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L. INTRODUCTION

1. The modernization of the Thilisi-Rustavi Road is a priority project for the Government of
Georgia. The project envisages upgrading the existing 17.1-kilometer (km), two-lane road
between Thbilisi and Rustavi to an international standard, “Category I” highway, with four
lanes and a general design speed of 120 km/hour. Together with other projects, the Thbilisi-
Rustavi Road Modernization Project is included in Tranche 3 of the Sustainable Urban
Transport Investment Program. Previous sections of the same road (Section 1 from km 0 to km
4.0 and Section 3 from km 10.5 to km 17.1) were financed by Tranche 2 of the multitranche
financing facility.

2. The Thilisi-Rustavi Urban Road Link (Section 2) of the project involves the upgrading
of an existing road and construction of a new road from Ponichala to Rustavi. When finished,
the total road length for this project will be 6.8 km, of which 3.8 km is new road construction
along the Mktvari River. Section 2 of the project will pass through housing and industrial
areas, and will generate significant displacement impacts.

3. On 28 April 2016, the Special Project Facilitator (SPF) of the Asian Development Bank
(ADB) received a complaint (Appendix 1) from 13 residents of a building to be demolished;
the signatories did not request confidentiality. The SPF acknowledged receipt and registered
the complaint on 28 April 2016 (Appendix 2).

4. The complaint is about inadequate compensation offered to the residents of a two-story
apartment building affected by the project. According to the complainants, the compensation
offered is not sufficient to buy residential apartments in a location where community and
amenities, as experienced in their current location, can be preserved or replicated.

5. The complaint met the Office of the Special Project Facilitator's (OSPF) eligibility
requirements and was declared eligible on 20 May 2016. A review and assessment mission
was held in Thbilisi from 5 to 20 July 2016. The objectives of the mission were to explore
the history of the complaint, confirm the key stakeholders, identify the main issues of the
complaint, explore the stakeholders' readiness for joint problem solving, and recommend a
course of action. The review and assessment included (i) documentation review, (ii) one-on-one
and group interviews, and (iii) meetings.

Il ASSESSMENT OF ISSUES
Compensation for the two-story building apartments

6. The compensation strategy for the two-story building owners will follow self-relocation
principles and is based on cash compensation at replacement cost. The building consists of
discrete properties and is inhabited by 40 households in 42 apartments. As a former dormitory,
apartments are typically small. A detailed measurement survey was carried out in 2013, with
pricing for materials based on market rates at that time. Due to the sizes of the existing
apartments, compensation at replacement value for the same floor areas currently occupied
would be insufficient to purchase a new apartment.

7. A specific methodology was devised for the building’s residents to enable them to
purchase alternative housing with the compensation they would receive. The analysis used to
define average market costs for 1 square meter for 1-, 2-, 3-, and 4-room apartments was
carried out by an independent valuation company. The average price and size of 11 apartment
offers and deals were used.



8. Based on standards for minimum reasonable size apartments, the project decided that
for those less than 35 square meters, the compensation would be calculated as 35 square
meters. The compensation for bigger apartments would be calculated as per their actual size.
While this approach intended to allow those with very small apartments to find alternative
housing, it has caused conflict among the residents.

9. Based on OSPF verification of the valuation of apartments, and visits made to several
buildings on sale around Ponichala and nearby districts, the compensation rate offered to the
residents is sufficient for them to buy replacement apartments. Prices for 1-, 2-, 3- and 4-
bedroom apartments range from USD250 to USD600 per square meter. Taking into account the
present living conditions of the residents, the compensation offered should enable them to buy
much better apartments. Furthermore, allowances for transportation/transition, loss of income,
and vulnerability will be added on top of compensation.

Communications and consultation

10. Brochures on the project, as well as information on the resettlement requirements, were
provided to affected persons (APs) during public consultations and meetings. The draft Land
Acquisition and Resettlement Plan (LARP) for the entire Section 2 was developed and posted
on the Municipal Development Fund (MDF) website. The consultation activities included face-to-
face interactions with APs during the survey and valuation process, and formal meetings. From
the meeting reports and interviews with the APs, consultations took place with question-and-
answer sessions between MDF and the APs.

11. APs were informed of the entitlement matrix but did not receive copies of it. There was
little or no information provided on how compensation would be calculated. Complainants claim
that calculations during the detailed measurement surveys were incorrect, as they did not
include the communal areas shared by residents.

