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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Summary of Panel Process 

1. On July 20, 2023, the Inspection Panel (the “Panel”) registered a first Request for 
Inspection, IPN Request RQ23/02 (hereafter referred to as the “First Request”), concerning 
the Tanzania: Resilient Natural Resource Management for Tourism and Growth 
(“REGROW”) Project (P150523). The First Request was submitted by two individuals 
(“Requesters”) who live in the vicinity of Ruaha National Park (variously RUNAPA or the 
“Park”) in Tanzania, advised by the Oakland Institute, a United States-based civil society 
organization. 

2. The Board and the President of the International Development Association (IDA) 
were notified by the Panel of the receipt of the First Request. Management responded to 
the claims in the First Request on August 18, 2023. In its Eligibility Report to the Board 
on September 19, 2023, the Panel recommended an investigation, which the Board 
approved on November 15, 2023. The Panel, however, did not recommend an investigation 
into two of the allegations in the First Request (i.e., infringements of the Indigenous 
Peoples and Involuntary Resettlement policies), as it found them to be outside of the 
Project’s scope at that stage. 

3. Following the Board approval of the Panel’s recommendation to investigate, the 
Accountability Mechanism Secretary (AMS) offered the Requesters and the Borrower the 
opportunity to participate in dispute resolution. On December 11, 2023, the AMS informed 
the Board, the Panel, and Management, in a “Notice of No Agreement to Pursue Dispute 
Resolution,” that there was no agreement from either party to pursue dispute resolution. 
The Panel posted its Investigation Plan online on December 14, 2023, and commenced its 
investigation. 

4. After the suspension by the Bank of disbursement of the Credit for the REGROW 
Project as a result of the Borrower’s resettlement planning activities on April 18, 2024, the 
Panel received another Request for Inspection (the “Second Request”) on May 3, 2024, 
from the same Requesters. The Second Request contained new information on 
resettlement, claiming that evictions were imminent, and that negative impacts, including 
from “cruel livelihood restrictions,” were occurring, thereby presenting resettlement issues 
again for the Panel’s consideration. On May 17, 2024, the Panel recommended to the Board 
that the Second Request be added to the ongoing investigation, a recommendation which 
the Board approved on May 24, 2024. The AMS offered dispute resolution to the parties, 
which was declined on May 31, 2024. The Panel updated its Investigation Plan to include 
the Second Request on June 1, 2024. Management provided a response to the Second 
Request on June 27, 2024. 

5. On September 16, 2024, the Panel issued its investigation report (“Investigation 
Report”) presenting the findings of the investigation. Following receipt of Management’s 
Report and Recommendation, on February 28, 2025, in response to the Investigation 
Report, the Board met on April 1, 2025, and approved the Management Action Plan 
(“MAP”). 



2 
Official Use Only 

 

6. On November 6, 2024, the Borrower informed the Bank of its decision to cancel 
the Project. The IDA General Conditions allow the Borrower to request such a cancellation. 
As of that date, the Project was closed. The Borrower’s cancellation and the Project’s 
closure meant that the Project could not serve to finance and implement the actions 
addressing the findings from Management’s Report and Recommendation in response to 
the Panel’s investigation findings. 

7. Nevertheless, the Borrower reiterated its full commitment to working with 
Management on the implementation of the MAP. Management and the Borrower agreed to 
use trust fund resources and a new IDA operation as a suitable alternative operational 
platform to enable the Borrower to implement and deliver on MAP actions. 

8. As part of the Panel process, the Board on April 1, 2025, deliberated on whether 
the specific actions proposed in the Management Action Plan (MAP) adequately and 
effectively addressed the key findings and recommendations set out in the IPN report. 
Following its deliberations, the Board approved the MAP, having satisfied itself that the 
proposed actions provided an adequate and appropriate response to the key findings 
identified by the Panel. 

9. On February 10, 2026, Management submitted to the Board its first and final 
Progress Report on the implementation of the MAP (“Progress Report”). 

10. On July 11, 2025, the Panel submitted to the Board a Recommendation for 
Verification of the Implementation of the MAP, which the Board approved on November 
21, 2025. The Panel issued its Verification Report of the status of implementation of 
Management’s actions contained in the MAP (“Verification Report”) on July 20, 2026. The 
Panel's report also includes, as Annex 2, the disclosable summary of the verification 
undertaken by the Group Internal Audit (“GIA”). On July 31, 2026, the Panel issued a 
Corrigendum.1  

11. Management has reviewed the Inspection Panel’s Verification Report, including 
GIA’s verification. Management has prepared the following response to the report in 
accordance with paragraph 22 of the Framework for Proportionality Criteria and 
Modalities for Independent Verification of Management Action Plan Implementation 
(“Verification Framework”). 

