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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Project

1.

ii.

1il.

The Vietnam Coastal Cities Sustainable Environment Project (CCSEP) was approved
on May 5, 2017, financed through an International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD) loan of US$46 million and an International Development
Association (IDA) credit of US$190.2 million. The objective of the CCSEP was to
increase access to sanitation services and improve the operational performance of
sanitation utilities in four coastal cities (Dong Hoi, Quy Nhon, Phan Rang-Thap
Cham, and Nha Trang). In all, the CCSEP directly provided 242,406 people with
access to sanitation and reduced the risk of flooding for 45,624 people, exceeding the
original targets of 240,600 and 44,700, respectively. The CCSEP supported the
expansion of sanitation infrastructure, such as the construction of storm water
pumping stations and retention lakes, sewerage networks, and wastewater treatment
plants. In addition, it supported urban connectivity improvements, such as the
construction of various city roads and urban river embankments. The Project was
classified as Environmental Category A and triggered Operational Policy (OP/BP)
4.01 on Environmental Assessment and OP/BP 4.12 on Involuntary Resettlement.

The CCSEP became effective on January 18, 2018. However, due to delays in
allocation of budgetary resources from the central Government to the cities,
implementation did not start until 2019 and was subsequently affected by the COVID-
19 pandemic, severe storms in 2020, and supply chain disruptions caused by Russia’s
invasion of Ukraine. In response, the CCSEP was restructured in December 2022 to
extend the closing date by eighteen months (to June 30, 2024), reduce the scale of
investments, partially cancel funds, and revise disbursement categories accordingly.
A Request for Inspection concerning the CCSEP was submitted to the Inspection
Panel on August 27, 2023, and registered on September 25, 2023.

The CCSEP closed on June 30, 2024. Since the construction of investments in the Nha
Trang City Subproject were not completed at closing and some environmental and
social commitments remained outstanding, a Post-Closure Action Plan (PCAP) was
prepared and approved in October 2024 and updated in May 2025 and included
follow-up actions to address these commitments.

Request for Inspection

1v.

The Request for Inspection for the CCSEP concerns the Nha Trang City Subproject
(“the Project”) in Khanh Hoa Province in Viet Nam. The Request was submitted by
31 individuals who live in Ngoc Hiep Ward, Nha Trang City, and specifically, the
Ngoc Hiep Resettlement Site (NHRS) designed to accommodate households
displaced by various infrastructure investment projects across Nha Trang — including
the CCSEP. This included residents and landholders who were already living in and
holding land-use rights within the NHRS at the time the Project was designed (referred
to as secondary Project-Affected Households (PAHs)).

iv
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Management Report and Recommendation

The Request raised five interrelated allegations concerning the resettlement process
under the Project: (1) restrictions placed since 2016 on the properties of affected
households in the NHRS, rendering owners unable to apply for new land certificates,
or build, repair, or rent their structures; (2) inconsistent application of resettlement
policies resulting in unfair treatment of some affected households; (3) inadequacy of
the valuation methodology used for Project-related resettlement resulting in unfairly
low compensation packages; (4) intimidation during the resettlement process; and (5)
exclusion from the Project’s resettlement process due to complaints.

The Request specifically raised concerns about the compensation packages and the
Project’s reduced resettlement footprint after the December 2022 restructuring had
reduced the number of PAHs, thereby decreasing resettlement land requirements such
that a five-hectare (5-ha) portion of the 13.5-ha NHRS was no longer required for the
Project.

Management responded to the claims in the Request on November 8, 2023. During its
field visit, the Panel heard of additional issues, and Management provided an
Addendum on December 22, 2023, in response.

In its Report to the Board on January 22, 2024, the Panel found the Request eligible
and recommended that the Executive Directors authorize an investigation. The
investigation was authorized by the Executive Directors on February 5, 2024.
Following this, the Accountability Mechanism Secretary (AMS) offered the
Requesters and the Borrower the option of dispute resolution, which both parties
accepted on March 12, 2024. On August 7, 2025, the Head of the Dispute Resolution
Services (DRS) notified the Inspection Panel and the Board that the Dispute
Resolution process had concluded without a signed Dispute Resolution Agreement.
As a result, the case was returned to the Inspection Panel for a compliance
investigation. On April 16, 2026, the Panel issued its report outlining the findings of
the investigation. This Management Report and Recommendation is in response to
the Panel’s findings.

Management Report and Recommendation

1X.

Management acknowledges the Panel’s findings of compliance, including with
respect to the key concerns raised in the Request for Inspection. The Panel found
the Bank in compliance with regard to most issues raised in the Request for
Inspection. It found that: (i) the allegations of restrictions on land use raised by the
Requesters did not result from the Bank-financed Project, hence the Bank is in
compliance with its operational policies and procedures, (i1) with respect to the
application of resettlement policies, the earlier exclusion of the 5-ha area from the
Project was not a retaliation measure in response to the Requesters filing a complaint,
(i) the replacement cost methodology, compensation packages and livelihood
restoration measures for the secondary PAHs are in compliance with OP 4.12, and
(iv) the Bank is in compliance with its supervision obligations. Management
acknowledges and agrees with these findings.
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Xi.

Xil.

Xii.

Management also acknowledges the Panel’s finding of two instances of non-
compliance, related to: (i) the requirement to avoid or minimize the scope of
resettlement of secondary PAHs at the NHRS where feasible, (ii)) weaknesses in
meaningful consultations and disclosure regarding various aspects of the resettlement
process, and access to the grievance mechanism during the early stages of Project
preparation and implementation. In Management’s view, these issues are linked to the
country-specific pooled resettlement model that Viet Nam prefers, which involves a
centralized, strategic approach of land acquisition and urban planning compared to a
project-by-project resettlement approach (see Section III for more details).
Weaknesses in consultations also arose in that broader context and were further
compounded by the long duration of the land acquisition process, the complexity of
the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and applicable entitlements, overlapping
compensation models that were later corrected or revoked, delays in communicating
those changes to affected households, and insufficient resourcing of the grievance
mechanism during the earlier stages of implementation.

Because the two instances of non-compliance arose from inaction and/or actions taken
during the early stages of CCSEP design and implementation, they can no longer be
addressed through Project-level corrective actions. Management therefore proposes
actions aimed at helping to enhance borrower capacity as well as institutional learning.
Management believes that the Management Action Plan contained in Section V
adequately addresses the Panel’s two findings of noncompliance. These include: (i) a
training session on involuntary resettlement under the ESF for selected counterparts
from relevant PMUs engaged in planning and overseeing Bank-financed projects that
involve involuntary resettlement; and (ii) an internal workshop for Bank staff to
discuss resettlement arrangements for projects involving pre-identified or pre-
developed resettlement sites and facilitate institutional learning and knowledge
exchange.