12. The residents have tried to communicate their concerns regarding the compensation
offered. Despite many letters and discussions, the dispute has continued between the residents
and MDF. Communications have deteriorated to the extent that the residents refuse to have
any dealings with MDF. It will be necessary to bridge the communication gap between the APs
and MDF so that the project can continue smoothly with less uncertainty and surprises.

Grievance redress mechanism

13. The project’s grievance redress mechanism (GRM) was designed to provide an effective
and systematic way to respond to queries, feedback, and complaints from APs and other
stakeholders. The GRM is currently functional only at the MDF level. Grievances are logged
into a database, which tracks the process of receiving the complaint, actions taken, and the
closing of the complaint. The Environmental and Resettlement Unit of MDF currently manages
the GRM.

14. The GRM does not have any procedures or timelines for handling complaints, which
explains why complaints take a long time to be resolved. MDF staff have not been trained in
complaint handling, either. OSPF recommended that ADB be represented on the
Grievance Redress Committee (GRC) which was verbally accepted by MDF. It
was also suggested that all complaints ADB receives be logged into the same system as
MDF’s. Together, ADB and MDF should work to resolve the pending complaints as soon as
possible.



ADB support

15. The timely and effective implementation of the LARP requires involvement of several
agencies and units. MDF continues to operate its dedicated resettlement unit tasked to follow
up on resettlement activities. While they may have experience in LARP implementation for
Sections 1 and 3 of the project, Section 2, Part B is much larger and involves more tasks. ADB,
although supervising the project periodically, may be relying too much on MDF for day-to-day
implementation, and due diligence in supervision of this implementation should be increased.
Seen as the critical stage of the project, more support is required through better and closer
coordination of MDF and ADB, with increased staffing, supervision, and capacity building.

M. RECOMMENDATIONS AND PROPOSED COURSE OF ACTION
A. Recommendations
Compensation for apartments

16. The residents of the two-story building are considered different from the
mainstream. Their current unique living circumstances and their social dependency on each
other will make their relocation a difficult task. Recreating their living conditions and living
patterns will be challenging for this community. Helping the community secure replacement
apartments should be a priority and efforts should be made to recognize their special
circumstances and vulnerability. Compensating the residents for the land and communal spaces
in the building is justified.

17. OSPF realizes that compensating for communal spaces may not be the usual practice in
Georgia. Legal advice given to OSPF has suggested that the residents can claim compensation
for communal spaces if these spaces are registered as separate property. Under Georgian law,
a housing association/cooperative has the right to have the communal property “leased, rented
out or sold.”" In order to rent, lease, or sell the property, the association/cooperative should be
able to “carve out” the property from the rest of the building. It should therefore be possible for
the residents to make measurements of the communal areas and register them as a separate
unit as the property of the association/cooperative.

18. The complainants have been informed of the procedure and may take measures to
pursue this. However, seeing that 28 residents have already accepted compensation, the
complainants will have to get agreement from the Government (the new owners) for the
registration. This process is likely to face challenges and may take considerable time to
negotiate, thus resulting in continued delays and indecision.

19. Additional compensation can be one of the options to resolve this complaint and
avoid delays in the entire project. OSPF therefore recommends that ADB and MDF consider
the following options:

Option 1: Compensate residents according to the valuation of the communal spaces
when registered. MDF and ADB may suggest a time limit for this registration
to take place to avoid further project delays.

! Article 18, Law of Georgia on Association of Apartment Owners. http://www.matsne.gov.ge.
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Option 2: Compensate residents through an additional vulnerability allowance, which
could be included in the LARP through a corrective action plan. This
allowance would apply specifically to residents of the building, whether or not
they have already purchased replacement accommodation, and would be paid
in recognition of the unique building situation.

20. The compensation for the apartment is based on the standard rate while those for
other structures outside the apartment (e.g. garages) are based on prices for materials used.
Market rates for these materials were studied in 2013. However, if compensation was paid in
2015 or later, then market rates will need to be updated. OSPF recommends that prices be
updated under Section 2, Part B of the LARP for APs who have not signed agreements, and
by request of an AP.

Special issues

21. As per the LARP, all residents, irrespective of how many apartments they own in
the building, are entitled to compensation. Residents with apartments smaller than 35 square
meters are entitled to compensation for a 35-square meter apartment as stipulated by the
LARP. As long as the apartments are registered as separate units, compensation must be
paid for each unit separately. OSPF recommends that in two cases, compensation for their
units (16.9 square meters and 23.35 square meters, respectively) be paid as per the 35-square
meter ruling.

