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Introduction

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1

Background

1.
The Government of Armenia is currently implementing Tranche1 of the ADB-financed Sustainable
Urban Development Investment Program (the Program) which aims at the improvement of several urban
roads within Yerevan City. The Ministry of Economy (MOE) is the Executing Agency (EA), and the
Municipality of Yerevan (YM), is the Implementing Agency (IA).
2.
Tranche1 is composed by two subrojects both requiring rather intensive Land Acquisition and
Resettlement (LAR). These are: a) Subproject 1 (Arshakuniats Avenue/Artashat Highway) for which a final
LAR Plan (LARP1) has been already prepared and partially implemented; and b) Subproject 2 (New Shirak
Street) for which a LARP (LARP3) is in preparation.
3.
This Compliance Report (CR) was prepared by the Independent Monitoring Agency (IMA) to fit the
1
ADB’s conditions for the start of civil workscivil works and refers in particular to the implementation of
2
LARP1-section 2 (Arshakuniats Ave.) or LARP1(2) . For details see Map 1 below.
Figure 1 - Map of the LARP 1 implementation area split into 3 sections

1.2
Objectives of the Compliance Review
4.
The objective of this CR is to demonstrate that the compensation program under LARP1(2) has
been carried out based on the provisions of the ADB IR Policy spelled up in the ADB SPS 2009, the LAR
1

Based on ADB procedures, No-Objection to start civil works for projects with LAR is provided after a CR vouches that
all impacts assessed in the relevant LARP have been compensated according to the rates/provisions set in the LARP.
2
LARP 1 has been fully prepared but has been implented only for part of its scope. To speed up construction works
and still fit the condition spelled up in footnote 1 above the LARP has been subdivided in three sections:
a. Section 1 - Arshakunyats Avenue section, km 0+000-0+330 (in green in the map) where there are no impacts
and where, with ADB agreement, civil works have been already implemented;
b. Section 2 - Arshakunyats Avenue section, km 0+330-1+28 (in red in the map) where the LARP has been fully
implemented and where ADB agreed to allow an early Civil Works start if so recommended by a satisfying CR;
c. Section 3 - Artashat section, km 0+000-2+031 (in purple in the map) where LARP1 implementation is not yet
finished and civil works implementation will be allowed only after ADB gives no objection based on a stisfying
CR to be prepared after the LAR is fully implemented.
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Framework (LARF) for the Program and LARP1. The CR also identifies eventual complaint and grievances,
the way these were solved and the general satisfaction of the AP. Approval of this CR by ADB will be a
condition to start civil works at the Section 2 of LARP 1.
1.3

Metodology

5.
The analysis of compensations provision was based on two main procedures, namely: a) a
segregation of the impact/compensation figures relative to section 2 from the overall figures for the entire
LARP1, and b) a desk comparison of the segregated figures for Section 2 and the corresponding
compensation figures after-LAR implementation.
6.
The desk analysis was then substantiated by a short telephone interview with all APs addressing: i)
impacts compensated; ii) compensation amounts received and iii) the generic degree of APs satisfaction.
During these contacts all APs confirmed that they received the amount on their bank accounts, whether
they have had any problems with that, how the process of delivering the compensations was organized,
etc. The analysis of project documents, direct observations during LARP implementation and discussions
with IA officers and APs were sources of information on LARP implementation modalities, eventual
complaints and their resolution , timeliness of compensation and other relevant issue.
3

7.
Finally, a Household Survey involving 16 AH (see appendix 5.1) was carried out to provide further
detail to the CR assessment. The survey used a specially designed questionnaire and addressed in detail
the overall LAR process (duration, compliance with the LARF/LARP requirements, compensation payment
modalities, grievances resolution modalities, respondents’ satisfaction with specific aspects of LARP1(2)
implementation), and the extent of the accomplishment of the objectives of the LARP 1.
8.
The assessment of the compliance of the LARP 1 Section 2 (Arshakunyats Avenue) was based on
the requirements of the RA regulations, LARF policy and LARP 1 provisions.
9.
The following documents have been reviewed and used for the collection of the information on the
implementation of the Section 2 of LARP 1:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

10.