 

 
  

 
1 The Verification Report was revised to clarify that, in paragraphs 7, 21, 29, 46, and 47, the Inspection Panel 
received information from the Requesters’ advisors rather than from the Requesters. 



3 
Official Use Only 

 

II. OBSERVATIONS ON THE SCOPE OF THE VERIFICATION REPORT 

12. Management welcomes the Panel’s verification and confirmation that all 
Management actions in the MAP have been completed, as noted in Table 1. Summary of 
Status of Bank Management’s Actions in the MAP in the Panel’s Verification Report, as 
was also reported in Management’s Progress Report. These include actions to address 
restriction of access and livelihoods impacts, as well as increasing the capacity and 
consideration of the implementing entities regarding community health and safety, and 
social aspects. 

 
Table 1.  

Summary of Panel’s Verification of the Status of Bank Management’s Actions in the MAP 

Bank’s Action in MAP Status per Progress Report Status per Panel Verification 

Actions to address restriction of access and livelihoods impacts 
Action 1(a) – Providing 
technical support to the 
Borrower for the preparation 
and submission of the project2 
proposal to secure financing for 
these activities. 

Completed on January 23, 
2025, when the project was 
approved by the Board. The 
Bank supported the Borrower in 
preparing the project for 
financing through consultations, 
surveys, reviews and 
conducting 
required assessments in 
accordance with Bank policies 
and procedures. 
 

Completed 
The Panel verified that the Bank 
supported the Borrower in the 
preparation of the project for 
financing. 

Action 1(b) – Provide technical 
support to the Borrower for the 
preparation of the proposed IDA 
operation3 for Board 
consideration. 

Completed on June 11, 2025, 
when the Program was approved 
by the Board. The Bank 
supported the Borrower in 
preparing the Program through 
consultations, technical 
assessments, surveys, training, 
reviews and documentation in 
accordance with Bank policies 
and procedures. 
 

Completed 
The Panel verified that the Bank 
supported the Borrower in the 
preparation of the Program. 

Action 1(c.1) – Management will 
confirm that a strengthened 
Grievance Redress Mechanism 
(GRM) is in place through GRM 
reports (number and types of 
grievance lodged and addressed). 
 

Completed on November 6, 
2024. Management has 
confirmed that an expanded 
and strengthened GRM has 
been established and is 
operational. 

Completed 
The Panel verified that the Bank 
supported the strengthening and 
expansion of the GRM and that 
the Borrower’s reporting indicates 
that the GRM is operational. 
 

 
2 Promoting Community Led Nature-based Solutions to Climate Change Adaptation in the Usangu Catchment 
Project (the “Usangu Project,” P502536). 
3 Scaling-up Locally Led Climate Action Program (the “SCALE Program,” P180742), which became effective on 
November 12, 2025, and is due to close on July 31, 2030.  
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Bank’s Action in MAP Status per Progress Report Status per Panel Verification 
Action 1(d) – Management will 
review the report on GRM 
implementation and provide 
feedback to the Borrower based 
on international experience. 

Completed on November 11, 
2024. Management reviewed 
the GRM implementation 
report on November 4, 2024, 
and gave feedback to the 
Borrower on November 8, 
2024, referencing international 
best practices and previous 
experience to support 
grievance management. 

 

Completed 
The Panel verified that the Bank 
acknowledged the Borrower’s 
report on the GRM. 
Management provided the Panel 
with information to verify that 
the Bank provided feedback to 
the Borrower based on 
international experience. 

Action 1(e) – Bank Management 
received the Borrower’s 
confirmation dated June 18, 2024, 
and June 26, 2024. 

Completed on June 26, 2024.  
The Bank received assurances 
on June 18 and June 26, 2024, 
regarding the Borrower’s intent 
not to resettle communities in 
RUNAPA in the foreseeable 
future and that resettlement 
activities have stopped. 

Completed 
The Panel verified that Bank 
Management received letters 
dated June 18, 2024, and June 
26, 2024, from the Ministry of 
Finance confirming resettlement 
activities in relation to 
communities residing inside 
RUNAPA will not be resettled 
in the foreseeable future and that 
resettlement activities have 
stopped. 

 
Actions to address the implementing entities capacity and consideration of human health and safety, 
and social aspects. 
Action 2(a) – The Bank will 
support the Borrower, in 
collaboration with other 
development partners, to 
convene this workshop to 
discuss relevant good 
international practice in 
protected area management 
including on effective and 
responsible enforcement of 
restrictions, conflict avoidance, 
community engagement and 
benefit sharing. 
 

Completed on September 29, 
2025. 
 