Assistance with relocation

22. As mentioned in the entittement matrix of the LARP, the project should support
the finding of appropriate apartments for the APs. This support should be reinstated shortly.
OSPF is assisting the residents in preparing their inventory of needs and wishes, which
MDF can use as a basis to identify apartments. In close coordination with MDF, OSPF will also
assist in organizing tours to visit some of these apartments if needed. This is in recognition of
the fact that the residents’ need to relocate to a place of their choice.

Project communications and consultation

23. Communications and consultation with local administration and line agencies,
nongovernment organizations (NGOs), and APs require comprehensive planning throughout the
project cycle. All stakeholders, particularly the APs, should be involved in all stages of the
cycle. With the project reaching the construction stage, a project communications plan will
help ensure the team and stakeholders are fully up to date with the issues and progress.

24, The ADB Central and West Asia Department (CWRD) should engage a
communications specialist to help design a communications plan in close collaboration with the
project team. Implementation of the communications plan can be handled in close
collaboration with the public engagement specialist assigned to MDF. The project must
therefore allocate sufficient resources to engage an expert to design and implement the plan.
This expert could be used to assist in communications for other projects as well.

Grievance redress mechanism
25. The existing GRM needs further development to make it more functional, efficient, and

effective. It will require broader representation than only MDF staff. ADB, NGOs, and APs
should be represented on the GRC in order to make timely decisions on concerns from the
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field. MDF has agreed to ADB representation on the GRC. ADB and MDF are in the process
of merging their grievance redress logs to enable both parties to track and resolve
complaints quickly.

26. To improve functioning of the GRM, OSPF recommends drafting a new and improved
structure for it, complete with procedures, timelines, composition of the GRC, and roles and
responsibilities. A workshop should be held with the project team to agree on details of the new
and improved GRM.

27. The drafting of the GRM structure and procedures, as well as the workshops and
training required will be organized in close coordination with and under the guidance of OSPF
and CWRD.

ADB support

28. Monitoring and supervision during implementation of the LARP are crucial. While ADB
has stepped up its capacity for supervision by safeguards consultants, further increase of staff
time on the project must be considered. The ADB project mission leader and safeguards
specialist should be more candid in flagging unsatisfactory performance and ensuring that
corrective measures are taken immediately. The needs for a project communications plan and
staff to implement it are pivotal in ensuring that the project continues with fewer problems.
OSPF stands ready to assist in improving the functioning of the GRM and carrying out capacity-
building activities. The project should also consider partnerships with local organizations, such
as NGOs, to improve supervision.

B. Proposed Course of Action

29. The proposed activities and the tentative schedule that follows are based on the
mission’s review and assessment and on stakeholders’ suggestions for OSPF involvement as
an independent facilitator.

30. Step 1. Compensation review. ADB and MDF will update prices of other structures
according to current market rates at the request of APs who have not yet signed agreements
under Section 2, Part B of the LARP.

31. ADB and the Government will decide on a compensation method for communal spaces.
ADB and the Government will discuss and decide on the method (e.g. an added allowance
within the entitlement matrix or a special fund) to enable this.

32. Step 2. Complaint handling. ADB and MDF will combine complaints records and
respond to them as soon as possible. ADB will be represented by its safeguards specialist
and/or a consultant. Regular meetings will be organized to review complaints and resolve them
in a timely fashion.

33. ADB and the Government will confirm their interest in OSPF’s assistance to review and
improve the project's GRM. This will entail drafting a GRM proposal to include its structure,
composition, timelines, roles and responsibilities, as well as its procedures. Capacity-building
workshops will be organized and facilitated by OSPF at a later time to enhance GRM staff skills
in complaint handling.

34. Step 3. Multistakeholder workshop. A multistakeholder workshop (MSW) that includes
the Government, ADB, and other stakeholders should be held to discuss and agree on the plan
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of action. The MSW will confirm willingness to engage, reconfirm activities to be carried out in
relation to the recommendations, identify leads for each activity, and include budgets and a
time schedule. As soon as the complainants confirm that they want to continue with the OSPF
problem-solving process, OSPF will organize the MSW including facilitating and documenting
agreements.

35. Step 4. Relocation assistance. ADB and MDF will assist residents in finding
suitable apartments. OSPF will provide MDF with an inventory of residents’ needs and wishes.
OSPF, in close collaboration with MDF, will organize a tour for the residents to view
apartments if necessary.

36. Step 5. Communications plan. ADB will support the Government to develop and
implement a communications plan for the project. CWRD will engage a consultant for the
implementation of the plan. ADB and the Government will discuss the engagement of the
consultant and the budget required. The terms of reference for a communications and
consultation consultant will be developed and circulated for comments.