Based on the Panel’s findings and Management’s own review of the Project’s design,
implementation, and supervision arrangements, important lessons have emerged for
the Bank’s program in Viet Nam. These lessons will inform the preparation, selection,
and implementation of future projects involving land acquisition and resettlement. In
particular, the Bank will engage with the Government to identify approaches that
better align Viet Nam’s preference for pooled resettlement sites with Bank policy
requirements, including the requirement to avoid or minimize displacement through
the consideration of feasible alternatives. Going forward, Management will require
earlier discussions on the specifics of resettlement arrangements for projects that
involve land acquisition and physical or economic displacement, including the use of
pre-identified or pre-developed resettlement sites, so that potential impacts can be
assessed and addressed in accordance with the Environmental and Social Framework
(ESF).

In addition, the Bank will strengthen awareness-raising and capacity-building through
the ESF modules of the Strengthening Client Capacity for Implementation Academy
Program. The training will emphasize the importance of avoiding or minimizing
resettlement where feasible, assessing alternatives, and ensuring early consultation

vi
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Management Report and Recommendation

and information disclosure. It will also highlight the need for adequate resources and
effective access to grievance mechanisms, particularly in projects involving
prolonged land acquisition processes and complex RAPs.

Furthermore, the PCAP framework and Bank’s continued supervision of the
Borrower’s outstanding obligations as agreed in writing with the Government, will
address the broader operational issues beyond the Panel’s findings, and those relevant
for the affected households in the 5-ha area of the NHRS that was removed through
the Project restructuring. Management will remain involved in monitoring the
implementation of the PCAP actions relevant to this 5-ha area. Management also notes
that the Panel has not found non-compliance specific to the 5-ha area of the NHRS.

vii






I. INTRODUCTION

1. On September 25, 2023, the Inspection Panel registered a Request for Inspection,
IPN Request RQ23/03 (hereafter referred to as “the Request”), concerning the Viet Nam:
Vietnam Coastal Cities Sustainable Environment Project (CCSEP, or “the Project”)
financed by the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) and the
International Development Association (IDA). The Request for Inspection was submitted
by 31 individuals (the “Requesters”) who live in Ngoc Hiep Ward, Nha Trang City, Khanh
Hoa Province in Viet Nam.

2. The Executive Directors and the President of IDA were notified by the Panel of
receipt of the Request. Management responded to the claims in the Request on November
8, 2023. During its field visit, the Panel heard of additional issues, and Management
provided an Addendum on December 22, 2023, in response. In its Report to the Board on
January 22, 2024, the Panel found the Request eligible and recommended that the
Executive Directors authorize an investigation. The investigation was authorized by the
Executive Directors on February 5, 2024.

3. Under the Accountability Mechanism (AM) Resolution, after Board approval of the
Panel’s investigation recommendation, the AM Secretary (AMS) offers the Requesters and
the Borrower the option of dispute resolution.

4, On March 12, 2024, the AMS reported to the Board, the Inspection Panel, and Bank
Management that the Parties had voluntarily agreed to engage in the dispute resolution
process. Pursuant to Paragraph 12(g) of the AM Resolution, on March 7, 2025, the AMS
informed the Executive Directors, the Inspection Panel and Bank Management that, under
the applicable framework, with the agreement of both Parties, and recognizing the Parties’
commitment and progress, the AMS extended the dispute resolution process, for an
additional period of up to six months, with a final deadline on September 11, 2025.

5. On August 7, 2025, the Head of the Dispute Resolution Service (DRS) notified the
Inspection Panel and the World Bank’s Board of Directors that the dispute resolution
process had concluded without a signed Dispute Resolution Agreement. As a result, the
case was returned to the Inspection Panel for a compliance investigation.

6. On April 16, 2026, the Panel issued its report outlining the findings of the
investigation. This report, responding to the findings of the Panel, is organized in five
sections. Section II provides Project background. Section III covers Viet Nam’s approach
to resettlement. Section IV presents Management’s response to the Panel’s findings and
Section V contains Management’s Action Plan. The Panel’s findings and Management’s
detailed responses are also presented in Annex 1 in table format.
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II. PROJECT BACKGROUND

7. The CCSEP. The objective of the CCSEP was to increase access to sanitation
services and improve the operational performance of sanitation utilities in four coastal
cities. In all, the CCSEP directly provided 242,406 people with access to sanitation and
reduced the risk of flooding for 45,624 people, exceeding the original targets of 240,600
and 44,700, respectively. The CCSEP supported the expansion of sanitation infrastructure,
such as the construction of storm water pumping stations and retention lakes, sewerage
networks, and wastewater treatment plants. In addition, it supported urban connectivity
improvements, such as the construction of various city roads and urban river embankments.

8. An IDA Credit and an IBRD Loan to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam to finance
the CCSEP (P156143) were approved by the Board of Executive Directors on May 5, 2017.
The CCSEP consisted of four Subprojects in Dong Hoi City (Quang Binh Province), Quy
Nhon City (Binh Dinh Province), Nha Trang City (Khanh Hoa Province), and Phan Rang—
Thap Cham City (Ninh Thuan Province). The Request concerns the Subproject in Nha
Trang City. For the purposes of this Management Report and Recommendation, the term
“Project” subsequently refers only to CCSEP activities in Nha Trang City.

0. The original amounts of the IDA Credit and the IBRD Loan were SDR140.5 million
(US$190.2 million equivalent) and US$46 million, respectively, with a closing date of
December 31, 2022. On February 20, 2023, a process to restructure the CCSEP—which
began in December 2022—was completed. This restructuring included: (a) extension of
the closing date to June 30, 2024; (b) partial cancellation of the IDA Credit and IBRD Loan
by SDR25.592 million (about US$34 million equivalent) and US$11.797 million,
respectively; (c) partial cancellation of investment (Component 2 in Nha Trang City); (d)
changes in disbursement estimates and arrangements; and (e) reallocations. The partial
cancellation of investments reduced the number of Project-Affected Households (PAHs),
thereby decreasing resettlement land requirements, such that the five-hectare (5-ha) area of
the 13.5 ha Ngoc Hiep Resettlement Site (NHRS) was no longer required for Project-
related resettlement.

10. Components. The CCSEP had four components: Component 1 — Sanitation
Infrastructure Expansion (estimated at appraisal: US$186.421 million, IDA; Final Cost:'
US$135.03 million, IDA); Component 2 — Urban Connectivity Improvement (estimated at
appraisal: US$46.0 million, IBRD; Final cost: US$20.32 million, IBRD); Component 3 —
Compensation and Site Clearance (estimated at appraisal US$25.4 million, including IDA
US$3.779 million, and counterpart funding US$21.7 million; Final cost: US$27.4 million,
including IDA US$2.5 million and counterpart funding US$24.9 million); and Component
4 — Implementation Support and Institutional Reform (estimated at appraisal: US$11.7
million, counterpart funding; Final cost: US$6.92 million, counterpart funding).

