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I. BACKGROUND 

1. A request for compliance review (complaint) was forwarded by the Complaint Receiving 
Officer of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) Accountability Mechanism to the Compliance 
Review Panel (CRP) on 6 January 2021 in respect of ADB Loan No. 3803: North–South Corridor 
(Kvesheti–Kobi) Road Project (project) in Georgia.1 
 
2. In accordance with paragraph 178 of the Accountability Mechanism Policy (AMP) and 
Operations Manual section L1,t

2 the CRP carried out an initial assessment of the complaint and 
concluded that it fell within the mandate of the compliance review function. 
 
3. Following its initial assessment, the CRP proceeded to assess the eligibility of the 
complaint in accordance with paragraphs 179 and 180 of the AMP. Accordingly, this report 
summarizes the analysis and findings of the CRP on the eligibility of the complaint for compliance 
review in accordance with the AMP. 
 

II. THE PROJECT  

4. The complaint relates to the construction of a portion of the North–South Corridor which 
connects Tbilisi to the Mtskheta–Mtianeti region in the north and to the Kvemo Kartli region in the 
south. Specifically, this project includes (i) the construction of a road which has about 23 km of 
climate-resilient bypass road between Kvesheti and Kobi, and about 5 km of climate-resilient all-
weather access roads to roadside towns and villages; (ii) the establishment of a Khada Valley 
visitor center; and (iii) capacity-building of the Roads Department of Georgia on project and 
contract management. The total project cost is $558,600 million with $415 million from ADB; $60 
million from the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD); and $83,600 as 
government counterpart funding]. The loan was approved by the ADB Board of Directors on 01 
August 2019. It was later signed on 27 August 2019 with a planned project closing date of 31 
December 2026. The borrower is the Ministry of Finance of Georgia; with the Ministry of Regional 
Development and Infrastructure (MRDI) as project executing agency and the Roads Department 
as implementing agency. The Transport and Communications Division (CWTC) of the Central 
and West Asia Department (CWRD) is responsible for the project at ADB Headquarters. 
 
5. The planned road is a greenfield project that passes through difficult mountainous terrain 
in the Khada Valley. Prior to the start of ADB’s involvement in the project in April 2018, the final 
alignment had already been selected by the government following intensive study beginning with 
40 map-based alignment options. From 2017 to 2018, with funding from the World Bank, the 
government engaged an international team of 20 experts, with support from at least 50 engineers, 
geologists and other specialists to identify and assess the best alignment for the project.3 The 
ADB Management’s Response to the complaint explains in para. 16 that a multi-criteria analysis 
was applied by the government to assess the best alternative and summarizes how the final 
alignment was chosen to achieve the project objectives with the least environmental and social 
costs (Appendix 2). 

 
1  Project details and documents are available at https://www.adb.org/projects/51257-001/main#project-pds. 
2  Asian Development Bank (ADB). 2012. Accountability Mechanism Policy. Manila. 

https://www.adb.org/documents/accountability-mechanism-policy-2012; and ADB. 2012. Accountability Mechanism. 
Operations Manual. OM L1/BP. Manila. https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-
l1.pdf. 

3  North–South Corridor (Kvesheti–Kobi) Road Project: Stakeholder Brief: Assessment of Alignment Alternatives 
available at https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/project-documents/51257/51257-001-51257-002-dpta-en.pdf. 

 

https://www.adb.org/projects/51257-001/main#project-pds
https://www.adb.org/documents/accountability-mechanism-policy-2012
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-l1.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-l1.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/project-documents/51257/51257-001-51257-002-dpta-en.pdf
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6. During the project preparatory phase, ADB carried out due diligence on the alignment 
eventually chosen by the government for further assessment. The due diligence process included 
consultations and briefings on alignment alternatives at the local level and preparation of 
environmental assessments on the preferred alignment. Project preparatory activities, as well as 
some current implementation support activities by ADB, were funded under a technical assistance 
(TA) for Preparing the North–South Corridor (Kvesheti–Kobi) Road project (TA 9552).4  
 
7. The project experienced considerable delays in the mobilization of contractors, arrival of 
equipment, construction of temporary roads and facilities and commencement of construction of 
permanent works due to the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. At the time of 
preparation of this report, the ADB project team informed the CRP that the following activities had 
taken place, or were underway:  
 

i) permanent works started in October 2020 with the excavation of 400m-long 
emergency tunnel in Kobi; 

ii) the tunnel boring machine for the main tunnel arrived in Georgia and is awaiting 
transport to the site; 

iii) establishment of labor camps and one batching plant; 
iv) works on 2 access roads in Lot 2; 
v) acquisition of 70% of land plots (i.e., 196 of a total of 280); and  
vi) preparation for development of a Khada Valley Masterplan which will be the basis 

for the design of activities and interventions relating to the establishment of the 
Khada Valley visitor center. 

 
8. As the project has been categorized as A for environmental impacts, a draft environmental 
impact assessment (EIA) was posted on the ADB website in December 2018 with the final EIA 
disclosed on the ADB website in April 2019.5  
 
9. The project will displace approximately 158 households (616 people) who will be directly 
affected by land acquisition for the project, of which a total of 30 households have been classified 
as vulnerable. As such, the project has also been categorized as A for impacts on involuntary 
resettlement and land acquisition. Land Acquisition and Resettlement Plans (LARPs) were also 
prepared and posted on the ADB project webpage. Draft LARPs for Lot 01 (for the tunnel) and 
Lot 02 (for the road) were dated April and May 2019, respectively. Revised LARPs for each Lot 
were dated July 2019. 
 
10. The project management and construction supervision consultant (PMCSC) contract was 
awarded to UBM Uluslararasi Birlesmis Musavirlik A.S. in June 2019 and the PMCSC mobilized 
in August 2019. An individual was engaged by the Roads Department/MRDI from July 2019 to 
act as external monitor for land acquisition and resettlement. The two civil works contracts for the 
construction of the Kvesheti–Kobi Road were awarded to (i) China Railway 23rd Bureau Group 
Co., Ltd. in August 2019 (Road Section); and (ii) China Railway Tunnel Group Co., Ltd. in 
September 2019 (Tunnel Section).  
 

 
4  Information on this technical assistance is available at https://www.adb.org/projects/51257-002/main#project-pds. 
5  The updated project environmental impact assessment (with its Appendixes) dated April 2019 can be downloaded 

from https://www.adb.org/projects/documents/geo-51257-001-eia-0. 
 

https://www.adb.org/projects/51257-002/main#project-pds
https://www.adb.org/projects/documents/geo-51257-001-eia-0
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III. THE COMPLAINT  

11. The complaint was submitted by Manana Kochladze and Mariam Devidze of the NGO, 
Green Alternative as representatives of a group of more than two (2) complainants with addresses 
in Khada Valley (See Appendix 1 of this report). The complaint raised broad issues that relate to 
questions of ADB’s compliance with its policies and indicated probable harm to affected persons 
in the valley as follows:  
 

i) destruction of the Khada Valley and incomplete consideration of alternatives; 
ii) impacts on livelihood and local benefits; 
iii) problems of project design and impacts on physical cultural resources (PCR); and 
iv) the quality of environment and social impact analysis reflected in the environmental 

impact assessment. 
 
12. The complaint expresses the view that non-consideration of project alternatives may lead 
to the destruction of the physical environment, including the landscape and cultural resources of 
Khada Valley. The cost of the project is out of proportion to the benefits that might accrue to the 
people in Khada Valley. The complaint also questions the quality of the environmental and social 
assessment done for the project as well as the project design which the complainants believe will 
result in negative environmental impacts, including on PCR. In the complaint, the complainants 
also ask the CRP to study the project’s impact on the environment and its compliance with ADB’s 
safety standards, and to identify what impact the project will have on the livelihood and quality of 
life of affected people as well as measures to address these. 
 
13. The complainants also presented various additional reports and documents. These 
included prior communications with ADB, petition letters, and the views of several Georgian 
experts. The complainants informed CRP that they would like to keep their identities confidential 
and therefore a redacted version of the complaint was made available online through the CRP’s 
website. 
 

IV. ADB MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 

14. As required by para. 178 of the AMP, ADB Management’s Response was submitted on 9 
February 2021. (Appendix 2) The ADB Management’s Response discussed i) the background of 
the project prior to ADB’s involvement; ii) the project’s compliance with relevant provisions of the 
Safeguard Policy Statement 2009 (SPS), 6  particularly its environmental and involuntary 
resettlement requirements; iii) explained the absence of direct and material harm due to the 
project’s noncompliance; and iv) provided information about ADB’s continuing efforts to address 
complainants’ issues. Aside from appending a matrix showing relevant SPS requirements and 
summarizing how ADB had complied with each, the ADB Management’s Response also 
considered each claim in the complaint and provided detailed responses to these. 
 