37. These recommendations and the proposed course of action represent a snapshot of the
situation as explained to the OSPF team during the review and assessment. The reality on the
ground may change by the time the stakeholders have a chance to comment on these
recommendations and the proposed course of action.

C. Proposed Schedule

Item Date
Submission of the draft Review and Assessment Report (RAR) to | 5 August 2016
parties by e-mail and registered mail
Parties provide comments on RAR 8-15 August 2016
Finalize RAR 29 September 2016
Nomination of ADB staff to the GRC Completed
Complaint handling of pending grievances by ADB and MDF Ongoing to date
Inventory of residents’ needs and wishes for replacement Completed
apartments
Agreement on option for additional compensation Completed
Update of market rates 2016-2017
Assistance to residents in finding apartments As of September 2016
One-on-one mediation to agree on compensation 21 September 2016
Drafting procedures for the GRM October 2016
Tour of apartments with residents From October 2016
Engagement of consultants to implement communications and| October 2016
consultation plan
Capacity building on problem solving and communications Q12017

38. With inputs from all stakeholders, OSPF will finalize the objectives and agenda for the
MSW and other suggested activities. OSPF will provide assistance to all the parties in preparing
visuals and other materials required.
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Appendix 1

Appendix 1: Complaint Form

ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISM
e

A Complainants’ Choice and Contact Information

1. Complainanis’ Choice

a. Flease forward complaint 1o {Please choose onky one and DO BOT leave this BLANK)

= Spema.l ijga_ Facilitator {Assists people who are directly and marerially harmed by specific problema cansed, or is likely
1o be cansed, by ADB-assisted projects through informal, flexible, and consensus-based merhods with the consent and
participation of all parties concerned)

O Complaint Review Panel (investigares alleged noncompliance by ADB with its operational policies and procedures in any
ADB-assicted project in the course of the formularion, processing, or implementation of the project that directly, materially,
and adversely affects, or i likely o affecy, local people)

b. Do not want your identiries to be kept confidential?

O Yes = Mo

2. Information on the Complainants (The identities of complainants will be kept confidenrial unless the complainants agree
1o disclose their identities, but anonymous complaints will not be accepted. )

Mame and designation | Signature Mailing Address Telephone numbers E-mail Addresses
(Me., Ma,, M) (landline/maokile)

L Mr. Giorgi Building Ro &, 599 84 05 89 (moh.) Mr.g gedenidzegmail.ru
Gedenidze Rusravi H'Lghwa}',

AOFHTR0 3D Thilisi, Georgia

2. Ms. Anaida Building No &, 595 26 05 12 {moh.)
Tabatadze Rustavi Highway,

b (hobaghpedn Thilisi, Georgia

3. Ms. Izolda Building No &, 57921 37 79 (mob.)
Sikhuashvili Rusravi Highway,

CBeRTNDY Thilisi, Georgia

Lo

4. Ms. Marinza Building No &, 555 11 21 43 (moh.)
Alaverdashwili Rustavi Highway,

by Thilisi, Georgia

o g T

5. Ms. Irma Building No &, 595 39 79 36 (mob.)
Keshikashwili Rustavi Highway,

ety Ao jadaoemn Thilisi, Georgia

6. Ms. Inga Building No 6, 593 58 44 23 (mob.}
Eeshilashvili Rusravi Highway,

i oo gaBaoen Thilisi, Georgia
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7. Mz Irine Building o 6, 595 79 39 42 (mob.)
Archvadze Rusravi Highwa:.l,

ol Hafigady Thalisi, Georgia

8. Mr, Giorgi Lomidze Building Mo &, 2 40 35 29 (landline)
Ao e Rustavi Highway,

Thalisi, Georgia

9, Mr, Giorgi Gokadze Building Mo 6, 593 61 82 62 (moh.}
AR geigads Rustavi Highway,

Thilisi, Georgia
10. Mr, Turi Building Mo 6, 5353 55 58 # (mob.)
Omarashvili Rustavi Highway,
rentn edafsdgngen Thiligi, Georgia
11. Mr. Geri Building Mo 6, 592 85 44 55 (moh.)
Grigoriani Bustavi Highway,
B0 A or ranab Thilisi, Georgia
12. Ms. Maria Building Mo 6, 59 92 61 00 {mob.)
CHkonia Rustavi Highway,
Bacnrss Jabiog Thilisi, Georgiz
13. Mz, Efenia Building Mo 6, 57177 8422 (mob.)
Elhakidze Rusravi Highwa:.',
e geebadody Thilisi, Georgia

3. Information on Authorized Representative (if any). (The identity of represenrarives who are not at the same rime
complainants will be disclosed to ensure rransparency. )

This complaint has not been files by an authorized representarive.
Mame of Auchorized Representative, designation, mailing address, telephone number, and E-mail addresses. {Please ask the
representative 1o sign on top of hig'her name. )

Please artach evidence of authority to represent the complainants, which will include the full name and signarure of the
complainants, and their mailing address, telephone numbers, and E-mail addresses, as applicable.