11.  Description of Activities. The activities under the Nha Trang City Subproject
included the following:

! Actual cost at completion.
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o Component 1 — Sanitation Infrastructure Expansion (US$28.4 million actual): This
component financed: (i) construction of tertiary sewers, household connections,
and other connections in the central and southern areas of Nha Trang City; (ii)
construction of a storm water retention lake and storm water pumping station; (iii)
construction of a sewerage network in the northern areas of the city; and (iv)
construction a wastewater treatment plant for the northern areas of the city.

e Component 2 — Urban Connectivity Improvement (US$3.5 million actual): This
component originally financed: (i) construction of river embankment and a road
along the embankment on the southern side of the Cai River; (ii) construction of
City Road No. 4 along the railway; (iii) construction of river embankment on the
northern side of the Cai River; and (iv) construction of the Chu Dong Tu Road.

o Component 3 — Compensation and Site Clearance (US$3.8 million actual): This
component provided funding for compensation of households affected by
investments under Components 1 and 2, and clearance of sites for investments
under those same components. The site for resettling PAHs from Nha Trang City
(the NHRS), is still being developed by the Government to resettle households
affected by various investment projects in Nha Trang City, of which the Project is
one.

o Component 4 — Implementation Support and Institutional Reform (US$1.7 million
actual): This component provided funding to: (i) support the Project Management
Unit (PMU) to implement the Project; (ii) improve institutional arrangements for
urban sanitation services; and (iii) improve the capacity of the agencies in Nha
Trang City to better manage assets and deliver wastewater services.

12.  Implementation Status. The CCSEP became effective on January 18, 2018.
However, due to delays in allocation of budgetary resources from the central Government
to the cities, implementation did not start until 2019 and was subsequently affected by the
COVID-19 pandemic, severe storms in 2020, and supply chain disruptions caused by
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. By October 2022, the physical completion rate in Nha Trang
City reached only approximately 27 percent of its planned scope. The most significant
delays were associated with Component 2: only two of three construction contracts were
awarded, and the physical completion rate was just about five percent of the planned scope.
The CCSEP was restructured in December 2022 to extend the closing date by eighteen
months (to June 30, 2024), reduce the scale of investments, partially cancel funds, and
revise disbursement categories accordingly. The reduction in the scale of investments
involved the cancellation of a contract before bidding and the partial cancellation of another
contract, both under Component 2, for technical reasons — neither contract could have been
completed by the closing date of the Project. The restructuring aimed at maximizing the
Project’s development impact despite the low capacity for implementation, as reflected in
the delays and weak contract management. However, Project implementation in Nha Trang
did not improve as expected after the restructuring, leading to the decision to discontinue
Bank financing for Component 2 in April 2023.
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13. At closing, the status of implementation in Nha Trang for Components 1-3 was as
follows:

e Component I: Substantially completed. The Northern Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) was undergoing trial operations at Project closing, and while the target
for household connections was not met by the closing date, it was expected to be
achieved within the following year. The storm water pumping station was also not
completed.

e Component 2: Physical completion remained at approximately five percent, with
construction activities having been suspended since December 2022.

o (Component 3. There were 464 households defined as primary PAHs under
Components 1 and 2 in Nha Trang City. Of these, only 138 PAHs (29 percent) had
received compensation packages by the Project closing date. Of the compensated
households, 50 packages did not comply with the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP)
and required amendment. The remaining 71 percent of affected households had not
yet been compensated at closing.

14. Component 4: In all four cities under the CCSEP, most of the planned activities
were completed, including support for performance-based operations and maintenance
contracts and tariff reform. The target for cost-reflective tariffs for drainage and wastewater
services was achieved.

15. Closing and Post-Closure Action Plan. The CCSEP closed on June 30, 2024.
Because construction under Components 1 and 2 in Nha Trang were not completed at
closing and environmental and social commitments remained outstanding, a Post-Closure
Action Plan (PCAP) was prepared and approved in October 2024. The PCAP was prepared
independently of the Inspection Panel investigation and is not an outcome of that process.
Although certain PCAP actions address matters that overlap with issues considered during
the investigation, the PCAP itself was established separately to address outstanding
Project-specific commitments.

16. The PCAP was updated in May 2025 and included follow-up actions? for the 5-ha
area in the NHRS. The PCAP consists of 10 actions that are largely unrelated to the
Inspection Panel investigation. This includes outstanding steps in the resettlement process
in Project locations unrelated to the investigation, as well as the pending handover of
completed infrastructure works. The Provincial People's Committee (PPC) of Khanh Hoa
has committed counterpart funds to continue and complete the unfinished activities,
particularly under Component 2. The Bank will continue to supervise the land acquisition
process and site clearance in accordance with the PCAP.

2 The three PCAP actions related to the NHRS are: (a) complete payment of additional compensation for 17
PAHs who occupy more than 750 m? of affected agricultural land, to ensure full RAP compliance; (b)
prepare, approve, and disclose a supplemental RAP for the 5-ha area; and (c¢) implement independent land
price evaluation for the 5-ha area; finalize compensation packages for the households in the 5-ha area in
compliance with the RAP; and complete payment of compensation.
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I11. BACKGROUND: VIET NAM’S APPROACH TO RESETTLEMENT

17. In practice, Viet Nam favors pooled, Government-developed resettlement sites,
which can accommodate households displaced by multiple projects, rather than
development of project-specific resettlement solutions. This approach reflects a more
centralized, strategic model of land acquisition and urban planning compared to the project-
by-project resettlement approach typically employed in externally financed projects. This
pooled model means that individual resettlement sites do not contain clearly demarcated
areas reserved for specific projects. Rather, plots are allocated flexibly to eligible
households across the site, irrespective of the project under which they were resettled.

18. The Vietnamese model prioritizes state-led spatial planning. Viet Nam’s legal and
administrative framework allows resettlement areas to serve one or multiple projects. In
practice this means that local authorities favor larger, Government-developed resettlement
zones. These zones are typically identified in advance of, or sometimes in parallel with,
project implementation and are intended to provide serviced plots or housing for
households displaced by multiple projects over time. This aligns with Viet Nam’s broader
planning process whereby land and urban expansion are coordinated through multi-year
socio-economic development plans.