15. ADB Management informed the CRP that as an environmentally, and socio-culturally 
sensitive project, at the preparatory stage, the proposed project went through broad-based and 
extensive consultations which included project affected persons, non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) and civil society organizations (CSOs), businesspeople, sector experts, academe, and 

 
6 ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila. https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-

document/32056/safeguard-policy-statement-june2009.pdf. 
 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/32056/safeguard-policy-statement-june2009.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/32056/safeguard-policy-statement-june2009.pdf


4 

local and national authorities and that these consultations are still ongoing at this stage particularly 
with the development of the Khada Valley Masterplan and the design of the visitor center.  
 
16. The ADB Management’s Response attached the following: i) a matrix addressing the 
complainants’ allegations and Management’s Response; ii) a matrix showing the project’s 
compliance with the SPS, including its related section in the ADB Operations Manual; iii) photos 
of project desks in Kvesheti, Dusheti and Kazbegi; iv) Stakeholder Brief on Assessment of 
Alignment Alternatives; and v) copies of an Environmental Decision of the Ministry of 
Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia and of an Assessment of the National 
Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation of Georgia. 
 

V. ELIGIBILITY 

17. Due to travel restrictions brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic, the CRP was unable 
to visit the project site or to interact face-to-face with the relevant stakeholders. Consequently, 
the CRP relied heavily on online project documents and on additional documents that were 
provided by the ADB project team, particularly project maps, videos and photos. The CRP also 
verified identities of the complainants through government-issued identity cards. The CRP’s 
eligibility determination process has involved the following steps:  
 

i) review of the complaint with its attachments, as well as other documents provided 
subsequently by the complainants to the CRP; 

ii) review of publicly available project documents;  
iii) review of the ADB Management’s Response and other documents that were 

submitted by the project team in response to requests by the CRP; 
iv) 3 videoconferences between the CRP, complainants, and their representatives; 
v) videoconference with representative of the government of Georgia; 
vi) 2 videoconferences with the ADB project team to seek clarifications on the ADB 

Management’s Response and other project documents; and 
vii) deliberation by the CRP based on evidence presented by the complainants and 

ADB Management.  
 

A. Exclusions 
 
18. The CRP examined the applicability of provisions on exclusion listed in para. 142 read 
with para. 148 of the AMP and concluded that none of these exclusions apply. The complaint was 
filed by more than two complainants with physical addresses in villages in the Khada Valley 
through representatives, M. Kochladze and M. Devidze. The CRP was able to confirm in 
discussions with complainants that each of those whom it spoke to (totaling more than two) is 
directly and materially affected by the project. 
 
19. The ADB Management’s Response argues that the complaint is not eligible for compliance 
review because the complainants have not shown, in accordance with para. 180 of the AMP, that 
they made prior good faith efforts to resolve issues with the ADB operations department 
concerned. The CRP has carefully considered this argument. Written materials provided together 
with the letter of complaint and in response to additional inquiries from the CRP indicate that more 
than two of the complainants have previously raised their concerns about the project with ADB 
through written communications and/or in person. The CRP concludes that the stipulation in para. 
180 is met. The AMP does not require complainants to continue to engage until the relevant 
operations department is satisfied that such efforts have been exhausted.  
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20. The CRP’s initial assessment of the complaint confirmed that it falls within the mandate of 
the compliance review function of the AMP. For the avoidance of doubt, the CRP confirms that 
the ineligibility of an earlier complaint filed on this same project in 20197 for reasons unrelated to 
the present complaint, has no bearing on the CRP’s eligibility determination in the current 
complaint.  

 
21. Through a review of project documents and discussion with the complainants during the 
eligibility determination stage, the CRP has satisfied itself that the issues raised in the complaint 
relate to the project and actions by ADB.  
 

B. Evidence of Noncompliance 
 
22. The CRP reviewed the issues raised by the complainants in the complaint; considered 
these in relation to evidence of ADB’s noncompliance with its operational policies and procedures; 
and analyzed the link between the issues, noncompliance and harm. The succeeding paragraphs 
detail the CRP’s findings on each issue. 
 

1. Issues relating to the environmental impact assessment 
 
23. a. Consideration of project alignment. The complainants consider that the EIA did not 
properly analyze alternative project alignments and reasons for their rejection, including the 
options of a single tunnel; a route through a neighboring valley with almost no population and 
cultural heritage sites; and the ‘no-project’ alternative. They also assert that the environmental 
and social impact assessment materials prepared for the project do not contain the cost-benefit 
analysis required by the Georgian Environmental Assessment Code. The ADB Management’s 
Response notes that it undertook technical and safeguard due diligence of the pre-feasibility and 
feasibility studies and engineering design prepared by the Government with finance from the 
World Bank. Thereafter, on the basis of this due diligence, the EIA re-examined nine alternatives 
identified from the pre-feasibility study, including the no project alternative. The final road 
alignment was selected in accordance with the SPS. 
 
24. Assessment. The CRP understands that the pre-feasibility and feasibility studies for a 
road from Kobi–Kvesheti considered a wide range of possible road alignments and that these 
were prepared by the borrower with support from the World Bank. The CRP understands 
according to an issues paper bearing the name of one of the complainants’ representatives that 
it had not been possible for them to access the reports of these studies as of May 2019.8 While 
the information included in the reports was potentially relevant to consideration of alternatives 
during project consultations, the CRP has no mandate to make a finding regarding disclosure. 
The studies were not prepared under an ADB project and do not fall within the scope of ADB’s 
access to information requirements. 
 
25. The EIA report prepared for the project deals with two alternative alignments, i.e., one 
close to the existing road through Gudauri and the other, to the east, through the Khada Valley. 
The EIA also considers the ‘no project’ alternative; the alternative of road upgrade; and other 

 
7  ADB. 2020. Compliance Review Panel’s Eligibility Report on Georgia: North–South Corridor (Kvesheti–Kobi) Road 

Project. Manila. https://lnadbg4.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/attachments/GEO-NorthSouthCorridor-24Jan2020-
ForWeb.pdf/$FILE/GEO-NorthSouthCorridor-24Jan2020-ForWeb.pdf. 

8  CEE Bankwatch Network and Green Alternative. 2019. North–South Corridor (Kvesheti–Kobi) Road Project, Issue 
Paper, May 2019. Georgia. 
http://greenalt.org/wp-ontent/uploads/2019/05/Issue_Paper_new_Kobi_Kvesheti_Sarajevo_2019.pdf. 

https://lnadbg4.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/attachments/GEO-NorthSouthCorridor-24Jan2020-ForWeb.pdf/$FILE/GEO-NorthSouthCorridor-24Jan2020-ForWeb.pdf
https://lnadbg4.adb.org/dir0035p.nsf/attachments/GEO-NorthSouthCorridor-24Jan2020-ForWeb.pdf/$FILE/GEO-NorthSouthCorridor-24Jan2020-ForWeb.pdf
http://greenalt.org/wp-ontent/uploads/2019/05/Issue_Paper_new_Kobi_Kvesheti_Sarajevo_2019.pdf
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alternatives relating to the design and technical details of road construction. The CRP also notes 
that the Khada Valley alternative alignment was selected based on the outcome of approximately 
2 years of studies and conducted by a team of more than 20 experts. To address the concerns 
expressed by stakeholders regarding selection of alignment, the CRP notes that a stakeholder 
brief was prepared and published on the ADB website in July 2019 for public information. 
 
26. Findings. The CRP does not consider that there is evidence of ADB noncompliance with 
the SPS9 as regards the selection of the road alignment. Additionally, based on information 
available to it at the time of writing, CRP does not have evidence of ADB noncompliance with its 
operational policies and procedures regarding complainants’ concerns on cost-benefit analysis. 
 
27. b. Climate change. The complainants argue that the EIA has not adequately considered 
the climate change impacts of the project and more particularly, that the EIA fails to address how 
the proposed alignment responds to climate change challenges such as increased extreme 
weather events, landslides, mudflows, rockfalls and avalanches that will also affect the new road. 

 
28. ADB Management’s Response refers to a detailed climate risk assessment that was 
conducted for the project road for the period to 2050 to ensure that its design specifications are 
adequate for future climatic conditions. 
 
29. Assessment. The CRP has reviewed the separate climate change assessment10 and 
notes that this was conducted through expert agencies using analytical models that, ADB 
Management informed it were tailored to the project location. The assessment was disclosed 
through the project page on the ADB website. 
 