The Bank supported both 
workshops through financial 
support, organization of 
logistics, technical input to the 
program, and identification and 
mobilization of some speakers. 

Completed 
 
The Panel verified that these 
workshops were supported by 
Bank Management in June and 
September 2025. 

13. There are, however, several instances where Management considers that the Panel’s 
Verification Report to go beyond the scope of the verification mandate approved by the 
Board, as outlined in the Accountability Mechanism Resolution (“Resolution”)4 and the 
Verification Framework.5 These instances are laid out in more detail in the subsequent 
paragraphs of this report.  

 
4 Resolution No. IBRD 2025-0001 and Resolution No. IDA 2025-0001, The World Bank Accountability 
Mechanism: Inspection Panel and Dispute Resolution Service, Mar. 7, 2025 (“Resolution”). 
5 Framework for Proportionality Criteria and Modalities for Independent Verification of Management Action Plan 
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14. The Verification Report extends beyond the Inspection Panel’s verification 
mandate by evaluating the adequacy, impact, and effectiveness of MAP actions, rather than 
limiting its assessment to the implementation status of specific actions. Both the Resolution 
and the Verification Framework are clear that “verification will assess the status (including 
completion) of specific Management actions included in the management action plan based 
on appropriate evidence of implementation status.”6  

15. Management considers this expansion of the verification mandate problematic 
because it extends into responsibilities reserved for the Board and the limits of the Panel’s 
institutional role. The Board alone determines whether proposed MAP actions are adequate 
to address findings of non-compliance, and that determination was made when it approved 
the MAP.7 Likewise, the Panel is not mandated to assess the effectiveness or development 
impact of Bank-supported projects or MAP actions beyond compliance with Bank policies 
and procedures. Except for verifying implementation status and, where applicable, 
commenting on consultations during MAP preparation, the Resolution does not authorize 
the Panel to evaluate or monitor other aspects of the MAP.8 

16. The Verification Report also includes the Panel’s views on matters that go beyond 
the implementation of Management’s MAP actions to focus on the Borrower’s MAP 
actions. Specifically, MAP action 1(e) on non-compliance with OP 4.12 paragraph 3(b) 
and resettlement required the Borrower to confirm that the communities inside RUNAPA 
will not be resettled in the foreseeable future. Management received the Borrower’s 
confirmation dated June 18, 2024, and June 26, 2024, as required by the MAP, therefore 
the implementation of this MAP action is completed. Ultimately, any guarantees against 
future resettlement are outside the Bank’s remit following Project closure on November 6, 
2024, as such decisions are sovereign matters subject to national legal requirements. 
Nevertheless, given the central role this issue plays in the community’s grievances, the 
Bank will continue to monitor the situation to inform its broader ongoing dialogue with the 
Government. 

 
III. MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO PANEL OBSERVATIONS 

17. As noted in Management’s Progress Report, all the MAP actions that were to be 
undertaken by Management have been successfully completed. This was also confirmed in the 
summary tables included in the Panel’s Verification Report. The tables below include 
Management’s responses to the “Panel’s Observations and Situational Descriptions” in 
Annex 1 of its Verification Report, as well as responses to other relevant statements in the 
Panel’s Verification Report. 

  

 
Implementation, Feb. 3, 2021 (“Verification Framework”). 
6 Resolution, paragraph 49 (emphasis added). See also, Verification Framework, paragraph 4(ii). 
7 Resolution, paragraph 41. See also, “The Inspection Panel at the World Bank: Operating Procedures,” November 
2025, paragraph 80. 
8 Resolution, paragraph 42. 
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Table 2. Management Responses to Panel Observations 

 
Action 1(a) 

Effectiveness of Usangu Project support (VR 
paragraph 28) 
 
Panel Observations: 
 
 Among the documents Management shared with 

the Panel, a table outlines Usangu Project 
activities and associated costs benefiting the five 
villages. Management noted that this table is 
updated as additional activities are initiated. The 
table lists the five villages inside RUNAPA and 
indicates that awareness-raising activities and a 
Needs Assessment Report were conducted and, 
for each of the five villages, a Grievance 
Redress Committee was established. For 
Kilambo specifically, the table states that nine 
kilometers of river training/excavation were 
conducted along the Mlowa River between 
Kilambo and Mwatega villages. However, the 
Panel is unable to verify whether Usangu 
Project support has effectively reduced, or will 
reduce, impacts related to restrictions of access 
to livelihoods or the risk of conflict and violence 
at RUNAPA. 