The ADB Safeguard Policy Statement, 2009;
The ADB Handbook on Resettlement: A Guide to Good Practice, 1989;
The Program LARF and LARP 1;
The AH profile documentation packages, including the following documents:
a. Description Protocols of affected assets and other impacts
b. Valuation Reports of affected assets and other impacts;
c. Acquisition Contracts and Agreements and related documents;
d. Other documents and datasets provided by the IA and the DESC.
Beside the APs the main informants consulted were:

i.

The Project Director of the Sustainable Urban Development Investment Program of the "Investing
PIU of the Building up of Yerevan" CNCO
ii. The Resettlement Specialist of the Sustainable Urban Development Investment Program of the
"Investing PIU of the Building up of Yerevan" CNCO
iii. The National Resettlement Consultant of the DESC;

3

The 16 AH (the list of these AH is presented in Appendix 5.1) were sampled so as to elected based on a sampling
include all types of AHs and affected businesse Interviews have been conducted either with the heads of AHs (only with
the top managers in case of affected businesses), or with other well-informed member of the AHs. The household
survey used a specially designed questionnaire

.
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2. ASSESSMENT OF LARP IMPLEMENTATION
11.
The implementation of LARP 1(2) started immediately after the Valuation Reports and Description
Protocols were provided by DESC and implementation approval was obtained through a Mayor’s decree in
th
December 2013. LARP1(2) implementation was completed on May 27 , 2014.
2.1

Consolidation of Section 2 Base-line onformation

12.
As detailed above in the methodology section the comparative analysis between the impact and
compensation figures for section 2 of LARP1 and the actual post-implementation figures for that section
required first the segregation of the relevant figures for section 2 from the full LARP1. The results of the
segregation are illustrated in table 1 (pg.6).
2.2

Comparison of LARP1(2) and post-implementation figures
e.
13.
The assessment of compliance is presented as comparative analysis between the segregated
LARP1(2) data and the actual post-LARP implementation data. The IMA first checked the postimplementation figures for each category of impact and allowance both against the figures in LARP1(2) and
the figures specified in the compensation contracts signed by the AP. The abovementioned comparison of
the pre-and post LARP-implementation data is presented in tables 2 (pg.6) and 3 (pg.7).
2.3

Compensation Paid

14.
DESC calculated the compensation and allowances amounts for each type of impact in accordance
to the LARP Entitlement Matrix provisions. DESC figures where then used by the IA in the finalization of
LARP1. This included also the allowance for non-registered (i.e. illegal) users of Municipal land.
15.
The total amount of compensations/ allowances as per LARP1(2) was 428,904,936 AMD while the
actual amount paid to the AH is 427,533,559 AMD (a difference of 1,371,386 AMD). The total number of
AH to be compensated as per LARP1(2) was 38 while the same in the compensation records is 39 (a
difference of 1 AH). The above data were obtained from the AH contracts and other disbursement
documents and then crosschecked directly with each AH via telephone contacts. The differences between
the figures provided above are justified and explained in tables 3, 4 and 5 (pg 7 and 8).
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Table 1 – Segregation of Section 2 dfata from whole LARP1: Impact categories and volumes, acquisition and compensation amounts, Ahs
Whole LARP 1
N

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Impacts categories

Measure
Unit

Quantity

No. of Ahs No. of AHs w/o
Amount evaluated,
x impact
double
AMD
catgpory
counting