30. The climate assessment in the EIA indicates that the primary climate change adaptation 
under the project is the new road’s overall alignment compared to the existing road and tunneling. 
Additionally, ADB Management informed CRP that technical due diligence confirmed that the 
technical design, alignment, cross-section, bridges, tunnels, drainage structures, pavements, and 
climate and road safety provisions of project road are appropriate to its standard, location, and 
projected traffic volume. 
 
31. Findings. The CRP concludes that it does not have evidence of ADB noncompliance with 
the SPS11 in considering the climate change impacts of the project.  

 
32. c. EIA study area and project components. The complainants raise concerns related to 
non-coverage of important areas that will be affected by the project and its related activities, such 
as spoil disposal, access roads, and camp sites. They also raise concerns that the Gudauri access 
road and the visitor center, which are part of the project, have not been properly considered in 
the EIA. ADB Management Response notes that the existing track from Zakatkari to Gudauri will 
be temporarily improved during construction to enable access to spoil disposal sites and for other 
construction purposes subject to all necessary EMP requirements. ADB Management says that 
baseline data was collected, and potential impacts were assessed in the EIA for this temporary 
access road. Specific method statements will be prepared by the works contractors for all 
temporary roads, which will then be reviewed and approved by the construction supervision 

 
9   Footnote 6, Environmental Safeguards, Policy Principle 3. 
10 The Climate Change Assessment was included in the Report and Recommendation of the President (RRP) to the 

ADB Board of Directors as a linked document available at https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-
documents/51257-001-cca.pdf. 

11 Footnote 6, Environmental Safeguards, Policy Principle 2. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/51257-001-cca.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/51257-001-cca.pdf
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consultant before the commencement of works. As indicated in the EIA and discussed during 
stakeholder consultations, the existing track to Gudauri is envisaged to be made into a permanent 
road in the future. Regarding the visitor center, ADB Management notes that the executing 
agency decided to go beyond a tourism strategy and committed to prepare a full-fledged and 
binding Masterplan for the Khada Valley. Based on information provided by ADB Management, 
the CRP understands that the visitor center will be developed after the Master Plan has been 
prepared and its exact location is not currently known, though plans are to locate it in Zakatkari.  
 
33. Assessment. The EIA indicates that it is envisaged that the existing track from Zakatkari 
to Gudauri is part of the project and that in future, it “may be made into a permanent road”12 after 
feasibility studies have been completed. The CRP also notes that the EIA mentions in a footnote 
to Figure 111 that `Although Gudauri access road is included in the General Project Area, it has 
not been studied in detail as part of this version of the EIA, and as such the villages in this area 
have not been assessed to date’. The EIA and other project documents show that the Khada 
Valley visitor center is also part of the project and will be subject to separate impact assessment 
and approval by ADB. 
 
34. The project envisages generation of some 3.6 million m3 of spoil mainly from tunneling 
operations. The transport and disposal of such large quantities of spoil pose a challenge in terms 
of transport and scientific disposal. The EIA also mentions in para. 843 that spoil disposal sites 
listed in Tables 18 and 19 are not final and their final location, will be determined after a separate 
site-specific environmental assessment by the contractor, in accordance with environmental 
considerations outlined in the EIA; permitting requirements by the government; and the review 
and approval assessment by PMCSC, lenders (i.e., ADB and EBRD) and government authorities. 
The CRP notes from para. 297 of the EIA that the final selection of spoil locations rests with the 
contractor “…who may wish to choose alternative locations to those listed above for cost 
reasons.”  
 
35. The EIA refers to the temporary upgrade of the Gudauri access road so that it can provide 
access to spoil disposal sites and also to facilitate construction. There is no suggestion in the EIA 
that the location of the road to be upgraded is unknown. However, the EIA does not contain full 
impact analysis of this. This may be contrasted with the proposed visitor center, whose location 
is not yet determined. It could not therefore have been fully assessed at the time of the EIA. The 
CRP notes additionally that whilst other project components – such as other access roads and 
construction camps – are addressed in the EIA, the contractor is given discretion to modify the 
location and operational mechanism for such components. Issues raised by the use of the SEMP 
and SSEMPs to address these other project components are considered separately below.  
 
36. Findings. The CRP concludes that there is preliminary evidence of ADB noncompliance 
with its responsibilities under the SPS13 due to omission of the temporary upgrading of the 
Zakatkari-Gudauri road from the full EIA process.  
 
37. d. Air, noise, and vibration impacts. The complaint expresses concern that no baseline 
monitoring of noise and air has been conducted in Valley villages. It refers to higher air pollution 
levels due to vehicular traffic during the operational phase of the project, and additionally raises 
concerns about high noise levels during construction and operation of the project. The 
complainants consider that increased noise will not only cause harm to residents but also reduce 

 
12 Footnote 5, p. 102, B.5.5. 
13 Footnote 6, Environmental Safeguards, Policy Principle and Appendix 1, para. 6. 
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the tourism potential of Khada Valley. The complaint also highlights the potential impacts of 
construction-related vibration, particularly on the traditional stone structures in Khada Valley.  

 
38. The ADB Management’s Response asserts that in accordance with the SPS, potential 
pollution was assessed during development of the EIA, and pollution prevention and control 
approaches and technologies were applied consistent with international best practice and the 
World Bank’s Environmental, Health and Safety Guidelines 2007 (EHS Guidelines). Scientific 
modelling has been conducted for predicting the impacts of construction and operation phases. 
Based on the predicted impacts, suitable mitigation measures have been proposed. The air 
quality modelling indicates that only one exceedance was predicted for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) in 
2043 whereas noise impact studies indicate that of the total 344 residential receptors, 19 potential 
exceedances were predicted in 2028 of which 12 are by one decibel or less. During road 
operation, noise impacts will be managed and mitigated through establishment of noise barriers. 
Precise configuration and specifications of the noise barriers will be further refined during 
implementation to eliminate any risk of exceedances. As regards vibration, the effects of vibration 
during construction will be managed and mitigated through measures including condition surveys 
of all buildings within 25m of the road alignment, development of construction vibration 
management plans by works contractors, trial programs of each works section, monitoring and 
control by the supervision consultant, and lastly selection of alternative construction methods, 
should the limit be exceeded.  
 
39. Assessment. The EIA identifies ambient noise levels as a critical environmental 
component where construction activity and operations will have significant adverse impacts. 
Paras. 1190-1993 of the EIA incorporate noise modelling results using a noise model developed 
for the present project for modelling of potential construction related noise.14  
 
40. The EMP includes provision of generic 4-meter- or 2-meter-high noise barriers, to be 
installed at the edge of the highway during its operation. The model shows that the noise barriers 
will be beneficial at reducing noise levels to below acceptable standards for many receptors by 
2028 although there will still be exceedances. Some residents would therefore continue to be 
exposed to increased noise levels. The CRP has not identified any further measures in the EMP 
to mitigate the impacts of noise on these affected people.15  
 
41. On air quality, the EIA considers the air quality impacts of road construction and operation 
using scientific models for different traffic scenarios. The EIA considers the Georgian national 
standards for compliance, following the provisions of the World Bank Group’s Environment, 
Health and Safety Guidelines, which are also applicable under the SPS (Appendix 1, para. 33). 
However, the EIA does not incorporate baseline studies for ambient air quality in the Khada Valley 
villages to provide a basis for future impact assessment.  
 
42. On vibration, Table 165 of the EIA identifies vibration-related impacts, including damage 
to properties and physical cultural resources (PCR) caused during blasting and piling, as highly 
significant. Whilst the EIA incorporates an analytical model for assessment of vibration impacts, 
it carries a caveat (in para. 1242) that during EIA preparation, it was difficult to calculate exactly 
by how much the vibration will exceed admissible levels. This depends on the equipment and 
technologies to be used during the drilling of tunnels and bridges. The analytical model predicts 
that for blasting, structural damage to buildings and other structures can potentially occur up to 
65m away, and cosmetic damage can occur up to 100m away. Similarly, the EIA also identifies 

 
14 Tables indicating predicted construction noise levels in the project area are in Appendix K of the EIA. 
15 Footnote 6, Environmental Safeguards, Policy Principle 4. 
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some structures at various locations which may fall within the vibration impact zone. It proposes 
a two-level approach of condition survey and construction vibration management plan for such 
critical locations. The EIA also mentions that within 28 days of the commencement date, the 
contractor is to submit to the PMCSC, for review and approval, a written Construction Vibration 
Management Plan (CVMP) detailing the procedures for vibration monitoring and control with 
various details.  
 