 
 
 
Management Response: 
 
• The Panel notes that it was “unable to verify whether 

Usangu Project9 support has effectively reduced, or will 
reduce, impacts related to restrictions of access to 
livelihoods or the risk of conflict and violence at 
RUNAPA.” The Panel’s mandate does not include 
assessing the adequacy, impact, or effectiveness of MAP 
actions or verifying whether MAP Actions – in this case 
the Usangu Project support – “has effectively reduced, 
or will reduce, impacts related to restrictions of access to 
livelihoods or the risk of conflict and violence at 
RUNAPA.” 

 
• The determination of effectiveness raised in the Panel’s 

comments would require evidence from reviewing all 
measurable results in livelihood conditions and 
reductions in conflict risks which would only be 
available after Project implementation and evaluation. 
 

• Notwithstanding this, concrete progress has already been 
made toward improving livelihoods and reducing 
conflict among project-affected persons (PAPs). Nine 
waterholes have been established, providing pastoralists 
with alternative water access mechanisms. This has 
contributed directly to reducing conflict between farmers 
and pastoralists and improving livelihoods for PAPs by 
lessening competition over scarce water resources. 
 

• In parallel, COCOBA groups are providing financial 
assistance to PAP households in the form of seed capital, 
supporting both group-level projects and individual 
loans for climate-smart livelihoods. Monitoring visits 
have documented an improved savings culture, with 
COCOBA group leaders gaining practical skills in 
financial management and internal controls.  
 

• The project plans to assess measurable results in 
livelihoods and conflict risk reduction through continued 
monitoring of COCOBA performance, water access 
utilization, and conflict incident reporting linked to the 
GRM. A structured assessment of outcomes will be 

 
9 Promoting Community Led Nature-based Solutions to Climate Change Adaptation in the Usangu Catchment 
(P502536), which became effective on June 10, 2025, and is due to close on November 30, 2027. 
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conducted as part of project monitoring activities, with 
results documented and shared accordingly.  

 
Impact of COCOBA seed grants (VR paragraph 
29) 
 

 Management’s table also indicates that the 
Community Conservation Bank (COCOBA) 
seed grants for alternative livelihood activities 
were provided to two groups of 30 persons from 
each of the five villages within RUNAPA. The 
table lists the name of each group. During the 
verification process the Requesters’ advisors 
told the Panel that this initiative was having 
negligible impacts in the villages inside 
RUNAPA as only about 30 persons from each 
of the five villages affected by REGROW 
(representing 21,000 persons) had access to the 
COCOBA seed grants. 

 

• The Panel’s reporting on the impact of the COCOBA 
seed grants goes beyond its mandate which does not 
include assessing impact of MAP actions.  
 

• The Project had a target of supporting 30 COCOBA 
groups which has been successfully achieved. Each 
COCOBA group has been allocated approximately 
US$19,486, bringing the total budget for COCOBA 
support to $584,580.00. Each COCOBA group has an 
average of 30 members, with each member representing 
a household. The selection of COCOBA groups and the 
prioritization of supported activities were based on a 
participatory planning process and informed by a needs 
assessment. 

• The approximately 900 COCOBA members do not 
constitute a one-to-one or statistically representative 
sample of the full PAP population of 21,000 people. 
Rather, the selection was based on a needs assessment 
conducted by LSA, which identified specific community 
structures, selection criteria, and a defined methodology 
for targeting groups with the greatest needs and potential 
for impact. The approach was community-driven and 
designed to direct resources toward the areas of highest 
priority identified through the assessment process. The 
grants were structured to reach households through 
collective mechanisms, enabling group-level financing 
to extend benefits beyond individual members to their 
families and broader community networks.  
 

Action 1(b) 
SCALE Program design and scope (VR paragraphs 
31-35) 
 
Panel Observations: 
 
• The Panel notes that according to SCALE’s 

Program Appraisal Document (PAD), selected 
communities in the Mbarali District around 
southern RUNAPA are included. The Panel also 
notes that the SCALE Program is not designed 
to support activities inside National Parks. In 
June 2026, Management indicated that the 
SCALE Program was intended to work with 
communities living adjacent to Protected 
Areas, including those surrounding 
RUNAPA, by supporting alternative livelihood 
opportunities and other community-based 
interventions. Management also indicated that 
under the SCALE Program, the Local 

 
 
 
Management Response: 
 