B. Project Information

Project nmame

Thiligi-Ruscavi Highway construction project, the Ponichals screrch (strecch 2) of che
Project

Project location

Bustavi Highway, Thilisi, Georgia

Brief description of the project

Thilisi- Rustavi Highway construction project, namely the Ponichala strecch of the
Froject envisages modernization and enlargement of the Thilisi-Rustavi Highway,
precjs.el:.-' the Ponichala strerch of the Highway; more precisei}l [urning a two-lane road
into a four-lane one. The Project aims ag improving the mansport infrasorucoure
connecting the city of Thilisi with a town of Rustavi. The Project is financed by the
Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the construction works are being carried out by the
Municipal Development Fund of Georgia.

The Environmental Impact Assessment Report for the Project was released on 6 April
201&; The public discussion on the Environmental Impact Assessment Repart for the
Project is pla.n ned to be held on 25 Mavy, 2006, On 29* Ocober, 2015, the “resertlement
action plan for the Thilisi-Rustavi urban traffic intersection -Section 2, stretch B was
releasad, The document has not been subject o public discussions,

9
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C. The Complaint

1. Whart direct and marerial harm hae the ADB-assisted project caused o, or will likely causze to, the complainancs?

Our residential building, which is sirnared on Rustavi Highway in Thilisi, wae affecred by Thilisi-Rusavi Highway
construction project, namely by the Ponichala strevch of the project. Becanse of the project, we - the residents of the
building - are subject e involunmry resertlement. We find rhe conditions of involuntary resemlement offered by the
Municipal Development Fund of Georgia absolurely unacceprable. We would like to specify the grounds for our
diszazisfaction below,

Due to the Ponichala sererch of Thilisi-Rustavi highway project, the representatives of the Municipal Development Fund of
Georgia carried our an audit of our residenrial building. As we were informed, the authorities in charge of the Project
implementation were first considering the possibility of demolishing a part of the building for the purpose of the
consrruction works under the Project, though it turned our thar in this case the resistance of the whole building would be
under threar. Therefore, ar the end it was decided to demolish the whole building. The representatives of the Municipal
Development Fund of Georgia are offering compensations the amount of which is nor sufficient w buy residential
ApaArtments gitnilar to the ones we own in the builﬂlng, either in the districe we live now — Ponichala, or in other districts in
the city of Thilisi {according 1o the lacest data, the prices on residential aparrments in Ponichala have risen sharphy and the
amount offered as a compensartion is much lower than the marker price of a residential aparrment in Fonichala). In view of
the above mendoned we — representing a cermain number of the residents of the building - refused o ake the
compensations offered w us by the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia. We have o highlight herein thar while
calcularing the amount of the compensarions the represanrarives of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia did nor
take into account the communal properry owned by the residents of the building, such as communal bathrooms and
corridors thar are large and convenient for the residents who are blind or visually impaired. Besides, there were cases when
different residents were offered different amounts of compensation per square meter.

Later, the residents of the building were also offered alvernative residential aparrments in a twe-storey building siruared in
Lublizna Srreet in Dighomi by the representatives of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia. As we learned later, the
rwir-arorey building was originally consrrucred as a yourh hostel for srudenrs. We refuzsed ro move o the building due ro the
fact that majority of the residenrs of our building are blind or visoally impaired: the building we live ar the moment was
specifically designed and construcred in 1960s for rthe people who are blind or visually impaired and the condidons there
meet the needs of everyday life of the people with such disability; namely, che facilities like a school, a kindergarten etc. are
located near the building and the majority of the residents who have jobs do not have 1o commurte to their workplace as
they work in the institutions locared nearby the building. Besides, the costs of living in Ponichala are much lower compared
e the costs of living in other disrrices of Thilisi. In other words, in case we accepred the offer, our everyday life would
become more complicared than ir i now and the cost of living woold increase significantly; the sums offered by rhe Fund do
not either envisage compensation for the complicared living conditions or cover the increased cost of living,.