43. The CRP has questions about this approach to dealing with vibration-related issues, 
particularly given that the EIA itself identifies vibration related impacts as highly significant. The 
EIA does not contain results of a baseline survey listing all structures that may be affected. 
Furthermore, the CRP has not been able to identify justification in the project documentation (para 
1254-56) for the EIA’s generic 25m trigger for preparation of a condition survey and vibration 
control action plan, as opposed to consideration of actual or projected vibration levels and the 
type and quality of structures in the vicinity. In the Khada Valley, the CRP understands that these 
are predominantly dry-stone structures constructed without mortar.  
 
44. Findings. The CRP concludes that there is preliminary evidence of ADB noncompliance 
in respect of its responsibilities under the SPS with regards to i) the absence in the EIA of baseline 
surveys of noise and air in the Khada Valley and ii) assessment and management of noise and 
vibration impacts.  
 

2. Design and deferment of the environmental management plan 
 
45. As indicated above, the complainants are concerned that specific EMPs, including the 
mitigation of potential adverse impacts to the level of no significant harm to third parties, are not 
integrated within the EMP for the project. They also refer to postponement and deferment of 
consultation, preparation, and disclosure of EMPs for various identified significant impacts such 
as noise, spoil dumps, camp sites, and the biodiversity action plan, among others. They also claim 
that the non-disclosure of detailed EMPs will result in continued environmental damage and harm. 
This latter issue is addressed separately in this report under section V. B. 7. Consultation and 
access to information.  
 
46. ADB Management's Response states in para. 46 that “the Project has been prepared, and 
is being implemented, in full compliance with ADB’s policies and procedures.” During the CRP’s 
interaction with ADB, the methodology and approach for preparation of EMPs for various impacts 
like air, water, noise, spoil disposal were discussed. Section F of the EIA provides a generic 
impact management framework and the structure and objectives of the EMPs. The EMP 
incorporated in the EIA further provides for development by the contractor of a Specific EMP 
(SEMP), and a range of Topic-specific EMPs (TSEMPs) and Site-specific EMPs (SSEMPs) 
addressing various issues. However, the EIA in several sections including noise, ambient air, 
water and PCR, among others also mentions that the contractor will be responsible for collection 
of baseline data, prediction of impacts, design of the SEMP/SSEMPs/TSEMPs and their 
implementation, as part of the contract. This makes the contractor responsible for impact 
assessment and management of impacts and monitoring. ADB informed the CRP that this is 
considered an effective approach in meeting environmental and social objectives considering the 
site-specific uncertainties for various components of the project. ADB further informed the CRP 
that this model of evolving TSEMPs and SSEMPs has also been applied in other ADB projects. 
 
47. Assessment. The SPS incorporates provisions that address situations in which 
unanticipated environmental impacts become apparent during project implementation. In such 
cases, the SPS stipulates that the borrower will update the environmental assessment and EMP 
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or prepare a new environmental assessment and EMP to assess the potential impacts. 16 
Consequently, this provision requires that the EMP be updated when unanticipated environmental 
impacts become apparent during project implementation.  
 
48. However, the SPS does not provide a process for deferment of the assessment of impacts 
and design of EMPs for those impacts that are already known and can therefore already be 
anticipated.17 The CRP also notes that in the present project, the EIA identifies significant residual 
environmental impacts, even after proposed mitigation measures, in areas including spoil 
disposal, landscape and visual impacts, noise and vibration, and air, among others. These 
residual impacts are among the known residual impacts of the project. However, while these 
residual impacts cannot be understood to be unanticipated, the EIA and EMP provide for some 
of them to be addressed through the SEMP and TSEMPs/SSEMPs.  
 
49. The EIA incorporates the EMP and the overarching framework for developing and /or 
updating the existing EMP as and if required during the detailed design and implementation 
stages of the project. In this way, the EIA provides a framework for the development of any future 
environment management and mitigation plans. The EIA and ADB Management effectively state 
that the SEMP, the TSEMPs and the SSEMPs in practice simply operationalize the existing EMP 
in the field. Given this background for the preparation of the SEMP, SSEMPs, and TSEMPs, the 
CRP notes that SPS, Environmental Safeguards, Policy Principle 4 establishes key 
considerations for EMP preparation including mitigation measures to ensure no harm to third 
parties, performance indicators, mitigation of potential adverse impacts to the level of “no 
significant harm to third parties,” the polluter pays principle, the precautionary approach, and 
adaptive management. 
 
50. Development of more detailed EMPs (i.e., the SEMP, SSEMPs and TSEMPs) has been 
deferred to project implementation stages but such deferred plans are not made consistently 
subject to all requirements applicable under the SPS to the preparation of an EIA and its 
accompanying EMP. In accordance with the SPS, EMPs need to include the proposed mitigation 
measures, environmental monitoring and reporting requirements, related institutional or 
organizational arrangements, capacity development and training measures, implementation 
schedule, cost estimates, and performance indicators. In this project, some of these 
TSEMPs/SSEMPs are required to be approved by national authorities, as specified in the EIA, 
and only some are subject to review by ADB. Consequently, the requirements of the SPS are not 
consistently applied to all of the TSEMPs/SSEMPs, including SPS and accompanying ADB 
operational requirements for approval and disclosure. Significant environmental impact 
management matters lie with the discretion of the contractor. 
 
51. Findings. The CRP concludes that ADB’s agreement to the use of the SEMP and, 
variously, TSEMPs and SSEMPs to address known impacts; in effect by deferring the 
development of these EMPs to project implementation while providing limited review; provides 
preliminary evidence of noncompliance with ADB’s responsibilities under the SPS.   
 

3. Physical cultural resources 
 
52. In discussions with complainants, the CRP heard about the importance that they place on 
the PCR issues raised in their complaint. While the EIA claims that impacts to PCR were avoided 

 
16 Footnote 6, p. 32 on Environmental Planning and Management and p. 34 on Unanticipated Environmental Impacts. 
17 Footnote 6, p. 32, paras. 12 and 14.  
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during the selection of the route, the complaint says that it does not explain how this was achieved. 
The complaint expresses concern that there has not been proper assessment of PCR, nor 
provision for adequate follow-up, and that the project’s impacts on the landscape of the Khada 
Valley have not been adequately mitigated.  
 
53. To support their general concern about PCR, in other materials residents express their 
concern about possible impacts on buildings constructed using dry stone without mortar. One 
expert refers to the abundance of monuments in the valley, creating “harmonious integrity in this 
magical, pristine natural environment” whose cultural-historical value has not yet been evaluated. 
Concerns are expressed about a survey approach to fieldwork based on above-ground visual 
reconnaissance, and suggestions are raised to strengthen monitoring. A letter from Georgian 
tourist sector emphasizes the view that PCR make the valley unique. And the CRP was also 
referred to the 2020 ICOMOS Heritage at Risk publication,18 which highlights risks to the Khada 
Valley from the project. 
 
54. The complaint welcomes moves for the National Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation 
of Georgia to develop a Cultural Heritage Action Plan for the project and a requirement for the 
contractor to develop a Cultural Heritage Management Plan, and calls for transparency and 
dialogue in the process. It expresses concern however that some mitigation activities will be late, 
or that it would be impossible to reroute the project if this were needed.  
 
55. ADB Management’s Response states that the EIA included measures to conserve PCR 
and avoid their damage or destruction and describes mitigation measures adopted in the EIA and 
EMP. In an Annex, ADB Management’s Response provides an English language version of 
permission for construction granted to the Roads Department by the National Agency for Cultural 
Heritage Preservation of Georgia in August 2019. This gives permission for construction provided 
that archaeological monitoring takes place throughout road construction. ADB Management also 
informed the CRP that one consideration in its approach to management of PCR risks was that 
the Khada Valley had not been designated under, national or international cultural heritage 
protection frameworks. 
 
56. ADB Management’s Response states that should any objects of high significance be 
identified; this could warrant a need for road redesign and realignment. In discussion with the 
CRP, Management updated the CRP on additional archaeological investigations being carried 
out by the National Agency for Cultural Heritage Protection under contract to the Roads 
Department. The CRP has additionally been able to review the terms of reference and to discuss 
the work with the Roads Department. The terms of reference include compilation of a register of 
monuments and cultural heritage sites within a 600m buffer of the road alignment, identification 
of their physical condition and preparation of recommendations for their protection and 
conservation. There is also provision for archaeological test trenches within the alignment to 
identify potential sites. ADB Management informed the CRP that the work would extend to 
temporary project facilities. The CRP notes that the work provides for the Agency to develop a 
Cultural Heritage Action Plan for the project. The Agency is also to review the Cultural Heritage 
Management Plans to be developed by the contractors and, as competent authority, will approve 
these if they comply with the Cultural Heritage Action Plan.  
 