• As noted earlier, the Panel is not mandated to assess the 

effectiveness or development impact of Bank-supported 
projects or MAP actions beyond compliance with Bank 
policies and procedures. Management would like to 
clarify that the two operations were designed with a 
deliberate geographic division to complement each other 
and provide robust support to the communities in and 
around RUNAPA.: financing: 
 
o Promoting Community Led Nature-based Solutions 

to Climate Change Adaptation in the Usangu 
Catchment — Activities Inside the Protected Area. 
This project was specifically established to serve 
communities living inside RUNAPA. Since the IDA-
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Government Authorities (LGAs) are 
responsible for identifying, planning, and 
implementing investments in accordance with 
the Program design. Management added that 
LGAs lack jurisdiction over Protected Areas 
and cannot implement activities there, 
however, they have administrative authority 
over the five villages located within RUNAPA. 
Management further indicated to the Panel that 
the reason no SCALE activities are currently 
being implemented in the five villages is 
primarily a matter of prioritization. To 
reduce pressure from herders on Protected Area 
resources and minimize the risk of conflict 
between herders and TANAPA, the 
Government has chosen to focus investments 
on the villages surrounding RUNAPA, which 
serve as the main entry points for cattle grazing 
inside Protected Areas. As a result, Program 
investments have been directed toward these 
villages rather than those located within 
RUNAPA. According to Management’s 
Progress Report, the Bank had supported the 
Borrower in incorporating lessons from the 
REGROW Project on the potential for 
livelihood impacts from operations on 
communities. The Panel notes that the PAD for 
the SCALE Program states that the exclusion 
list includes actions that may negatively 
impact existing livelihoods or create conflicts 
over resource use and both the PAD and 
Management’s Progress Report of February 
2026 mentioned a “conflict management 
protocol” would be provided in the Program’s 
Operations Manual (POM). However, the Panel 
could not find such a protocol in the Manual. 
Management informed the Panel in April 2026 
that some elements of the Program’s 
Operations Manual have yet to be finalized. 

 

financed SCALE program does not operate in 
protected areas, the Usangu Project was created 
precisely to cover the five villages and sub-villages 
located inside the park. 
 

o Scaling-up Locally Led Climate Action Program 
(SCALE) — Activities Around the Protected Area. 
The SCALE Program is IDA-financed and, as a 
matter of program design, does not operate inside 
protected areas. Instead, it targets communities in the 
Mbeya and Iringa regions in the Usangu catchment 
around RUNAPA. The SCALE Program has a strong 
focus on livelihoods and jobs, with an additional 
focus on vulnerable and marginalized communities 
in critical watersheds and around protected areas. 
SCALE activities in that surrounding area include 
community-selected investments in agriculture, 
natural resource management, alternative 
livelihoods, micro-finance, community forestry, 
clean cooking, and legal information services. 

 
• Management further notes that the “conflict 

management protocol,” which is currently under 
preparation, does not relate to any MAP action.  

• Nevertheless, Management would like to reiterate 
that the protocol is under preparation and will be 
included in the POM as earlier noted and is expected 
to be finalized by the end of September 2026. 

 
• The "conflict management protocol" also does not 

correspond to a standalone document. Conflict 
prevention and management measures are embedded 
within the POM, and the Environmental, Social, Health, 
and Safety Risks and Impacts Management (ESHSRIM) 
Manual. The POM sets out the full framework for 
identifying, reporting, escalating, and managing conflict-
related risks and incidents, including linkages with the 
GRM and incident reporting systems. The ESHSRIM 
Manual addresses community-level risks arising from 
park management, enforcement of access restrictions, 
and interactions with protected area authorities. 
Preventive measures covering community engagement, 
stakeholder communication, and mitigation of 
enforcement-related social risks are also embedded 
within the ESHSRIM's risk mitigation framework. In 
addition, incident documentation, escalation pathways, 
and follow-up procedures are specified within the 
Manual, linking directly to the conflict management 
arrangements described in the Progress Report.  
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Action 1(c) 
GRM data and evidence of MAP Action status as of 
completion date (VR paragraph 38) 
 
Panel Observations:  
 
• Management shared with the Panel a report by 

the Borrower on the GRM for the period 
September–October 2024. The report 
summarized 73 grievances received during the 
two-month period using the various channels 
of the GRM system. The Panel considers this 
report an indication that the GRM system was 
operational at that time. However, the Panel 
has not received data covering the period from 
October 2024 onward. The Panel notes that 
Management marked this action as completed 
as of November 6, 2024, which is the day the 
Borrower canceled the Project. Thus, the Panel 
notes that the completion date had passed prior 
to submission of the MAP for Board approval 
in February 2025. 

 

 
 
 
Management Response:  
 
• Project-specific Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) 

data through the end of October 2024 was shared. As the 
Project closed on November 6, 2024, the Project 
Implementation Unit did not provide any additional 
GRM reports or data for subsequent months, as GRM 
reporting was part of Project implementation, which had 
concluded by that time. 

Action 1(e) 
Borrower Action on resettlement (paragraphs 
43-47) 
 
Panel Observations: 

 
• The Panel noted that – as mentioned above in 

relation to Action 1(a) – during stakeholder 
consultation on the Usangu Project in 
November 2024 in Luhanga inside RUNAPA, 
an attendee stated the village had been directed 
by the Government not to perform any 
development activities as the village is in an 
area that is part of RUNAPA. The attendee 
added that community members are waiting for 
compensation and relocation to other villages.  
 