19. The advantages of this approach can include:

o Economies of Scale. Larger resettlement sites allow: (a) lower per-household
infrastructure costs (roads, drainage, electricity); (b) more efficient procurement
and construction; and (c) standardized housing designs and services.

o [Integrated Urban Development. Because these sites are planned as extensions of
cities rather than ad hoc settlements, they can include: (a) schools, clinics, and
markets built upfront; (b) connectivity to transport corridors; and (c) zoning
compatible with long-term urban growth. This also reduces the risks of the
“resettlement slum” effect sometimes observed in isolated project-specific
resettlement sites.

e Reduced Administrative Fragmentation. The use of pooled resettlement sites for
multiple projects simplifies coordination across ministries and provincial
authorities.

e Buffer Against Project Delays. Having pre-designated or pre-built resettlement
capacity allows faster land clearance for major infrastructure—critical for large-
scale investments in transport and energy.

20. While it has potential advantages, this approach also presents challenges for the
application of Operational Policy (OP) 4.12, which is geared more towards a resettlement
process that is ringfenced and exclusive to the Bank-supported project. OP 4.12 requires:
(a) project-specific resettlement plans; (b) direct linkage between impact and
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compensation; and (c¢) livelihood restoration tailored to affected households. Achieving
this can be challenging in Viet Nam’s pooled approach for a number of reasons:

¢ Resettlement sites may be developed before the specific Bank-supported project is
implemented;

e Households from different projects financed from different sources (with different
compensation packages) could be mixed on the pooled site; and

e Attribution of responsibility (which project “caused” which displacement) may
become blurred.

21.  In any project involving the resettlement of affected people to a designated
resettlement site, Bank policy requires attention to two categories of PAHs: those who are
displaced by the project-financed infrastructure (referred to in the RAP for the Nha Trang
City Subproject and in the Panel’s report as primary PAHs) and those (if any) who are
displaced by the acquisition and development of the resettlement site that is needed to
accommodate the primary PAHs (referred to as secondary PAHs). Because the
Government of Viet Nam does not demarcate or ringfence project-specific areas within
pooled resettlement sites, the same site may accommodate households affected by multiple
projects without a clear spatial distinction between them. This can make it difficult to
determine the attribution of impacts at the resettlement site to specific projects, and to
identify with precision which secondary PAH is affected by which project for purposes of
applying OP 4.12.

22. The Bank worked around these challenges in the case of the NHRS by treating all
people displaced by the creation of the pooled site as secondary PAHs affected by the
Bank-supported Project and requesting the Government of Viet Nam to adjust
compensation packages accordingly. While this is, in principle, an appropriate solution to
the situation, it involves the Bank undertaking additional reviews and due diligence for
resettlement that is possibly caused by unrelated projects.

23. Going forward, Management intends to engage the Government in a portfolio-level
discussion on how best to ensure appropriate application of Bank policy, especially when
resettlement sites are not project components but rather associated facilities, while
accommodating the Borrower’s reasonable preference for pooled resettlement sites. In the
case of the CCSEP, as acknowledged in the Panel’s report, a positive outcome was reached
with regard to the core issues of compensation and other assistance required by Bank
policy: it was agreed that all secondary PAHs in the NHRS would be eligible for OP 4.12
entitlements, whether or not their displacement could be directly linked to the Project. But
with respect to some other important features of OP 4.12—specifically related to the aim
of minimizing displacement by considering alternatives and consultation—the CCSEP
experience points to the need for better synchronization between Bank policy objectives
and the Borrower’s approach to the assembling of pooled sites.
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IVv. MANAGEMENT RESPONSE

24.  Management appreciates the insights provided by the Panel in its Investigation
Report. The CCSEP closed on June 30, 2024. However, Management will continue to
monitor the implementation by the Government of Viet Nam of the PCAP actions relevant
to the 5-ha portion of the NHRS which the Government agreed on with the Bank. While
the PCAP did not result from the Request for Inspection, and is not linked to the Panel’s
findings of non-compliance, it contains a Government commitment relevant for the
Requesters in the NHRS, including the commitment to apply OP/BP 4.12 to any future
acquisition of the 5-ha area that was previously not acquired for the Project.

25. Management acknowledges the Panel’s findings of compliance, including with
respect to the key concerns raised in the Request for Inspection. The Panel found that
the valuation methodology for the compensation packages was consistent with Bank
policy, that the access restrictions were pre-existing and were not introduced by the
Project, and that the removal of the 5-ha area from the Project was based on technical
considerations and was not an act of retaliation. Management notes the Panel’s finding
that the impacts alleged in the Request did not result from non-compliance with Bank
policies.

26.  Management also acknowledges the Panel’s finding of two instances of non-
compliance, related to the requirement to avoid or minimize the scope of resettlement of
secondary PAHs at the NHRS where feasible, as well as weaknesses in consultations,
disclosure, and access to the grievance mechanism during the early stages of Project
preparation and implementation. In Management’s view, the first issue is closely linked to
the country-specific pooled resettlement model explained in Section III above. The second
also arose in that broader context, but was further compounded by the long duration of the
land acquisition process, the complexity of the RAP and applicable entitlements,
overlapping compensation models that were later corrected or revoked, delays in
communicating those changes to affected households, and insufficient resourcing of the
grievance mechanism during the earlier stages of implementation.

27. Management would like to respond to the Panel’s individual findings below.

Approach to Involuntary Resettlement

28. Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the Bank’s determination—
that the NHRS is directly and significantly linked to the Subproject, and that Bank policy
applies to the resettlement of PAHs from the NHRS—is consistent with paragraph 4 of
OP 4.12 on Involuntary Resettlement.

29.  Management acknowledges the Panel’s finding regarding the need to avoid or
minimize resettlement. Management agrees that the assessment of alternatives with
regard to resettlement impacts only considered the three resettlement sites proposed by
the Government.
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30. Three resettlement sites were considered during CCSEP preparation: Dat Lanh,
Hon Ro 2, and the NHRS (see Table 1 below).

31. The Dat Lanh resettlement site had been fully developed well before the Project
started and the details of the Government’s previous land acquisition process were not fully
known, specifically whether there were households previously present at the site that had
to be relocated.

32. For the Hon Ro 2 Resettlement Site, a due diligence process was carried out during
the preparation of the CCSEP. The assessment determined that 336 households had been
affected, with 242 households already relocated. This was the resettlement site with the
highest number of affected households.

33. For the NHRS, during the preparation of the CCSEP, it was estimated that 149
households would be affected, of which 54 households would need to be relocated.