 
18 International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS). 2020. Heritage at Risk: World Report 2016-2019 on 

Monuments and Sites in Danger”, pp. 48-51. France. 
http://openarchive.icomos.org/id/eprint/2430/1/hr20_2016_2019.pdf. 

http://openarchive.icomos.org/id/eprint/2430/1/hr20_2016_2019.pdf
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57. Assessment. Physical cultural resources are defined in the SPS as: “movable or 
immovable objects, sites, structures, groups of structures, and natural features and landscapes 
that have archaeological, paleontological, historical, architectural, religious, aesthetic, or other 
cultural significance.”19 The definition thus encompasses Khada Valley’s cultural sites, objects 
and structures, as well as natural features and the aesthetic and cultural significance of the 
valley’s landscape. It does not hierarchically order the significance of physical cultural resources, 
providing that cultural interest may be at local, provincial, national, or international level. The 
borrower is responsible for siting and designing the project to avoid “significant damage” to PCR. 
Resources likely to be affected are to be identified, and project impacts on these resources will 
be assessed by qualified and experienced experts “using field-based surveys as an integral part 
of the environmental assessment process.”20  

 
58. Per SPS Appendix 1, para. 5, the borrower’s environmental assessment is to consider all 
potential impacts and risks of the project on physical cultural resources in an integrated way. 
When a project is likely to have adverse impacts on physical cultural resources, the borrower will 
identify appropriate measures for avoiding or mitigating these impacts. 
 
59. The EIA notes the project area’s historical role and importance, and also that despite this, 
the archaeology of the area has not been extensively studied. The EIA summarizes a desk study 
and records PCR identified during survey assessment for the EIA, with discussion of the ‘most 
relevant’ physical cultural resources. Some areas are identified as requiring additional 
investigation prior to construction work. The EIA also addresses the project’s landscape and 
visual impacts, recognizing that the road will substantially change the landscape.  

 
60. The EIA records that the project alignment has been selected to bypass monuments as 
far as feasible. Mitigation measures are stipulated for six exceptions within 50m of the right of 
way. Continuous vibration monitoring is prescribed for PCR sites within 110m of works sites. Per 
EIA, para. 1261, if damage is identified, works are to cease until an action plan has been 
developed. As to aesthetic dimensions of landscape, much of the alignment will be routed through 
tunnels, and the project design also makes provision for the use of cut and cover techniques in 
some areas above ground. Certain individual features of the natural landscape of the Khada 
Valley are also addressed in the EIA. However, additional risks to landscape are also raised by 
spoil disposal and road/land clearance activities under the project.  
 
61. As to mitigation of risks and impacts, the CRP notes that in addition to mitigation measures 
for individual PCR sites set out in the EIA, a five-phase archaeological strategy is also 
incorporated within the EMP and provisions on chance finds are also addressed. The EIA 
provides that the PMCSC and cultural heritage monitors are empowered to temporarily stop 
works, pending archaeological examination, if artifacts are found. The EIA also sets out several 
defined areas where additional archaeological investigation is required prior to commencement 
of works. Notwithstanding these steps, the CRP considers that the overall management approach 
to ongoing mitigation of risks to physical cultural resources during project implementation provides 
preliminary evidence of ADB noncompliance with its responsibilities. 
 
62. The EIA provides terms of reference and a budget for the appointment of one cultural 
heritage monitor who reports to the PMCSC Engineer through two other specialists. The CRP is 
not clear following its preliminary review whether this extended reporting line will, in practice, 

 
19 Footnote 6, Appendix 1, p.39.  
20 Footnote 6, p. 39, para. 45. 



 
  13         

provide the cultural heritage expert with sufficient authority to secure robust mitigating action in 
the event of chance finds. 
 
63. While ADB Management assured the CRP that additional cultural heritage monitors could, 
if needed, be appointed, the CRP is unclear about the process through which this would happen, 
or what budgets were allocated prior to project approval to accommodate this.  

 
64. The CRP’s conclusions regarding disclosure of TSEMPs, including the chance finds 
procedure and Cultural Heritage Management Plan mandated in the EMP, as well as SSEMPs 
associated with other project activities with landscape impacts such as spoil disposal, are also 
relevant to PCR and are addressed separately in section V. B. 3. Physical cultural resources of 
this report. 
 
65. Findings. The CRP considers there is preliminary evidence of noncompliance by ADB 
with its responsibilities under the SPS in respect of PCR regarding two aspects of the baseline 
assessment of PCR prior to project approval. First, while aesthetic dimensions of landscape were 
addressed, the EIA does not indicate that the assessment method allowed for assessment and 
evaluation of cultural dimensions of the Khada Valley’s landscape (i.e., its cultural landscape) as 
an integrated whole. Second, there is preliminary evidence that baseline data on PCR collected 
through desk study and a two-day site walkover, supplemented by stakeholder consultations 
during EIA process, did not provide for an adequate assessment of risks and impacts.  
 
66. The CRP has also considered carefully information provided by ADB Management, and 
the Roads Department, regarding work now under way to further assess PCR and conclude a 
Cultural Heritage Action Plan and Cultural Heritage Management Plans. It notes the involvement 
of the National Agency for Cultural Heritage Preservation, and the assurances of ADB 
Management that changes to project design and alignment could if necessary be made and 
additional cultural heritage monitors appointed. These are significant and welcome steps which 
show the importance that is placed on Khada Valley’s PCR, as well as the willingness of the 
project team to adaptively respond to stakeholder concerns. However, in the absence of a site 
visit, and with the planned activities not yet completed, the CRP has not been able to validate and 
assess their implementation in relation to its finding that there is preliminary evidence of ADB 
noncompliance. Stakeholders and the complainants are not in a position to offer informed 
feedback on these steps and plans either, because they are not associated with the disclosure 
and consultation that is required of pre-approval EIA. The CRP therefore confirms that compliance 
review is warranted, notwithstanding these positive steps.  
 

4. Socio-economic impacts and project benefits  
 
67. The complaint asserts that the local benefits of the project are modest, and that far from 
increasing tourism to the region, the project will reduce it. The complaint acknowledges plans to 
construct a visitor center, but is critical of this element of the project, particularly since an initiative 
to develop a sustainable land use plan for the project area post-dates project approval. The 
complaint says that the project does not address the socio-economic problems of Khada Valley 
communities, including absence of educational and medical facilities.  
 
68. In contrast to project claims of enhanced accessibility for people in the Khada Valley once 
the road has been built, the complaint asserts that the project does not clearly address the need 
to ensure that the Khada Valley’s internal road would be functional year-round and easily 
accessible for villagers. The complaint suggests that the impacts of the project on people’s social 
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and economic lives are not properly mitigated and that the potential for the project to bring benefits 
through employment of local people is not reflected in mandatory requirements for project 
contractors.  
 
69. Additional materials provided to the CRP with the complaint argue that the project’s 
benefits are not based on local needs, and that while the project should have benefited local 
people, this is not possible given the project design. There are concerns among local people that 
pollution from the road could mean that they will no longer be able to grow or gather organic 
produce and herbs. Furthermore, the project does not take account of risks including worsened 
health conditions, reduced safety, and increased workloads due to the distances between access 
points to the new road and villages. Other negative impacts referred to include loss of agricultural 
lands, potential damage to houses, as well as pollution, noise, waste associated with the project 
road, threats to PCR, loss of income, and safety and crime, gender, and landscape impacts. There 
are concerns that the negative impacts of the project could trigger further migration away from 
the Khada Valley.  

 
70. ADB Management’s Response points to the integration of a Khada Valley visitor center 
within the project outputs; to improvements to roads within the Khada Valley that will serve as 
access roads for the project road; and to the increased ability of people in Khada Valley to access 
services such as schools and medical care once the road has been built. The improved access 
that the road will bring will create greater livelihood opportunities for homeowners, allowing them 
to stay in their properties year-round, and facilitating access to work opportunities. The visitor 
center cost is modest compared to the overall project cost, but it will serve as a hub from which 
direct economic benefit can be gained. ADB Management’s Response also states that financing 
is allocated in the project scope to work with the local community to “best improve local livelihoods, 
provide training, and build additional infrastructure (e.g., trails or signage).” In discussion with the 
CRP, ADB also described efforts to encourage employment of local people during project 
construction. 
   
71. ADB Management’s Response and subsequent discussions with the CRP brought to light 
the evolving nature of ADB’s efforts to ensure that the project brings additional community 
development benefits. Focus group discussions and rapid household surveys were conducted in 
the Khada Valley between October 2020-January 2021 to identify community needs and 
development priorities and inform the preparation of a Khada Valley Masterplan. The ADB 
Management’s Response states that the project includes development of a community 
development plan, which will support the livelihood restoration requirements of the project and 
ensure that development of community infrastructure is driven by articulated community need. 
ADB Management’s Response also refers to ADB’s recent mobilization of a full-time community 
liaison officer who will further facilitate community dialogue and explore livelihood development 
options.  
 