• In relation to the resettlement of communities 
from inside RUNAPA, Management also 
shared with the Panel a letter from the 
Tanzania Ministry of Foreign Affairs and East 
African Cooperation sent to the United Nations 
Office of the High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (UNHCR), dated September 9, 2025. In 
this letter the Government reiterated it has no 
plans to relocate the villages from inside 
RUNAPA in the foreseeable future. The letter 
added that any future considerations with 
respect to resettlement would adhere to 
established legal frameworks and safeguards. 

 
 
 
Management Response: 
 
• The Panel reports on the status of the Borrower’s 

actions, despite acknowledging in the related MAP table 
that this is outside its mandate.  
 

• Management notes that this information was reported 
during stakeholder consultations and has not been 
independently verified. Management therefore cautions 
against drawing conclusions on the basis of this 
information alone.  
 

• The two new Bank-supported operations exclude 
financing for any activities that would require or result in 
involuntary resettlement. The Bank continues to actively 
monitor the implementation of these operations 
including this specific point.  

 
• Beyond that, Management notes that any guarantees 

against future resettlement are outside the Bank’s remit 
following Project closure on November 6, 2024, as such 
decisions on resettlement are sovereign matters subject 
to national legal requirements. Nevertheless, given the 
central role this issue plays in the community’s 
grievances, the Bank will monitor the situation to inform 
its broader ongoing dialogue with the Government. 
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In contrast, however, the Panel noted that the 
Management Progress Report indicates that, 
around the same time, at an election rally on 
September 5, 2025, it was announced that the 
five villages would have to be relocated. 
Separately, the Requesters’ advisors informed 
the Panel of a Tanzanian Parliamentary session 
on May 15, 2026, during which resettlement 
plans for the five villages were openly 
discussed. They added that at this 
parliamentary, the Government stated it had 
decided that the area of the five village was 
required for the security of the Ruaha River as 
it is the source of water for the country’s 
hydroelectric power plants and that TANAPA 
had been asked to protect the area while the 
Ministry of Lands carried out property 
valuations. According to the Requesters’ 
advisors, the Government further stated it is 
awaiting completion of the valuations so that 
compensation can be paid to enable relocation. 
They added that a Member of Parliament raised 
issues relating to TANAPA barring villagers 
from using their lands, while compensation had 
still not been provided. The Requesters’ 
advisors noted that, for them, this 
parliamentary session confirmed that 
TANAPA is patrolling these areas and the 
relocation process has begun. According to the 
Requesters’ advisors, the parliamentary session 
did not dispute the claims that livelihood 
restrictions remain in place without 
compensation. The Requesters’ advisors told 
the Panel that according to information they 
received, farmers remain barred from 
cultivating their land and that the resettlement 
of these villages is progressing. On June 16, 
2026, Management informed the Panel that 
since the letters of 2024 it has not been made 
aware of any evidence or decision indicating 
that resettlement is planned or progressing. 

 

 
• The Government has communicated in the last letter 

dated June 18, 2024 that no resettlement is anticipated in 
the near future. However, this remains a matter of active 
parliamentary discussion and is part of the public record. 
The language referring to "independently verified" is 
intended to be precise: at the operational level, the 
Usangu Catchment project has confirmed that no 
resettlement is currently taking place. What remains 
unverified by the Government at this stage is a formal, 
official decision or timeline. The Usangu project will 
continue to monitor developments and update its records 
as the parliamentary process advances and official 
government positions are formalized. 

 

 
 

IV. CONCLUSION 

18. Management acknowledges the Panel’s confirmation that all MAP actions have 
been successfully completed. However, it notes with concern the Panel’s statements 
regarding the adequacy, impact, or effectiveness of the MAP actions on the Project’s 
broader impacts. Management considers that such statements are both outside the Panel’s 
mandate and not adequately substantiated or supported by data.  
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19. Where relevant, Management has clarified factual inaccuracies and provided 
additional evidence regarding implementation of MAP actions. Management’s proposed 
MAP actions were deemed adequate to address the adverse impacts raised in the Panel’s 
Investigation Report when they were approved by the Board, and these actions have been 
fully implemented.  

 
 

V. MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO GIA OBSERVATIONS 

20. The Group Internal Audit (“GIA”) also performed a verification of the 
implementation of certain MAP actions in response to the Panel’s investigation of the 
REGROW Project. GIA notes that the verification was carried out in accordance with 
GIA’s work program for Fiscal Year (“FY”) 26, the Board-approved recommendation for 
verification, the Resolution, and the Verification Framework.10  

21. The verification assessed the implementation status of MAP actions addressing the 
Bank’s governance, policies, procedures, and oversight of environmental and social risks, 
as reported in Management’s Progress Report to the Board dated February 10, 2026. 