Table 1. Comparison of the Three Available Sites

Name Size # PAHs # PAHs Overall Plots
affected required to capacity - available
move # of plots for CCSEP
Ngoc Hiep Resettlement Site 13.5 ha 149 54 619 403
Hon Ro 2 Resettlement Site 29.36 ha 336 242 720 200
Dat Lanh Resettlement Site 5.9 ha Not known | Not known 341 300
as already as already
resettled resettled
34.  Based on the available information at preparation, NHRS was the option with the

smallest displacement of secondary PAHs, while Dat Lanh would not have required any
new displacement of PAHs (although potential previous displacements were not known).
However, during consultations, primary PAHs rejected the Dat Lanh and Hon Ro 2
Resettlement Sites, mainly due to their distance from their existing settlements. By
contrast, the NHRS site was centrally located and in close proximity. It also offered more
favorable characteristics that enhanced Project feasibility, notably its location in a low-
density area largely comprising agricultural and unused land. It is for these reasons that the
PAHs selected NHRS over the other two resettlement sites.

35. When the NHRS was chosen, there was no screening carried out by the PMU inside
the NHRS to avoid or minimize resettlement impacts for the secondary PAHs. This
decision was also influenced by the fact that the resettlement site was to be developed to
its full capacity by the Government of Viet Nam under the 2005 Master Plan regardless of
the Project, and the impacts would be considered under that plan. In addition, from the
perspective of the primary PAHs, the selection of the NHRS aligned with a key emphasis
of OP 4.12, namely that to the extent possible, the selection of resettlement sites should
take into account the locational preferences of affected households and their livelihood
needs. As explained above, the selection of the NHRS was deemed greatly superior by the
primary PAHs in terms of locational advantages compared to the other two, more distantly
located options.
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36. As concluded in Section III, further discussions are needed at the portfolio level to
better align the Government’s approach to selecting and developing pooled resettlement
sites with project-level due diligence under the Bank’s Environmental and Social
Framework (ESF) going forward.

Alleged Restrictions on the Use of Land

37. Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the restrictions alleged by the
Requesters did not arise from the Bank-financed Project. Accordingly, the Panel
concluded that the Bank complied with its operational policies and procedures.

38.  Although the Project coincided with the Borrower’s 2016 annual land-use plan for
the NHRS, the underlying restrictions predated the Project. These restrictions were
established in January 2005 by the Department for Construction Planning as part of the
Master Plan. The 2013 Land Law incorporated these restrictions, and they were
subsequently maintained in the updated 2016 annual land-use plan for the NHRS.

Adequacy of Valuation Methodology and Compensation

39. Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the methodology used to
determine compensation and replacement costs complied with Bank policy. The approach
included independent appraisals, field surveys, market-based pricing, and comparable land
transactions, along with adjustments for depreciation and coefficients to reflect market
value. The Panel also noted that, although an incorrect coefficient was identified during
earlier Bank reviews, the overall methodology met policy requirements for establishing
replacement cost.

40.  Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the compensation packages for
secondary PAHs in the 8.5-ha area were successfully brought into compliance with OP
4.12 through the Bank’s intervention to require additional reviews and the
implementation of corrective actions.

41.  Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the RAP included additional
livelihood restoration measures to complement compensation, such as subsistence
allowances, transitional food support, transportation and moving assistance, and hence
it complied with applicable Bank policy.

42.  With regard to the Panel’s finding concerning the 5-ha area of the NHRS,
Management notes that this area was excluded under the CCSEP restructuring in 2022
because, following the reduction in the Project’s overall resettlement footprint, it was
assessed as not necessary for the Project at that time. It was later included in the May 2025
PCAP because it became evident that acquisition of the 5-ha area would again be needed
for completion of Project-related resettlement within the NHRS. For that reason, the PCAP
requires the preparation, disclosure, and implementation of a supplemental RAP for the 5-
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ha area, based on the same compensation and livelihood restoration measures that apply to
the 8.5-ha area that the Panel found compliant with OP 4.12.

Alleged Retaliation and Intimidation During the Compensation Process

43. Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the removal of the 5-ha area
of the NHRS during the CCSEP restructuring was not a retaliation measure in response
to the Requesters’ filing a complaint.

44.  Management also agrees with the Panel’s observation that police presence
during compensation payments is required by law in Viet Nam.

Consultation, Disclosure of Information, and Grievance Mechanism

45.  Management acknowledges the Panel’s finding regarding shortcomings in early
consultation, information disclosure, and access to the grievance mechanism. While an
extensive consultation process took place over more than six years, the long duration of
the land acquisition process, the complexity of the RAP and of the applicable entitlements
(including replacement cost, different resettlement allowances, livelihood restoration
measures, and varying eligibility requirements by sub-area), as well as overlapping
compensation models that were later corrected or revoked, created practical difficulties in
ensuring that information was consistently understood and communicated at the early
stages. This included, for example, options for land-for-land compensation that initially
involved a land-plot lottery but were later abolished, without this being communicated to
PAHs, which caused confusion. In addition, the PMU later acknowledged that additional
staff were needed to address complex complaints more quickly, indicating that the
grievance mechanism was not sufficiently resourced to meet demand during the earlier
stages of implementation.

Bank Supervision / Implementation Support

46.  Management agrees with the Panel’s finding that the Bank is in compliance with
paragraph 22 of its Policy on Investment Project Financing regarding general
supervision obligations. During implementation, the Bank monitored the Subproject’s
compliance with resettlement requirements and provided implementation support,
including after Project closure, by agreeing on a PCAP to address outstanding actions
related to OP 4.12.

10
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Actions

47.  Because the two instances of non-compliance arose from actions taken during the
early stages of CCSEP design and implementation, they can no longer be addressed
through Project-level corrective actions.

48. However, based on the Panel’s findings and Management’s own review of the
Project’s design, implementation, and supervision arrangements, important lessons have
emerged for the Bank’s program in Viet Nam. These lessons will inform the preparation
and implementation of future projects involving land acquisition and resettlement. In
particular, the Bank will engage with the Government to identify approaches that better
align Viet Nam’s preference for pooled resettlement sites with Bank policy requirements,
including the requirement to avoid or minimize displacement through the consideration of
feasible alternatives.

49. Going forward, Management will require earlier discussions on the specifics of
resettlement arrangements for projects that involve land acquisition and physical or
economic displacement. This will enable the early identification and assessment of
resettlement options, including the use of pre-identified or pre-developed resettlement
sites, so that potential impacts can be assessed and addressed in accordance with the ESF
including the requirement to evaluate alternatives to avoid or minimize land acquisition
while balancing environmental, social and financial costs and benefits. Where pre-
identified resettlement sites are proposed, this will include an assessment of the extent to
which prior or proposed resettlement activities are consistent with ESF requirements and
identification of any necessary corrective measures, where needed. ESSS is similar to OP
4.12 — which it has replaced — in emphasizing the importance of seeking to avoid or
minimize land acquisition through consideration of alternatives. However, ESSS5 is more
explicit in highlighting that the consideration of alternatives involves a balancing of
different factors. Paragraph 11 states: “The Borrower will consider feasible alternative
project designs to avoid or minimize land acquisition or restrictions on land use, especially
where this would result in physical or economic displacement, while balancing
environmental, social, and financial costs and benefits, and paying particular attention
to gender impacts and impacts on the poor and vulnerable.”