72. Assessment. The SPS frames ADB’s key responsibilities in respect of identification and 
mitigation of adverse social impacts and makes it clear that ADB will not finance projects that do 
not comply with the SPS. It also provides for enhancing positive impacts by means of 
environmental planning and management. Additional ADB responsibilities are set out in relevant 
provisions of ADB Operations Manual section C3 on the Incorporation of Social Dimensions into 
ADB Operations to ensure development outcomes. 21  In pursuing these, ADB is to identify 
potential social issues during project preparation “to ensure that the project design maximizes 

 
21 ADB. 2010. Incorporation of Social Dimensions into ADB Operations. Operations Manual. OM C3/BP. Manila. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-c3.pdf. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-c3.pdf
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social benefits and avoids or minimizes social risks, particularly for vulnerable and marginalized 
groups…” and to ensure “that project design and implementation arrangements include actions 
to enhance benefits.”22  
 
73. At project level, based on analysis prepared by the borrower, ADB is responsible for 
preparation of an initial poverty and social analysis (IPSA). This in turn informs subsequent social 
analysis.23 The results of the social analysis are summarized by ADB as the Summary Poverty 
Reduction and Social Strategy (SPRSS) which accompanies the Report and Recommendation of 
the President to the Board of Directors (RRP).  
 
74. In relation to maximization of the project’s social benefits, the CRP notes that the EIA, a 
gender and social analysis prepared for ADB in late 2018 and the SPRSS refer to poor 
accessibility to local communities of services including public transport; schools and nurseries; 
healthcare and internet connectivity; and poor electricity supply. These and other needs are also 
identified in a community needs assessment, dated January 2021, which was prepared under TA 
9552.  
 
75. Based on project documents, the benefits of the project, include improved connectivity 
and traffic safety, creation of jobs and improved living standards for the local population.  
 
76. As to job creation, the CRP has been able to review a local content management plan 
prepared by the Lot 1 contractor and has also considered associated requirements in the EIA and 
EMP. These do not provide evidence of noncompliance by ADB, save that – as discussed in 
Section V. B. 7. - contractors’ local content management plans are not subject to disclosure 
requirement. 
 
77. Considering the initial evidence available at this eligibility stage, the CRP concludes, 
however, that there is evidence of ADB noncompliance with its operational policies and 
procedures in respect of maximization of social benefits and enhancing positive social impacts. 
For example, maps and graphics provided to the CRP by ADB Management under the rubric 
‘access roads’ depict a total of some 5.9km of ‘local roads’ and ‘service roads’ immediately 
adjoining the main project road. However, ADB Management has not indicated that there are 
project plans to improve other internal roads in the Khada Valley, the condition of which is 
acknowledged to be poor in project documents.  
 
78. Regarding poor levels of access to services in villages in the Khada Valley, it is not 
disputed that access to project roads may indirectly ease access to some services. The CRP also 
understands that community development initiatives under the project will be developed within 
the framework to be provided by the Khada Valley Masterplan. However, even the themes of the 
initiatives in relation to current community needs are not yet clear. 
 
79. The CRP notes that the Khada Valley visitor center offers one means to bring social 
benefits from the project to meet community needs, but it is not yet clear how this potential will be 
realized. The CRP understands that the services to be delivered through the visitor center will 
also be decided following the development of a Khada Valley Master Plan, with terms of reference 
now under preparation. 
 

 
22 Footnote 17, Bank Policy, para 6.  
23 ADB. 2013. Safeguard Policy Statement. Operations Manual. OM F1/OP. Manila. para. 12.  

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-f1-20131001.pdf. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-f1-20131001.pdf
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80. In relation to mitigation of adverse social impacts, the project documents provide 
information about the potential negative impacts for community members of issues such as noise, 
vibration, and air pollution. Treatment of these issues in ADB’s pre-project appraisal and review 
is considered separately in Section V. B. 1. of this report. The EIA also refers to the implications 
of an influx of workers to Khada Valley during construction.    

 
81. Following review of measures provided for mitigation of negative social impacts in the EIA 
and EMP, the CRP is satisfied that there is preliminary evidence of noncompliance by ADB. For 
instance, the EIA refers to the risk that the project could increase crime in the project area, both 
during construction and during operation, due to improved accessibility for people outside the 
valley.24 However, mitigation of operation phase risk is not directly addressed. Construction phase 
risk mitigation depends on TSEMPs that are not subject to a requirement for disclosure. 
Furthermore, decisions regarding several project facilities are to be made during the construction 
phase of the project. Provision is made for national EIA approvals to be obtained for such facilities, 
but project documentation does not appear to require that social impact assessments be 
undertaken to ensure that negative social impacts are mitigated.  
 
82. Findings. The CRP finds evidence of ADB noncompliance with its operational policies 
and procedures regarding the assessment, avoidance, and mitigation of social impacts and the 
maximization of social benefits and enhancement of positive social impacts. Critical elements that 
will determine whether the social benefits of the project will be maximized are not yet in place. 
There is also evidence of noncompliance in respect of mitigation of adverse social impacts. 
 

5. Gender 
 

83. The complaint asserts that the EIA does not address the gender impact of the project on 
communities within the project area during construction and operation. In addition, the following 
concerns have been highlighted through the CRP’s discussion with the complainants and review 
of other materials provided by them: (i) concerns for women and children due to employment of 
600 people and use of heavy equipment during construction; (ii) lack of tangible gender 
mainstreaming or women’s empowerment in the socio-economic life of Khada Valley with lack of 
roads, public transport, and poor access to medical and other basic services that do not address 
women’s problems; and (iii) other negative gender impacts of the project including an increased 
burden of childcare upon women because of the safety considerations, and the safety and 
accessibility implications of the road for water gathering by women in winters when piped water 
supply is unreliable. 
    
84. ADB Management’s Response states that the project will address the gender issues 
identified during project preparation, including enhancing connectivity of the villages through all-
weather access roads, increasing road safety features and awareness, and support for tourism-
related job and training opportunities. It further notes the contents of the project’s gender action 
plan, which it says was prepared in consultation with government officials and project 
beneficiaries. The CRP held discussions with the ADB Management and reviewed the project 
gender and social analysis, concluded in November 2018, together with a community needs 
assessment dated January 2021 which was prepared with support from TA 9552. The CRP 
understands that this needs assessment will inform development of the Khada Valley Master Plan 
and future and as yet unspecified community development initiatives under the project. 

 
24 Paras. 1129 and 1133. The EIA also suggests that it “may be possible” that the greater mobility of traffic on the 

new road will ensure that opportunistic crime is minimized in comparison to the existing road, where vehicles can 
experience long delays due to poor road conditions.  
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85. Assessment. OM section C2 on Gender and Development in ADB Operations25 provides 
that ADB ensures consideration of gender issues at all stages of the project cycle. Safeguards 
review procedures set out requirements for ADB to ensure the environmental and social 
sustainability of projects. ADB has determined, through the “effective gender mainstreaming” 
categorization that the project’s outputs are designed to directly improve women’s access to social 
services, and/or economic and financial resources and opportunities, and/or basic rural and urban 
infrastructure, and/or enhancing voices and rights, which contribute to gender equality and 
women’s empowerment.26 
 
86. The IPSA prepared for the project summarizes key relevant gender issues. These include: 
(i) women are most likely to be passengers and users of public transport systems to access 
schools, health centers or markets; (ii) improved rural roads will facilitate women’s access to 
education, jobs, services and to markets to sell their goods; and (iii) the project will ensure 
inclusion of gender-sensitive safety features, explore possibilities for improved access of women 
to income-generating opportunities. The IPSA additionally states that the project will not have an 
adverse impact on women and/or girls or widen gender inequality.  
 
87. A Gender and Social Analysis Report concludes that it is arguable whether and how both 
women and men can benefit from improved road networks “unless certain conditions are met 
considering the needs of the population.” It recommends several gender entry points for the 
project. However, several insights in the Report on the potential gender impacts are not directly 
addressed in these recommendations, including that: (i) unfavorable transport and roads increase 
women’s workloads; (ii) car ownership is mainly male, and women hitchhike, which is difficult in 
winter; or rely on neighbors’ cars, which are not always available; (iii) lack of access to medical 
care and the inaccessibility of schools is a particular concern for women; (iv) lack of transport 
options makes it difficult for women to access tourist locations to sell products; and (v) without 
creation of internal village infrastructure and construction of internal roads, as well as steps to 
address land registration issues, the improvement of secondary, feeder and access roads will 
have no visible impact on women’s livelihoods and access to services. 
 