 
Table 3. GIA Verification Findings 

 
MAP Action MAP Progress 

Report Status 
GIA Verified 

Status 

1. Management will set up and maintain the Country 
Office hotline and email (“Tanzania Alert”) for 
additional grievance reporting in relation to its 
lending Portfolio. (MAP action #c.2) 

Completed Completed – with 
enhancements 
required 

2. Management will prepare an Interim Guidance Note 
(IGN) on Managing the Risks of Projects Involving 
Protected Areas. (MAP action #b)  

Completed Completed 

3. Based on the Interim Guidance Note, Management will 
prepare a more comprehensive Good Practice Note 
(GPN) on the same topic. (MAP action #c)  

Completed Completed 

4. Management will design and deliver a staff training 
program on the Environmental and Social Framework 
(ESF), including a dedicated module focused on 
national parks and protected areas. This new module, 
which is based on the Interim Guidance Note referred 
to above, is designed to enhance the capacity of staff 
working on projects related to these ecologically 
sensitive areas (MAP action #d) 

Completed Partially 
Completed  
 

 

 
10 The GIA Disclosable Summary states that “The engagement did not constitute an audit or other assurance 
engagement. Accordingly, no audit or assurance conclusion is expressed.” This seems to be at odds with the Board-
approved Verification Framework (paragraph 16), which specifically refers to this being an “Assurance 
Review.” (‘Framework for Proportionality Criteria and Modalities for Independent Verification of Management 
Action Plan Implementation’, dated February 3, 2021) 
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22. Management agrees with the two findings of completion. The table below contain 
Management’s response to the two other findings of “completed with enhancements 
required” and “partially completed.” 

 

Table 2. Management Responses to GIA Observations 
 

MAP Action c.2: Tanzania Alert hotline 
 

GIA Observations: 
 

• Hotline and email are operational with 
evidence that complaints are received and 
recorded at the time of verification. 

• A Tanzania hotline operating manual is 
available to support the administration of the 
mechanism. 
 

• However, GIA identified the following 
areas that require enhancements: 

- Assignment of key responsibilities 
such as complaint validity and scope 
assessment and case closure, to 
operational task teams, increasing 
the risk of conflicts of interest (COI). 

- The above assignment contradicts 
roles and responsibilities, and 
grievance handling process for E&S 
complaints as defined in the 
Grievance Redress Service (GRS) 
Directive and Procedure. 

- Fragmented reporting and 
duplication with corporate systems, 
reducing transparency. 

- Absence of a defined quality 
assurance process. 

- Undefined access controls for 
grievance records. 

 

This review did not verify the impact and 
effectiveness of the Country Office 
hotline and email account, nor assess the 
quality of judgments made by 

 
Management Response: 

 
• GIA confirms that the “Hotline and email are 

operational with evidence that complaints are 
received and recorded at the time of verification,” 
and that “[a] Tanzania hotline operating manual 
is available to support the administration of the 
mechanism.” It also recommends a number of 
enhancements to the completed action.  

• In Management’s view, the finding of 
“completed with enhancements required” for this 
action appears to be influenced to a significant 
extent by the additional observations and 
suggestions made by the GIA. However, these 
considerations should be clearly distinguished 
from the verification of implementation of the 
approved action. While GIA notes that “this 
review did not verify the impact and effectiveness 
of the Country Office hotline and email account,” 
Management would like to clarify that assessing 
impact or effectiveness of MAP actions is not 
within the purview of either the Panel’s or GIA’s 
verification mandate as per the Resolution and 
the Verification Framework.11 

• The “Tanzania Alert” system is designed as a 
complementary intake mechanism to the GRS, 
not as a parallel operation, and its manual was 
reviewed by the GRS team prior to its adoption to 
ensure alignment with corporate requirements. 
The GRS Directive/Procedure are referenced and 
incorporated in the manual. The system primarily 
functions as a centralized intake, recording, 
referral, and case-tracking platform, while task 
teams are responsible for referring the case to the 
GRS and following up on its resolution as per the 
GRS Directive/Procedure.  

 
11 “[V]erification assesses the status (including completion) of specific Management actions in the MAP based on 
appropriate evidence of implementation status;” (Paragraph 4[ii] of the Board-approved ‘Framework for 
Proportionality Criteria and Modalities for Independent Verification of Management Action Plan Implementation’, 
dated February 3, 2021) 
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management regarding the handling of 
complaints received through the hotline. 