Section 2, Arshakunyats Avenue
Quantity

Amount evaluated,
AMD

No. of Ahs No. of AHs w/o
x impact
double
category
counting

2

Acquisition of legally owned land
m
690.87
21,088,906.37
3
3
600.87
16,941,533.03
2
2
2
Acquisition of legally leased lands
m
663.77
2,680,828.61
2
2
663.77
2,680,828.61
2
2
2
Acquisition of illegally used lands
m
28,422.96
60,200,148.77
98
96
5,229.84
28,793,361.81
25
23
2
Acquisition of residential buildings
m
460.94
94,553,000.16
3
0
460.94
94,553,000.16
3
0
2
Acquisition of non-residential buildings
m
1,545.00 242,679,458.00
16
5
1,377,81 226,013,099.54
11
4
2
Acquisition of renovations
m
33.56
304,275.00
3
0
24.36
212,275.00
1
0
Acquisition of fences, metal A
M
906.13
2,598,293.82
473.18
1,672,129.41
Acquisition of fences, metal B
M
45.74
202,274.40
0.00
0.00
35
0
23
0
Acquisition of fences, wood
M
44.37
165,883.20
0.00
0.00
2
Acquisition of fences, tuff (2 types)
m
47.60
420,575.83
47.6
420,575.83
2
Acquisition of improvements
m
4,329.64
20,169,520.00
15
0
1,331.06
11,199,890
8
0
2
Acquisition of crops
m
805.00
507,140.18
11
0
425.00
353,780.00
7
0
Acquisition of seedlings (fruit trees)
tree
820
1,000,500.00
59
81,000
Acquisition of not-yet-fruit-bearing (fruit) trees
tree
240
1,524,053.00
90
0
34
234,242.00
22
0
Acquisition of fruit-bearing trees
tree
2,508 121,384,157.00
575
24,262,775.00
Acquisition of wood trees
tree
61
717,570.00
21
0
25
111,090.00
11
0
Acquisition of decorative trees
tree
168
432,800.00
20
0
97
307,000.00
11
0
Compensation for impact on business, permanent
case
5
3,195,797.60
5
1
2
1,999,397.60
2
1
Compensation for impact on business, temporary
case
6
8,950,693.34
6
0
1
8,528,106.67
1
0
Compensation for impact on employment, perm.
person
3
900,000.00
3
2
3
900,000.00
3
2
Compensation for impact on employment, temp.
person
7
701,760.00
7
6
4
401,760.00
4
4
Compensation for severe impact
AH
85
25,240,694.55
85
0
22
6,085,991.78
22
0
Compensation for vulnerability
AH
20
5,400,000.00
20
0
6
1,620,000.00
6
0
Compensation of relocation (allowances)
AH
3
810,000.00
3
0
3
810,000.00
3
0
Compensation for livelihood (allowances)
AH
3
135,000.00
3
0
3
135,000.00
3
0
Compensation for transportation costs
trip
25
888,500.00
25
0
9
488,100.00
9
0
Compensation for movable structures transportation costs
str.
19
1,096,250.00
14
0
1
100,000.00
1
0
Total*
617,948,079.83
115
428,904,936.44
38
Note: The valuation information on section 2 impacts entailed an analysis of the correspondence of LARP and Valuation Reports figures provided by UPTIME LLC (DESC
subcontractor). Some expenditures planned at LARP 1, such as a) Fees for registration services (for lands) (paid by YM) - 72,000 AMD, b) Fees for registration services (for structures) (paid by GoA) 524,000 AMD, and c) VAT applicable (paid by GoA) - 616,287.65 were not addressed in the table below.
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Table 2 - Comparison of the LARP1, Section 2 planned and actual impacts and compensations *
Planned impact and compensations, LARP 1, Section 2
N

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Impacts categories

Measure
unit
2

Acquisition of legally entitled own land
m
2
Acquisition of legally leased lands
m
2
Acquisition of illegally used lands
m
2
Acquisition of legally entitled residential buildings
m
2
Acquisition of non-residential buildings
m
2
Acquisition of renovations
m
Acquisition of fences, metal A
m
2
Acquisition of fences, tuff (2 types)
m
2
Acquisition of improvements**
m
2
Acquisition of crops
m
Acquisition of seedlings (fruit trees)
tree
Acquisition of not-yet-fruit-bearing (fruit) trees
tree
Acquisition of fruit-bearing trees
tree
Acquisition of wood trees
tree
Acquisition of decorative trees
tree
Compensation for impact on business, permanent case
Compensation for impact on business, temporary
case
Compensation for impact on employment, perm.
person
Compensation for impact on employment, temp.
person
Compensation for severe impact
AH
Compensation for vulnerability
AH
Compensation for relocation (allowances)
AH
Compensation for livelihood (allowances)
AH
Compensation
for
AHs
property
24.
trip
transportation costs
25. Compensation for movable structures transportation costs
str.
Total

Amount evaluated,
AMD

Quantity

Actual impact and compensations, LARP 1, Section 2

No. of Ahs No. of AHs
x impact w/o double
category
counting

600.87
663.77
5,229.84
460.94
1,377,81
24.36
473.18
47.60
1,331.06
425.00
59
34
575
25
97
2
1
3
4
22
6
3
3

16,941,533.03
2,680,828.61
28,793,361.81
94,553,000.16
226,013,099.54
212,275.00
1,672,129.41
420,575.83
11,199,890
353,780.00
81,000
234,242.00
24,262,775.00
111,090.00
307,000.00
1,999,397.60
8,528,106.67
900,000.00
401,760.00
6,085,991.78
1,620,000.00
810,000.00
135,000.00