88. The EIA records some of the gender issues associated with the project, including: (i) 
migration of women and children or families from the project area to semi-permanent residence 
in Kvesheti, or to Tbilisi, for access to better education facilities, while men in some cases remain 
in the village undertaking agricultural activities; (ii) in winters in Tskere, severe seasonal 
conditions mean that only three people are left in the village, one of whom works in Gudauri, 
leaving two women alone most of the time;27 (iv) women-headed households with dependents fall 
within the project definition of vulnerability; and (v) the visitor center will ensure that women get 
some direct benefits from the project. 
 
89. The SPRSS highlights the main issues identified in the socio-economic surveys and in 
gender and social analysis, including (i) lack of healthcare services and poor school infrastructure; 
(ii) limited public transportation in rural areas, and highlights involvement of women in various 
productive activities; (iii) the predominant engagement of women in household work, without 
proper infrastructure and services; and (iv) lack of entrepreneurship skills of women  despite it 
being a desired livelihood option. The SPRSS notes that the project is expected to (i) enhance 

 
25 ADB. 2010. Gender and Development in ADB Operations. Operations Manual. OM C2/BP. Manila. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-c2.pdf. 
26 Footnote 22, Operational Policies, para. 11. 
27 EIA, para. 755. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/31483/om-c2.pdf
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connectivity while ensuring road safety; (ii) provide livelihood and income opportunities, especially 
to women through the visitor center; and (iii) contribution to women’s economic empowerment 
through tourism-related activities. 
 
90. The project gender action plan has three outputs, two of which relate to the issues raised 
in the complaint, namely: i) construction of project roads with increased road safety awareness 
and facilities; and ii) establishment of the visitor center, with targets for women employed (to be 
at least 50%), gender-sensitive features and design and implementation of a female-friendly 
tourism development program. 
 
91. The CRP notes that the Board-approved project does not address gendered needs for 
access to medical services, public transport or education, or provide for improvement of internal 
village roads that are not access roads to the project road. However, both the complaint and the 
Gender and Social Analysis point to the gender dimension of those risks, including: (i) the 
predominant engagement of single male workers, or those not accompanied by their families, in 
project construction work has potential to create gender imbalance and law and order issues such 
as substance use and possible demand for commercial sex services.; (ii) issues regarding access 
to roads, public transport, and other services are referenced in the EIA, but not the gender 
dimensions of these issues; (iii) information on gender impacts and issues included in the 
community needs assessment of January 2021 broadly correlates with information included within 
the Gender and Social Analysis Report; and (iv) the substantive content of activities to be carried 
out through the visitor center and in future community development activities, are not yet known 
despite the project’s intended reliance on these activities to undertaking a number of gender 
reforms. 
    
92. Apart from the gender dimensions of access to water, which is not addressed in project 
documentation reviewed by the CRP at this stage, project documentation indicates that gender 
dimensions of project risks were identified at various points in the project documentation.  

 
93. The CRP is not able to form a preliminary view on the extent to which the project’s 
implementation will in the future address gender implications of livelihoods and community needs 
because neither the planned visitor center nor community development initiatives have yet been 
defined. 
 
94. Findings. The CRP finds evidence of ADB noncompliance with its responsibilities in 
relation to the project’s potential positive contribution to addressing gender dimensions of the 
project’s implications for mobility and access to roads, transport, essential services and household 
items. There is also initial evidence that ADB did not comply with its responsibilities to ensure 
mitigation of gendered risks. Initial evidence is that mitigation actions incorporated in the EIA and 
the EMP, and reflected in loan documentation, do not adequately respond to gender dimensions 
of community socio-economic circumstances, risks and adverse impacts identified in project 
documentation. The CRP concludes that there is initial evidence of noncompliance with ADB’s 
operational policies and procedures regarding gender. In all these circumstances, preliminary 
evidence of noncompliance also brings an inherent likelihood of material and direct harm to 
women and thereby their families in the Khada Valley. 
 

6. Involuntary Resettlement  
  

95. The complaint asserts that the project poorly addresses the direct impacts of land 
acquisition on affected persons including the impact on their livelihood; and that the land 
compensation process in the public registry is problematic and there is lack of information about 
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the rights of the people including the existence of the project grievance redress mechanism 
(GRM) and ADB’s Accountability Mechanism. They also question the valuation of their land and 
claim that proposed prices were not negotiated with the owners.  
 
96. Complainants are also concerned that the crops and herbs that they gather will no longer 
be organic due to pollution; that land-for-land compensation was not considered; that where the 
project acquires parts of their land, some will have difficulty accessing their remaining land plots; 
and lastly, that in the first half of 2019, the Government of Georgia registered 845,775 m2 of land 
in the name of the Roads Department which the complainants assert had by tradition been in the 
ownership of residents of Khada Valley.28  
 
97. ADB Management pointed out that the Roads Department had engaged extensively with 
the affected persons on resettlement matters throughout the project preparation process as 
reflected in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan and the LARPs. There were 31 consultations on 
the LARP. Information materials were provided in both English and Georgian. The project 
Information Booklet which includes the entitlements of affected persons and a description for 
lodging a complaint with the project’s GRM was also sent to all AHs through registered mail. The 
GRMs were established and have been working, with 67% of the complaints received already 
closed. The record tracking and resolution of complaints is monitored weekly by an ADB 
consultant. 
 
98. On valuation, ADB Management informed the CRP that it had commissioned a leading 
international firm of valuation experts to perform independent valuations of selected plots and 
found that the compensation offered by the Roads Department exceeded market values of plots 
in the Khada Valley. ADB also stated that the Roads Department is negotiating settlements with 
affected persons in a transparent manner.  
 
99. ADB Management reported that they coordinate closely with the Roads Department and 
MRDI to ensure that affected persons are provided with assistance to register their lands, when 
needed. ADB also stressed that involuntary resettlement impact and risks were screened during 
the social impact assessment and LARP preparation. Vulnerable people were identified, and 
entitlements, allowances and mitigation measures were specified in the LARP. The additional 
compensation for severely impacted households is more than what was previously given for 
projects in Georgia. Continuing engagement with the communities will be enhanced with the 
mobilization of a community liaison officer.  
 
100. Assessment. The project has been categorized A for involuntary resettlement impacts as 
it will displace 158 households, of which a total of 30 are considered vulnerable. Lands used for 
agriculture, grazing, residential and commercial purposes are all impacted. 68% of the 158 AHs 
are severely affected, of which 16% will lose more than 50% of their lands. Most of the people are 
engaged in livestock farming, agriculture and apiculture. Crops are grown mainly for household 
consumption. While most of the affected persons do not derive income from their land, some AHs 
sell some products but do not consider bartering or small amounts of money received for 
agricultural products as income.29 Roadside markets provide opportunities for families to sell 

 
28 On p. 3 of an undated “Petition from local people from Khada valley” there is reference to 845,775 m2 of traditionally 

owned land being registered under the name of the Roads Department in the first half of July (year unknown). This 
was sent to the CRP to support the current complaint. An English translation of the petition (titled ‘Appeal’) without 
the signatories is available online at http://www.nationaltrustofgeorgia.org.ge/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Appeal-
letter-and-signitures-of-locals1.pdf. 

29 Footnote 5, para. 694. 
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products. Some rent a part of their yards to tourists. These informal sources of income also need 
to be accounted for in the LARPs. 
 
101. On entitlement eligibility, aside from compensation for land itself, the LARP will provide 
compensation for project-affected assets of affected persons regardless of the legal status of their 
land, and for affected persons losing businesses, income, and salaries.  
 
102. In response to complaints of inadequate compensation, the Roads Department also 
commissioned a valuation study, separate to the ADB-commissioned independent valuations. As 
a result, the land valuation was increased from 5.6 GEL/m2 to between 15-30 GEL/m2. ADB 
Management informed the CRP that 70% of the lands to be acquired have now been acquired 
and that the process is continuing.  
 
103. On land registration, records of LARP consultation sessions indicate that at least one 
affected person was informed that a certification from a neighbor to the effect that a person lacking 
the necessary documents for land registration registering the land owns that land will suffice. Fast 
tracking processing is also being undertaken. Land registration is important because affected 
persons can only receive land compensation after legalization.    
 
104. The issue of 845,885 m2 of land being registered to the Roads Department is a decision 
of the Government of Georgia. The CRP does not currently know whether ADB discussed this 
issue with the Roads Department to ensure that legalizable land plots of the affected persons 
which may have been included in the transfer will be transferred back to the concerned affected 
persons and/or if to be acquired by the project, subsequently properly valued and compensated. 
 
105. On access to land and stranded land, the CRP noted that the project design has 
incorporated underpasses, to allow access during and after construction of the highway. The 
concerns of affected persons on stranded lands needs to be validated on the ground. CRP has 
outstanding questions about whether these plots have been adequately and consistently 
addressed within the LARPs and ADB’s consideration of any associated mitigation measures.  
 