 

• On the quality assurance process, the Country 
Management Unit (“CMU”) leads monthly 
quality assurance checks, through regular 
monthly reporting, which includes checks on 
timeliness, case handling, and corrective actions 
for delays. The team welcomes further 
enhancements, particularly with respect to 
strengthened tracking of GRS referral timelines. 
The system will only record that the case has been 
closed upon receipt of evidence that GRS has 
approved such closure. 

• Regarding roles and responsibilities, as per the 
Accountability and Decision Making (“ADM”) 
framework, the responsibility for complaint 
follow-up lies with the respective Task Team 
Leaders (“TTLs”) and by extension Task Teams 
(“TTs”), in accordance with the GRS 
Directive/Procedure, as they are the direct contact 
with Government and responsible for working 
with it to resolve complaints (“in the case of 
Referred complaint, the TT serves as the primary 
contact unless mutually agreed otherwise,” C.16 
of GRS Procedure). The TTL informs the 
“Tanzania Alert” system team once the GRS 
complaint has been resolved as per the GRS 
Directive/Procedure. 

 
MAP Action d: Staff Training 

 
GIA Observations: 

 
• Training presentations on national parks 

and protected areas were developed and 
delivered via learning sessions, 
workshops, forums, and staff meetings, 
and used as the core training module 

 
• According to Management, contents for 

thematic areas are not integrated into the 
formal ESF curriculum 

 

• However, GIA could not verify: 

- Training schedules, including 
criteria for sequencing future 
training. 

- Targeted staff participation, as 
attendance records were not 
always maintained nor available 

 
Management Response: 

 
• GIA confirms that “Training presentations on 

national parks and protected areas were 
developed and delivered via learning sessions, 
workshops, forums, and staff meetings, and used 
as the core training module.” 

• As part of its observations, GIA notes that it 
could not verify the feedback mechanism to 
assess enhanced staff capacity. In Management’s 
view, this aspect goes beyond the implementation 
status of the relevant MAP action and concerns 
impact or adequacy of the action. As such, it 
exceeds the verification mandate provided under 
the Resolution and the Verification Framework.  

• Management notes that questions and feedback 
raised during the training sessions were received 
and recorded. Attendance sheets are maintained 
only for training delivered through the OLC, and 
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for verification. Only a list of 
training sessions held and a 
January 2026 GPN training 
registration list were provided. 

- Feedback mechanism, and pre-
and post-training assessment, to 
assess enhanced staff capacity. 

 
Accordingly, the action has been assessed as 
partially completed. 

these have been shared with GIA.12 To reach a 
broader audience of relevant staff, training has 
also been delivered through additional channels, 
including thematic working groups, the Planet 
Forum, and regular E&S staff meetings. These 
activities have successfully complemented the 
training delivered through the OLC, which is 
demand-driven only.  

• The finding of “partially completed” appears to 
be based on GIA’s views of what a training 
program should contain, which is neither defined 
nor required by Bank policy or procedures. 
Management understands that GIA’s reading of a 
“training program” encompasses elements that 
Management would consider part of a broader 
training strategy. However, given that there is no 
clear or binding Bank-wide definition of what 
constitutes a “training module” or a “training 
program,” Management believes it is appropriate 
to rely on the established practice of Operations 
Policy and Country Services (“OPCS”) regarding 
training on the ESF. 

• Along this line, OPCS has developed and is 
conducting robust training on the Good Practice 
Note (“GPN”) on Managing the Risks of Projects 
Involving Protected and Conserved Areas that is 
fully consistent with the current ESF institutional 
training program approach. OPCS is confident 
that this training is achieving its intended 
purpose, which is to increase Bank staff capacity 
to manage the risks of projects involving 
protected areas. It encompasses a dedicated 
training module on the GPN, which complements 
a broader suite of E&S safeguards-related 
training modules covering distinct subject areas. 
These modules have been delivered through 
various channels (including ESF clinics/learning 
events, which form a core pillar of the corporate 
ESF training program) and will continue to be 
offered going forward. As such, Management 
considers that this action has been duly 
implemented. 

• Management believes that both the GIA finding 
and its recommendations extend beyond the 
verification of the specific MAP action and 
instead address broader questions about how the 
safeguards ESF learning program is structured. 

 
12 A total of 358 participants attended two of the training sessions held on April 30, 2025, and January 28, 2026. 
Staff names were recorded during registration, and online participation was confirmed.  
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Management will consider GIA’s input for its 
broader ESF learning. However, the MAP action 
itself was clearly delivered, and the evidence was 
provided. Concluding instead that the action has 
only been complied with only “in part” implies 
that the staff training on protected area 
management has material shortcomings, which is 
not the case. 

 
 
 
 
 