A ceriain number of the residents accepred the proposed amount of the compensation and they have already received the
compensations {most of the residents, who accepred the proposed amount of the compensation, were no longer living in the
building and they rerained owneszhip of the apartment). In view of the above mentioned, the representatives of the
Municipal Development Fund of Georgia are tryving o compel us to accepr the proposed amount of the compensarion,
threarening rhar orherwise we will be evicred from rhe aparrmenrs we own. We are subjecred o psychological pressure
every time we meet with the representatives of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia

2. Have the complainants made prior good faith efforts to solve the problemis) and issue(s) with the ADB operations
department concerned?

E Yes If YES, please provide the following: when, how, by whom, and with whom the good faith efforts were made.

1.  On October 26, 2015, we appealed 1o Medgar Chelidze — Resemlement Expert at the Asian Development Bank
(ADE). asking him o consider cur complaine and to rake necessary measures in order to solve the problem (see
appendix 1). On the same day we met with foreign representatives of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), who
told us o file a wrinten complaing that they would consider. Consequently, an October 26, 2015, we filed the same
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appeal to foreign representatives of the Asian Development Bank (ADE).

2. On February 22, 2016 we appealed 10 Medgar Chelidze — Resertlement Expert ar the Asian Development Bank
{ADE), asking him to properly asses the harm incurred by us 2z a result of the Project implementarion and o
define the amount of compensarions thar could be considered fair {see appendix 2).

3. On February 22, 2006 we appealed o Yesim Elhan-Kayalar - the Asian Development Bank (ADB) Country
Director for Georgia, asking her o properly assess the harm incurred by us as a result of the Project
implemenrarion and ro define the amount of compensations thar could be considered fair (see appendix 3).

Please describe any response the complaints may have received from or any scrions mken by ADB

1. In response ro our appeal of Ocrober 26, 2015, we received rwo written notices from the Asian Development Bank
{ADE) Country Director for Creorgia - YVesim Elhan-Eayalar (on November 4th of 2015 — see appendix 4) and the
Asian Developmen: Bank Urban Development and Water Division Central West Asia Department Director - Mr.
Anand Chiplunkar (on November 20ch of 2015 — see appendix 5) sccarding to which our appeal was referred
the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia (MDF) and they recommended to continue negoriations with the
Fund of Georgia.

2. In response to our appeal of February 22, 2016, we received & reply from Yong Ye an urban development
department chief economisr ar the Asian Development Bank (ADE) (the lerrer of March 1= of 2016 — see appendix
&), where ir is stated thar in order to faciliare the process of invesrigarion inro rhe case, we should all describe our
individual cases separately and submit individual complains to the Complaing Review Panel. In the same letter we
ware once again advised 1o conrinue cooperation and negoriations with the Municipal Development Fund.

In view of the above mentioned, we wounld like 1o inform you thar we had been verbally offered ro submir individual
complainrs from the represenzarives of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia (MDF) as well as the representatives of
the Asian Development Bank (ADB) prior to receiving the leter from Yong Ye. Though. we opted not oo follow their advice
due 1o the following rezsons:

*  Wae believe thar there i no necesiry of submiming individual complaints as all the residents aof the building have
absolutely analogous problems;

*  Breaking up our collective complaing into separate individual complaints and submiting them individually would
mean rerurn oo the szaming phase, & the process of preparing individual complaints and rheir review by relevant
bodies would by all means be rime-consuming and result in rhe delay with respecr to acmal solurion o our
proolem;

*  We helieve thar the purpose of the proposals made by of the representatives of the Asian Developmen: Bank
{ADE) and of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia (MDF) was to deprive us of the oppormunity to refer to
vour instirution a8 according vo the stamre of the Asian Development Bank (ADE), only 2 group of two or more
individuals can submit their complaint at the Accountabilicy Mechanism,

With regard o the second parr of the recommendarion received from Yong Ye, we would like o inform you thar we rried
o communicare with the representatives of the instirution, both in written and oral forms, though we failed 1o ger any
resulr (see, also, paragraph 4 below).

O Mo

3. Have the complainants coneacred the Office of the Special Projecr Facilitsror or the Compliance Review Fanal abour their
concerns’

O Yes, (ffice of the Special Project Facilitaror O Yes, Compliance Review Panel
& No
If YES, Please provide information on when the contact was made, how, by whom and with whom.