50. In addition, the Bank will strengthen awareness-raising and capacity-building
through the ESF modules of the Strengthening Client Capacity for Implementation
Academy Program. The training will emphasize the importance of avoiding or minimizing
resettlement where feasible, assessing alternatives, and ensuring early consultation and
information disclosure. It will also highlight the need for adequate resources and effective
access to grievance mechanisms, particularly in projects involving prolonged land
acquisition processes and complex RAPs.

51.  Management believes that the actions presented in Section V address the Panel’s
findings.

52. Furthermore, the PCAP framework and the Bank’s continued supervision of the
Borrower’s outstanding obligations, as agreed in writing with the Government, will address

11
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the broader operational issues beyond the Panel’s findings, including those relevant for the
affected households in the 5-ha area of the NHRS. Management will remain involved in
monitoring the implementation of the PCAP actions relevant to this 5-ha area. Management
also notes that the Panel has not found non-compliance specific to the 5-ha area of the
NHRS.

Consultation with the Requesters regarding the Panel’s findings

53. On April 15, 2026, Management invited the Requesters and affected PAHs to
participate in consultations on the Panel’s findings. Invitations were extended using the
Requesters’ contact details and through the Panel. The Requesters responded by accepting
and confirming their participation in the consultation meeting, which was held on April 23,
2026, at the Galina Hotel in Nha Trang.

54. The consultation meeting was scheduled for a full day, to allow the Requesters to
provide their views on the Panel’s findings and ask questions. The Bank proposed that a
second meeting could be held if more time was needed, but the Requesters declined this
proposal, explaining during the afternoon of the first day that they had no more questions
or comments to share. A total of 28 Requesters participated in the consultations. No
representatives of the PMU or any other Government agency were present during the
consultations. The meeting was simultaneously translated into Vietnamese by a
professional interpreter.

55. The Bank did not set any limit on the number of participants. The Bank team
facilitated the meeting, which began with a short opening presentation and background
information on the Panel’s findings. All Requesters then had the opportunity to speak, with
multiple rounds of questions and answers. Vietnamese Bank staff monitored the translation
to correct any inaccuracies.

56.  Community feedback. The community members appreciated the ample
clarifications provided by the Bank regarding the process and the roles and responsibilities
of the parties involved. The main feedback was the following:

e The Requesters raised some individual cases, including new complaints outside of
the scope of the Panel investigation and outside of the scope of the PCAP. The
Bank clarified that complaints should instead be taken directly to the PMU.

e Compensation rates were contested as too low, inconsistent, and not reflective of
actual land values, with land classification (agricultural vs. urban) a particular
grievance. The Bank team clarified that the Panel had carefully assessed the
compensation packages and found them compliant with the RAP and Bank policy.

e Many households in the 5-ha area requested clarification as to whether the five ha

would be acquired in the future and, if so, when and under what conditions. The
Bank team clarified that while the five ha remain part of the NHRS as per the 2005

12
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Master plan, it had no clear indication from the Government when exactly the
acquisition may take place. However, the Bank team advised the Requesters that
the Government had committed to applying Bank standards to any future
acquisition of the five ha and that this commitment would be publicly reflected in
Management’s Report and Recommendation.

Requesters called for transparent information, fair compensation, clarification of
legal entitlements, and further information from the Government on the timeline
for acquiring the five ha. The Bank team committed to requesting the PMU to
provide these clarifications, including information on timing of the acquisition of
the five ha, which Management raised with the PMU during discussions on the next
day.

The Requesters finally inquired about the status and role of the preliminary
agreements that they had negotiated with the Government during the dispute
resolution process. The Bank team advised that these agreements were negotiated
in the context of a dispute resolution process that had ended since the parties had
withdrawn from the process.

Given that the Panel found that the Bank was in compliance with regard to the

key issues raised by the Requesters, the discussion mainly focused on the pending
process of the Government’s future acquisition of the remaining 5-ha area of the NHRS
as part of the Government’s finalization of the project with its own funds. Management
advised the Requesters that the PCAP that was agreed with the Government includes the
NHRS. Specifically, the Bank team advised the Requesters of the Government’s obligation
and commitment to apply Bank policy to the entire 5-ha area of the NHRS. Management
has reconfirmed this obligation with the local authorities and will remain involved in
monitoring the implementation of the PCAP actions relevant to the 5-ha area.

13
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V.

58.

MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN

Because the two instances of non-compliance found by the Panel arose from actions

taken during the early stages of CCSEP design and implementation, they can no longer be
addressed through specific Project-level corrective actions. The below Management Action
Plan (MAP) is intended to help address broader challenges of pooled resettlement sites in
future resettlement activities under other Bank-financed projects in Viet Nam.

Table 1. Management Actions

Finding

Bank Action

The Panel finds that the Bank is not in
compliance with the policy objectives of
Involuntary Resettlement (OP/BP 4.12),
para. 2(a), which requires that resettlement
be avoided where feasible or minimized
with all viable alternative project designs.

Management will conduct a Bank-
internal workshop to present and discuss
experiences and challenges related to
the Borrower’s use of pre-identified or
pre-developed resettlement sites in the
context of Bank-financed projects to
facilitate institutional learning and
knowledge exchange.

Date: by December 31, 2026

The Panel finds that in relation to
consultation, disclosure of information,
and the grievance mechanism, the Project
is not in compliance with OP 4.12, para.
13(a), because of the lack of early
consultations and access to the grievance
mechanism.

Management will organize a training
session on involuntary resettlement
under the ESF at the Hanoi Country
Office for selected counterpart staff
from relevant PMUs engaged in
planning and overseeing Bank-financed
projects that involve involuntary
resettlement with particular attention to
how best to apply Bank policy to pre-
planned or pooled resettlement sites
involving displacement.

Date: by February 28, 2027.

14




ANNEX 1
FINDINGS AND RESPONSES

Panel Findings

Management Response

Bank’s Approach to Minimizing the Impacts
of Involuntary Resettlement

The Panel notes that the Bank’s policy on
Involuntary Resettlement recognizes that
involuntary resettlement can cause severe, long-
term hardship, impoverishment, and
environmental damage unless appropriate
measures are carefully planned and
implemented.

