consistent with ADB’s operational 
policies and procedures. However, the primary task of a compliance review process and the 
MRAP is to rectify harm incurred by an ADB-assisted project to the complainant and to bring the 
project back into compliance. While measures laid out in an MRAP can achieve also systemic 
changes, this systemic focus should not substitute for addressing the specific complaint 
assessed in the compliance review report.  
 

 Significant institutional capacity strengthening and clarification of processes have been 29.
achieved under this program through a comprehensive technical assistance program supported 
by ADB. The very active support through ADB-funded technical assistance for the 
implementation of measures agreed under the MRAP constitutes good practice. The ADB 
compliance review assesses and monitors ADB’s compliance with its operational policies and 
procedures. It is thus good practice for ADB to actively use its technical assistance facilities to 
assist concerned agencies to bring a project back to compliance in line with the measures laid 
out in the MRAP. Implementation of measures under the MRAP of this Project have benefitted 
from this technical assistance support.   
 
 
/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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LIST OF PERSONS MET/INTERVIEWED DURING THE MONITORING MISSION 
 
 
Southeast Asia Department, Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
 
1. Jiangfeng Zhang, Director, Environment, Natural Resources and Agriculture Division, 

Southeast Asia Department (SEER) 
2. Steven Tabor, Country Director, Indonesia Resident Mission (IRM) 
3. Syarifah Aman-Wooster, Principal Social Development Specialist (Safeguards), SEER 
4. Renadi Budiman, Senior Finance Specialist and Head, Project Administration Unit, IRM 
5. Eric Quincieu, Water Resources Specialist, SEER 
6. Helena Lawira, Project Officer (Water Sector), IRM 
7. Naning Mardiniah, Safeguards Officer (Resettlement), IRM 
 
Project Consultant  
 
1. Jeffry Anwar  
2.  Sri Mulyasari 
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MANAGEMENT’S ACTION PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF 
THE COMPLIANCE REVIEW PANEL 
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