Please describe any response the complaing may have received from or any acions mken by the Office of the Special
Project Facilitator or the Compliance Review Panel,

4. Please include any other information thar vou consider relevant.
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Since Ocrober 2015, we have led inrensive communicarion with different institurions:

1. On Ocoober 19, 2015, we appealed to the head of the Krisanis District Adminisiradion - Mr. Giorgi Kopaleishvili
asking him to assist us, to the exzent possible (see appendix 7). We received a response on November 175, 20015,
(zee appendix 8) saying that the sofurion to this problem lay beyond their competence and thar chey would nor be
able o provide us with the support we were asking for,

2. Omn October 19, 2015, we appealed to the majority deputy in Krrsanisi districe - Beka Narsvlishvili (see appendix
9). Though we have not received a response,

3. On October 19=, 2015 we appealed o the Mayor of the city of Thilisi - Davit Marmania {see appendix 10). We
received a response on December 10%, 2015, (see appendix 11) saving thar the Property Management Agency

rejected our appeal,
4. On October 26%, 2015, we appealed 1o the execurive director of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia —

Mr. Juansher Burchuladze. We received a reply on Movember 3%, 2015, saying thar our appeal was referred to the
Grievance Redress Commintee to be considered (see appendix 12).

5.  On February 1=, 2016, we appealed to Prime Minister of Georgia — Mr. Giorgi Kvirikashvili {see appendix 13}, We
received a reply saving thar our appeal was referred o the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of
Geargia (see appendix 14).

6. On February Lst, 2016, we appealed to the Mintster of Regional Development and Infrastrucrure of Georgia — Mr.
Modar Javakhishvili (see appendix 15). We have not received a reply 1o our appeal

D. Optional Information (The following information is not mandatory, but would be helpful in

processing yvour complaint. )

1. Hawve the complainanrs sent their complaint o the grievance redress mechanism of the project concerned?
[Z] Yes If YES, Flease provide the following: when, how, and with whom the contact was made.

On Jamuary 15th, 2016, we appealed to the head of the Grievance Redresa Commirtee — Mr, Juansher Burchuladze (see
appendix 16).

Please describe any response the complainanes may have recaived or any actions taken.

On March 18*, 2016, we received a reply from the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia (MDF), informing us thar the
claim formulated in our lerer of complainge was denied by the commirree (see appendix 17),

0O Ne If NO, why not?

2. What & the desired cutcome or remedy that complainants believe ADB should provide through the ADE's Acoountability
Mechanism?

We realize the importance of the new Highway and of the Project in general, bur herewith we realize and befieve that the
Project implementation should not result in violation of our rights or rransgression of our interests.

We would like afl aspects of the problem associated wich the construction of the Ponichala sirerch of Thilisi-Rosavi
Highway and i influence on our residential building o be thoroughly considered. Besides, we call for the los incurred by
the residents of the building due o the Project implementation (including the cosrs of property loss, reserrlement oosts, the
costs associared with the adapration and other relevant costs) to be appropriacely assessed and appropriate compensations to
be offered vo the residents {inter alia, the opion of resenling the residents in Ponichala wo be considered ).

3. Why do complainanrs believe thar the alleged direct and marerial harm is the resulr of ADB's failure w follow its
operarional policies and procedures? (This applies if the complainanis choose the compliance review function. )
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4. Please describe the operational policies and procedures that have nor been complied with by ADB in the course of
formularing, processing. or implementing the ADB-assisted project. {This applies if the complainants choose the compliance
review funcrion.)

5. Do the complainants have any other relevant mamers or facts (with suppoming documents) thar the complaingnts would
like 1o share with the Accountabiliy Mechanism?

Below we present & brief description and a chronology of our communicarion with the Municipal Development Fund of
Ceorgia and rhe Asian Development Bank:

We were first informed abour the Project by the representarives of the Asian Development Bank. In summer of 2013, the
Resettlement Expert ar the Asian Development Bank (ADB} — Mr. Medgar Chelidze visited the building and organized a
meering with the residents of the building. He gave us general informarion abour the Project and rold us thar only a parr of
the building was planned 1o be demolished for the purpose of the construction works under the Project. The informarion
cansed dissatisfaction of the residents of the building.

In summer of 2013, rhe repressnrarives of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia visited us and dizrribured rhe leaflers
containing the general informarion aboor the Project and rhey alio organized a meering with the residents of the building,
During the meeting we were informed that in case of our consent the whole building would be demolished and we would
recefve appropriate compensations or would be given alternative residential apartments.