The Panel finds the Bank appropriately
considered the Borrower’s preparation,
construction, and funding of the NHRS directly
and significantly linked to the Nha Trang City
Subproject and determined that Bank Policy
OP/BP 4.12 on Involuntary Resettlement
applied. Accordingly, the Panel finds the
Bank’s consideration that the NHRS is
directly and significantly linked to the
Subproject and the Bank’s determination
that Bank policy applied to the resettlement
of PAHs out of NHRS are in compliance with
paragraph 4 of the Involuntary Resettlement
Policy (OP/BP 4.12).

Management acknowledges and agrees with
the Panel’s finding of compliance.

The Panel observes the RAP for the Nha Trang
City Subproject included several measures to
avoid or minimize resettlement impacts for
PAHs directly affected by the Project’s
infrastructure works, but in the NHRS for the
secondary PAHs there was no effort to minimize
resettlement impacts. The Panel observes that
although the five-hectare area of the NHRS was
removed from the Nha Trang City Subproject
footprint, when the Project was restructured, the
Bank did not assess the site offered by the
Borrower for resettlement purposes in order to
avoid or minimize impacts on the inhabitants at
the NHRS at the time of Project design.

The Panel finds that the Project’s design did not
envisage the associated impacts of relocating
PAHSs impacted by infrastructure works of the
Project into a resettlement site already
inhabited. The Bank did not conduct the
required early screening for the inhabitants in
the five-hectare area of the NHRS to avoid or
minimize resettlement impact as prescribed in
the Bank’s Involuntary Resettlement Policy.

Management acknowledges the Panel’s
finding regarding the need to avoid or
minimize resettlement. Management agrees
that the assessment of alternatives with regard
to resettlement impacts only considered the
three resettlement sites proposed by the
Government.

As stated in the main text, three resettlement
sites were considered during CCSEP
preparation. One of them, Dat Lanh
Resettlement Site, was completed in 2011.

For the Hon Ro 2 Resettlement Site, a due
diligence process was carried out during the
preparation of the CCSEP. The assessment
determined that 336 households had been
affected by the acquisition, with 242
households already relocated. This was the
resettlement site with the highest number of
affected households.

For the NHRS, during the preparation of
CCSEDP, it was estimated that 149 households
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Panel Findings

Management Response

The Panel therefore finds that the Bank is
not in compliance with the policy objectives
of Involuntary Resettlement (OP/BP 4.12),
para. 2(a), which requires that resettlement
be avoided where feasible or minimized with
all viable alternative project designs.

would be affected, of which 54 households
would need to be relocated.

Based on the available information at
preparation, NHRS was the option with the
smallest displacement of secondary PAHs,
while Dat Lanh would not have required any
new displacement of PAHs (although potential
previous displacements were not known).

However, during CCSEP preparation
consultations, primary PAHs clearly stated that
they did not accept the Dat Lanh and Hon Ro 2
Resettlement Sites, mainly due to their distance
from existing settlements. By contrast, the
NHRS site was centrally located and in close
proximity. It also offered more favorable
characteristics that enhanced Project feasibility,
notably its location in a low-density area
largely comprising agricultural and unused
land. It is for these reasons that the PAHs
selected NHRS over the other two resettlement
sites. Important lessons have emerged for the
Bank’s program in Viet Nam that will inform
the preparation, selection, and implementation
of future projects involving land acquisition
and resettlement. In particular, the Bank will
engage with the Government to identify
approaches that better align Viet Nam’s
preference for pooled resettlement sites with
Bank policy requirements, including the
requirement to avoid or minimize displacement
through the consideration of feasible
alternatives. Going forward, Management will
require earlier discussions on the specifics of
resettlement arrangements for projects that
involve land acquisition and physical or
economic displacement, including the use of
pre-identified or pre-developed resettlement
sites, so that potential impacts can be assessed
and addressed in accordance with the ESF.

In addition, the Bank will strengthen
awareness-raising and capacity-building
through the ESF modules of the Strengthening
Client Capacity for Implementation Academy
Program. The training will emphasize the
importance of avoiding or minimizing
resettlement where feasible, rigorously
assessing alternatives, and ensuring early
consultation and information disclosure. It will
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No.

Panel Findings

Management Response

also highlight the need for adequate resources
and effective access to grievance mechanisms,
particularly in projects involving prolonged
land acquisition processes and complex RAPs.

Allegations of Restrictions on the Use of
Land

The Panel observes that although the Project
and the Borrower’s 2016 annual land-use plan
for the NHRS were contemporaneous, the
underlying restrictions in the Government’s
annual plan pre-dated the Bank Project.

The Panel notes that the conditions for such
restrictions were established on January 24,
2005, by the Department for Construction
Planning as part of the Master Plan. The 2013
Land Law incorporated all restrictions from the
2005 Master Plan and maintained restrictions in
the updated 2016 annual land-use plan for the
NHRS. Therefore, the Panel finds that the
allegations of restrictions raised by the
Requesters did not result from the Bank-
financed Project. Hence, the Panel finds the
Bank in compliance with its operational
policies and procedures.

Management acknowledges and agrees with
the Panel’s finding of compliance.

Adequacy of Valuation Methodology and
Compensation

The Panel observes that the valuation
methodology applied to determine the
compensation packages included the use of
independent surveys by qualified appraisers,
field surveys and interviews, market-based land
pricing, and comparable transactions of land.
The methodology also included the provision to
cover depreciation deductions for structures, and
an adjusted coefficient to achieve a market
value for compensation.

The Panel notes that in determining the market
value, the independent consultant considered
various factors, such as the features of the land
in question, the timing of the transaction, the
location, the available/proximate infrastructure,
the current land use, and based on these facts
the relevant coefficient to be applied to achieve
replacement cost. The Panel also notes that an
incorrect coefficient was identified during the
Bank’s earlier reviews.

Management acknowledges and agrees with
the Panel’s finding of compliance.
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The Panel finds that the policy requirement for
establishing and using a methodology to
determine replacement costs was applied. The
Panel finds the Bank in compliance with OP
4.12, Annex A, para. 10.

The Panel observes that there were systemic,
inconsistent determinations of compensation
packages offered to the secondary PAHs in the
NHRS. The Panel notes that both reviews
conducted by the Bank on the compensation
packages offered to secondary PAHs identified
these systemic non-compliances. The Panel notes
that the Bank worked with the Borrower to take
corrective measures and bring the non-
compliant compensation packages in the 8.5-
hectare area into compliance.