106. On entitlements, the EIA states that land-for-land compensation is not an option in this 
project because of the limited availability of land in the area.  

 
107. The CRP has reviewed the project-specific Entitlements Matrix provided in the LARPs. On 
loss of income and livelihood, the CRP notes that the entitlements provide only for cash 
compensation for affected crops. For severely affected AHs, an additional crop compensation or 
allowance is also specified.30 Livelihood restoration is only provided for severely affected AHs, 
and only in the form of a cash allowance. Important elements for effective livelihood restoration 
are missing from the LARP entitlements. CRP has reviewed a Community Needs Assessment 
report dated January 2021. It includes data that is potentially directly relevant to the establishment 
of livelihood restoration needs and entitlements in accordance with the SPS, and to maximizing 
the project’s socio-economic benefit for people in Khada Valley. The CRP observes that the 
analysis in this report was not integrated within the LARPs because it was completed after the 
LARPs were finalized.  
 

 
30  For severely affected AHs, compensation for 1 year’s yield of affected land or an allowance covering 3 months of 

minimum subsidence, whichever is higher or for other incomes, an allowance covering 3 months minimum 
subsistence will be provided. 
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108. Findings. The CRP finds preliminary evidence of ADB noncompliance with the SPS, 
paras. 17 and 21. Any inadequacy in the income and livelihood restoration portion of the LARPs 
is likely to cause harm to affected persons, complainants among them, by not providing them with 
effective program interventions that would ensure that they are socio-economically better off if not 
the same as before the project. While efforts are being undertaken by the ADB to address this 
gap through the development of a Community Development Plan which will include livelihood 
restoration, exactly what measures will be provided are currently unknown.   
 

7. Consultation and access to information 
 

109. The complainants say that they lack project-related information including detailed project 
design and information on local employment; that some affected people were not consulted; that 
consultations did not adequately respond to the questions raised by the affected persons; and 
that tourist companies were not consulted.  
 
110. ADB Management’s Response asserts that meaningful consultations started in May 2018, 
just a month after ADB began its due diligence. The Stakeholder Engagement Plan noted that 45 
stakeholder engagement events were held with the affected persons, village residents, business 
enterprises, NGOs including Green Alternative, academe, sector experts, national and local 
authorities. Some tour operators as well as the National Tourism Administration attended 
consultations on eco-tourism in the valley. 
 
111. ADB Management’s perspective is that community inputs led to key project design 
enhancements such as i) extension of the tunnel section in Tskere; (ii) inclusion of additional 
underpasses; (iii) improvement of village access roads; (iv) opportunities to support eco-tourism; 
(v) inclusion of business training opportunities for local communities; and (vi) increased 
compensation for land plots located in the Gudauri recreational zone. The project also mobilized 
a full-time and field-based Community Liaison officer has been mobilized to facilitate continuous 
and meaningful dialogue with local communities, expedite resolution of grievances and further 
explore livelihood development options. 
 
112. The inputs of non-governmental organizations have also made important contributions to 
minimizing and mitigating environmental impacts through review and improvement of the 
Biodiversity Action Plan, the Physical and Cultural Heritage Resources Assessment, the EIA and 
EMP and led to supplementary pre-construction activities. The outcomes of the consultations 
were documented and reflected in the EIA, LARPs and in the project’s overall scope and design.  
 
113. Assessment. ADB operational policies and procedures which relate to the consultation 
and access to information can be found in the SPS; the Access to Information Policy (AIP)31 and 
their respective sections in the ADB Operations Manual. The SPS requires that affected people 
are informed and consulted during project preparation and implementation.  
 
114. The SPS, particularly in para. 554, expresses ADB’s commitment to working with 
borrowers to put meaningful consultation processes into practice. Meaningful consultation refers 
to a process that (i) begins early in the project preparation cycle and is carried out on an ongoing 
basis throughout the project cycle; (ii) provides timely disclosure of relevant and adequate 
information that is understandable and readily accessible to affected people. and (v) enables the 
incorporation of all relevant views of affected people and other stakeholders into decision making, 

 
31  ADB. 2018. Access to Information Policy. Manila. https://www.adb.org/documents/access-information-policy. 
 

https://www.adb.org/documents/access-information-policy
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such as project design, mitigation measures, the sharing of development benefits and 
opportunities, and implementation issues. 
 
115. The AIP aims to promote stakeholder trust in ADB and reflects ADB’s commitment to 
transparency, accountability, and participation by stakeholders and recognizes the right of people 
to seek, receive, and impart information about ADB’s operations. It provides that ADB discloses 
information about its operations in a clear, timely, and appropriate manner to enhance 
stakeholders’ ability to meaningfully engage with ADB and to promote good governance. In AIP, 
there is a presumption in favor of disclosure, in a way that ADB discloses information unless that 
information falls within the exceptions to disclosure specified in AIP. More importantly, it provides 
for ADB to work closely with its borrowers and clients to ensure two-way communications about 
ADB projects with project affected people and other stakeholders. This is to be  done in a way 
that allows project affected people and other stakeholders to provide meaningful inputs into 
project design and implementation.  
 
116. The CRP notes that numerous consultations with different stakeholders were and continue 
to be undertaken. The CRP notes that the EIA and LARPs indicate that feedback from these 
consultations was considered in the design of the project including through changes/adjustments 
in the alignment of the road to minimize resettlement impacts, avoidance of cultural heritage sites, 
and provision of additional underpasses to allow unhampered movement of pedestrian and cattle, 
among others.   

 
117. Issues raised by the assessment of the temporary upgrade of the road from Zakatkari to 
Gudauri in the EIA are addressed separately in paras. 32 to 35 above.   
 
118. The CRP understands that affected persons were also informed of their rights and the 
procedures for raising their complaints in the Georgian version of the project Information Booklet. 
ADB Management’s response states that information on GRMs was disseminated during EIA 
preparation. Grievance Redress Committees have been established at municipal levels and their 
activities are documented in the project’s Social and Environmental Monitoring Reports. 
 
119. ADB Management has confirmed that the draft and the final EIA and EMP were disclosed 
on 4 December 2018 and 1 April 2019, respectively. The LARPs were disclosed on the ADB 
website while CRP understands that the Georgian versions were disclosed on the Roads 
Department website, the Roads Department offices and at the concerned municipal offices. 
However, the CRP has outstanding questions regarding the readability and understandability of 
some of the written material provided to affected persons, and therefore their effectiveness in 
enabling meaningful participation, e.g., information prepared to assist affected persons to 
understand their entitlements under the LARPs.  
 
120. The CRP has also considered the non-disclosure of the SEMP and TSEMPs and SSEMPs 
such as the Spoil Disposal Plan, Cultural Heritage Management Plan, Vibration Management 
Plan and Local Content Management Plan. The SPS Environmental Safeguards mandate that 
updated environmental assessments (including the EMP) shall be disclosed for affected people 
and other stakeholders.32 The CRP further notes that a presumption in favor of disclosure is one 
of the principles of the AIP.  
 

 
32 Footnote 6, p. 16 and p. 33, para. 17.  
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121. Findings. The CRP does not find preliminary evidence of ADB noncompliance with the 
relevant provisions of the SPS on consultation and participation. However, CRP finds preliminary 
evidence of ADB noncompliance with disclosure requirements of the SPS and AIP.  
 

VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

122. Following the eligibility review detailed in this report, the CRP is satisfied that in 
accordance with paragraph 179 of the AMP the complaint meets all the eligibility criteria, satisfies 
the scope, and does not fall within the exclusions set out in paras. 142 and 145–149 of the AMP. 
There is evidence of ADB noncompliance with its policies and procedures in a number of areas 
raised by the complainants in their complaint, as further set out in this report. In accordance with 
para. 179 of the AMP, the CRP concludes further that there is evidence that each of these areas 
of noncompliance has caused, or is likely to cause, direct and material harm to project-affected 
people, and that the noncompliance is serious enough to warrant compliance review. The CRP is 
also satisfied under para.180 of the AMP that the complainants made prior good faith efforts to 
resolve issues with the operations department concerned. 
  
123. Accordingly, pursuant to paragraphs 179 and 180 of the AMP, the CRP determines that 
the complaint is eligible for compliance review and recommends that the ADB Board of Directors 
authorize a compliance review of the project.  
 
 
 
/S/Elisea Gozun 
Chair, Compliance Review Panel 
 
 
/S/Ajay Deshpande 
Part-time Member, Compliance Review Panel 
 
 
/S/Halina Ward  
Part-time Member, Compliance Review Panel 
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