In aumumn of 2013, we were :epeated.]!.r vigired b}' tha repraenu:iva af the Munil:ipa] M'elnpmem Fund of Gmrgia and
the Asian Development Bank and they gave us some forms o be filled our in which they asked us to express our opinion
regarding rthe form of the compensarion, namely, we were ro answer the quesrion abour which of the rwo oprions would be
more appropriate for us: receive a compensation or an alrernarive residential aparrment. While filling cur the form a
number of the residents expressed their wish to receive the compensation, others expressed their wish o receive alternative
residential aparrments and some expressed their wish 1o receive both compensation and an alternative residential

Apartment.

In summer of 2013, an audit of cthe bullding was carried out — the photos were taken and each apariment was measured.
After thar we had had no contact with the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia unril we — the residents of the building
- decided to renew the roof of the building in the second half of 2013, Then we were warned by the representatives of the
Municipal Development Fund of Georgia that we did not have to bother ourselves with renewing the roof of the building as
the building was presumably subject 1o demaolition.

In Seprember 2015, we renewed communication with the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia. We were invited o
artend a mesting in the office of the Mumnicipal Development Fund of Geargia presided by the Municipal Development Fund
of Georgia representarives Davir Baindurashvili and Davic Arsenishvili, who informed s abour the planed demalition of our
residenrial building and rthar the residenrs of rthe boilding would receive compensations, They also promised rhar the
construction of the Highway under the Project would nor have a negative influence on us; on the conrrary, our lving
conditions would be improved. According o them, the ralks would continee and our opinion would definitely be
considered. Ar the same meering it was highlighred rhar hesides the compensation for the residential aparrments owned by
us, we would receive the compensarion for the so called “discomfiort” thar would amount vo 30% of the price of the properry
owned by us, Since then ar the subsequent meetings the issue of the compensation for the “discomfort” has never been
raised by the representarives of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia and rhey kepr changing thefr positions from
rime 1o Time.

Afier a certain period of dme, the chairperson of our residential building received a call from the Municipal Development
Fund of Georgia zeking her o inform us that we had to visit their office as they planned w conduct negotiations with
household residents of the building individually, We refused to accepr their offer and in remumn asked them o come o our
place to talk abour the marrevs of our concern. Ar the end of September of 3015, the Municipal Development Fund of
(zeargia representarives Davir Baindurashvili and Davir Arsenishvili visited us, though rhey failed o provide us with proper
anawers [ our guestions. Instead, they cold us thar in spite of the dissarisfaction expressed on our part, the Project would be




14

Appendix 1

implemented and a part of the building would be demolished as it was planned from the very beginning.

On October 3rd, 2015, we mer a representarive of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) - Medgar Chelidze — who advised us
m go o the office of the Municipal Developmenr Fund of Georgia and ro persuade them o pay us rhe amounr of
compengation thar we consider fair, Afrer thar the chairperson of our residenrial building rogerher with another resident of
our residential building mer wirth Davir Baindurashvili. The meering, like virmally all the meetings wirh the persom,
appeared 1o be highly strained. Dravir Baindurashvili was rude and ironical, demonstrating contempr toward us, in an
attempt 1o gain influence over us via psychological control. Ar the very meering he named the amount of compensation
they were planning o give us. We were highly dissarsfied with the proposed amount as we believed the amonn: was not
fair and sufficient.

Since then, we have had several meerings wirh the represenzarives of the Asian Development Bank (ADE), though their
angwers sounded very much like thar of the representarive of the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia.

O November 10ch, 2015 we met the foreign representatives of the Asian Development Bank, who promised to consider our
complainrs carefully and to commission the Municipal Development Fund of Georgia o cooperare with us, thar they would
establish a Grievance Redress Commiriee, the head of which would be Juansher Burchuladze and chat the Commirtee would
closely cooperare wich us.

On Movember 26ch, 2015, we had anorher meering with Davir Baindurashvili and his colleague Davir Arsenishvili. Davir
Baindurashvili's advice this rime was to refrain from filing our complainr and to conrinue “cooperating” wirh rhem,

Besides, during each meeting wirh the representatives of the Asian Dewvelopment Bank (ADB) and rhe Municipal
Development Fund of Georgia, the representarives instructed us o describe our individual cases in details and file
complaines individualby.

Name of the person who completed this form: Irina Svanidze, “Green Alternative”

“Green alternative provides assistance to the complainants, but the organization does not
represent complainants formally. Please, see attached the letter of the complainants that
authorizes "Green Alternative” to relay information/decisions between the complainants, on
the one hand, and the Complaint Receiving Office (CRO) and/or Special Project Facilitator
(SPF), on the other hand, regarding this complaint and subsequent

correspondence/submissions relative thereto,
Signarure:

Date: 12% April, 2016
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Appendix 2: OSPF’s Acknowledgement Letter