The Panel finds that the compensation packages
offered to the secondary PAHs in the 8.5-hectare
area were not in compliance with Bank Policy
on Involuntary Resettlement at the time of the
Request. However, following the Bank’s
reviews of compensation packages, corrective
measures were taken to bring these packages
into compliance with the requirements of the
Bank policy on Involuntary Resettlement.
Therefore, the Panel finds that the
compensation packages for the secondary
PAH:s in the 8.5-hectare area are in
compliance with the Bank policy on
Involuntary Resettlement OP 4.12 para
6(a)(iii).

The Panel also finds that the RAP includes
additional measures for livelihood restoration to
complement the compensation of these PAHs
with financial assistance to cover their expenses
during transition, including a subsistence
allowance, food packages for a transitional
period per individual cases, as well as
transportation and moving allowance. The
Panel finds the Project to be in compliance
with OP 4.12 para. 2(c) for ensuring livelihood
restoration measures are included in the
compensation packages.

Furthermore, the Panel notes that, had the
interspersed five hectare area not been excluded
as a result of the 2022 restructuring, the Bank
would have been in non-compliance with the
Bank policy on Involuntary Resettlement OP

Management acknowledges and agrees with
the Panel’s finding of compliance.
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4.12 para 6(a)(iii). The Panel notes that no
corrective action was taken for secondary PAHs
in this area, as the Project determined this land
was unaffected after the area was excluded. The
Panel notes that this may bear implications for
the potential future acquisition/recovery of this
land in the NHRS for resettlement.

Retaliation and Intimidation during the
Compensation Process

The Panel notes that the Project’s restructuring
which included cancelling two civil works
contracts of the Subproject reduced the Project’s
overall resettlement footprint and decreased the
amount of land required for the resettlement of
primary PAHs. The Panel notes that, according
to Management, this resulted in the removal of
the five-hectare area from the resettlement
process. The Panel found no evidence that the
decision to exclude this area from the Subproject
was retaliatory. Therefore, the Panel finds
that the exclusion of the five-hectare area
from the Project was not a retaliation
measure in response to the Requesters filing
a complaint.

The Panel notes that police presence is required
by law in Viet Nam to safeguard the payment of
cash compensation during resettlement
processes. Nonetheless, the Panel observes that
police presence during an involuntary process
such as land acquisition and compensation for
same can be perceived as coercive. The Panel
acknowledges Bank staff became aware of
police involvement only after the Panel raised
the issue with Management.

Management acknowledges and agrees with
the Panel’s finding of compliance.

Consultation, Disclosure of Information,
and Grievance Mechanism

The Panel notes there was a lack of early,
meaningful consultation with the Requesters
regarding various aspects of the resettlement
process. The Panel notes sufficient
communication of the existence of the grievance
mechanism to Requesters did not take place at
early stages of the process. Even though there
were several meetings between the Requesters
and the Project, according to Requesters’
testimonials and minutes of meetings reviewed
by the Panel, the Requesters remained unclear

Management acknowledges the Panel’s
finding regarding shortcomings in early
consultation, information disclosure, and
access to the grievance mechanism. An
extensive consultation process was
conducted spanning more than six years
(September 2016 to December 2022). It
consisted of 26 recorded meetings,
specifically on compensation packages, in
addition to earlier consultations (prior to
the disclosure of the packages), all of which
were attended by PAHs. Compensation
packages were disclosed directly to the
PAHs, publicly posted at the Ngoc Hiep
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about their rights and the compensation
packages offered to them. The Panel also
observes that during implementation, access to
the grievance mechanism progressively
improved. Regarding disclosure of information,
the Panel observes that although Project
documentation states that information was
disclosed, the Requesters were unaware of it and
therefore lacked access to this information.

The Panel finds that in relation to
consultation, disclosure of information, and
the grievance mechanism, the Project is not in
compliance with OP 4.12, para. 13(a),
because of the lack of early consultations and
access to the grievance mechanism.

ward office for a minimum of 20 days,
made available online, and provided in hard
copy — with PAHs explicitly permitted to
request copies or photograph relevant
documents. PAHs also elected three
representative members to serve on the
Resettlement Committee, providing an
additional internal information sharing
channel. An Independent Monitoring
Consultant concluded in its Post-
Compensation Assessment report
(November 2023) that all consultation,
disclosure, and grievance management
activities complied with the RAP.

However, the long duration of the land
acquisition process, the complexity of the
RAP and of the applicable entitlements
(including replacement cost, different
resettlement allowances, livelihood
restoration measures, and varying eligibility
requirements by sub-area), as well as
overlapping compensation models that
were later corrected or revoked, created
practical difficulties in ensuring that
information was consistently understood
and communicated at the early stages. This
included, for example, options for land-for-
land compensation that initially involved a
land-plot lottery but were later abolished,
without this being communicated to PAHs,
which caused confusion. Furthermore,
during implementation, the PMU later
acknowledged that additional staff were
needed to address complex complaints
more quickly, which highlights that the
grievance mechanism was not sufficiently
resourced to meet demand during the
earlier stages of implementation.

The Bank will strengthen awareness-raising
and capacity-building through the ESF
modules of the Strengthening Client
Capacity for Implementation Academy
Program. The training will emphasize the
importance of ensuring early consultation
and information disclosure. It will also
highlight the need for adequate resources
and effective access to grievance
mechanisms, particularly in projects
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No. | Panel Findings Management Response
involving prolonged land acquisition
processes and complex RAPs.
8. | Bank Supervision/ Implementation Management acknowledges the

Support

The Panel notes that the frequency of Bank
supervision was adequate. The Bank undertook
regular supervision missions, ad-hoc visits, and
increased its implementation support when the
Project faced challenges related to land
acquisition. The Panel observes that virtual
supervision also took place during the COVID-
19 period, when in-person missions were not
feasible. The Panel considers that the frequency
of supervision missions was commensurate with
the risks and challenges faced by the Project.

The Panel notes the Bank’s technical expertise
in supporting the Project was adequate. The
Panel observes that senior social specialists
regularly participated in Bank supervision
missions and provided technical support and
training to the PMU. The Panel notes that
independent consultants and resettlement
experts also supported the Project. The Panel
observes that this combined expertise
contributed positively to the quality of
supervision.

The Panel finds the Bank is in compliance
with its Policy on Investment Project
Financing, paragraph 22, on its general
supervision obligations. During Project
implementation, the Bank monitored the
Subproject’s compliance with the resettlement
obligations and provided implementation
support including after Project closure by
agreeing with the PPC on a PCAP to address the
outstanding actions related to OP/BP 4.12.

Regarding the five-hectare area and the
Borrower’s intention to acquire this area post
Project closure, the Panel was told by the Bank
that it was agreed the Borrower would apply the
Bank’s Policy on Involuntary Resettlement
OP/BP 4.12 through the PCAP.

Panel’s finding of compliance.
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