2
2
25
3
11
1

2
2
23
0
4
0

23

0

8
7

0
0

22

0

11
11
2
1
3
4
22
6
3
3

9

488,100.00

1

100,000.00
428,904,936.44

Amount
compensated
AMD

Quantity

No. of Ahs No. of AHs w/o
x impact
double
category
counting

16,941,533.00
2,680,829.00
28,793,362.00
94,553,002.87
218,196,332.64
6,880,775.00
1,611,860.17
420,575.83
11,544,890.00
353,780
81,000
234,242.00
24,262,775.00
111,090.00
307,000.00
1,999,400.00
8,528,110.00
900,000.00
401,760.00
5,510,941.18
1,620,000.00
810,000.00
135,000.00

2
2
25
3
11
2

2
2
23
0
4
0

23

0

9
7

1
0

22

0

0
0
1
0
2
4
0
0
0
0

601.40
663.77
5,229.91
460.99
1,189.39
157.73
457.57
47.60
1,333.31
413.00
59
34
575
25
97
2
1
3
4
22
6
3
3

11
11
2
1
3
4
22
6
3
3

0
0
1
0
2
4
0
0
0
0

9

0

10

555,300.00

10

0

1

0
38

1

100,000.00
427,533,558.69

1

0
39

* - Identified differences are highlighted in Table 2 in bold. Explanations of differences are provided in Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5
** - Though the impact was faced by the affected business (Bunar LLC), it was not business impact. See details in Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5
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Table 3 - Differences identified (actual versus planned impact and compensations)
Row N in
Table 2

Measure
Unit

Impacts categories

Difference in actual and planned impact and compensations, LARP 1, Section 2
Quantity

Amount evaluated ( AMD)

No. of Ahs x impact category

No. of AHs w/o double counting

5

Acquisition of non-residential buildings

m

2

- 188.42

- 7,816,766.90

-

-

6

Acquisition of renovations

m

2

133.37

6,668,500.00

1

0

7

Acquisition of fences, metal A

M

- 15.61

- 60,269.24

-

-

9

Acquisition of improvements

m

2

2.25

345,000.00

1

1

10

Acquisition of crops

m

2

- 12.00

0.00

-

-

20

Severe impact

AH

-

- 575,050.60

-

-

24

Compensation
for
transportation costs

1

67,200.00

1

0

AHs

property

Trip

Total

-1,371,386.74

Table 4 Explanation of differences between planned and actual impact
f.
Row N in
Table 2

Impact

Difference identified
2

2

2

Acquisition of nonresidential buildings

The compensated impact area is1,189.39 m , while in the LARP 1 it is 1,377.81 m . (Difference - 188.42m )
2
2
Explanation 1. The Compensated impact of 137.6 m (ID -23, Robert Galustyan) is counted in LARP 1 as 271 m . DESC submitted a new
Valuation Report for this AH correcting the initial data due to justified necessity. The letter of DESC is with the IA and can be provided upon
the first request.
2
Explanation 2. In the LARP the impact on 54.66 m of 4 military checkpointsof the Military Institute is counted but was not a subject to LAR

6

Acquisition of
renovations

The Actual impact area is 158 m while in the LARP 1 it is registered 24 m . (Difference - 133.37m ) Number of compensated AHs more for 1.
2
Explanation. Actual impact of 133.37 m (ID-23, Robert Galustyan) was not counted in the LARP 1. The DESC submitted a new valuation
report in regard of this AH changing the initially provided data due to justified necessity. The IA has the DESC notification and can be provided
upon request.

7

Acquisition of fences,
metal A

Compensated impact length is 457.57 m, while in the LARP 1 it is registered 473.18 m. (Difference - 15.61m)
Explanation.Compensated impact of 457.57 m of metal-A fence is counted in the LARP 1 as 473.18 m. The impact of 15.61 m fences of
Arsen Mkrtchyan (ID-7) was not compensated. DESC will provide additional Valuation Report for the non-compensated metal fence and the IA
will compensate the impact to the AH.

9

Acquisition of
improvements

Compensated impact area is 1,333 m while in the LARP 1 it is registered 1,331 m . The number of compensated AHs more for 1 AH
(affected business in this case).
Explanation. During the LARP 1 implementation stage new affected business was identified - Bunar LLC. The LARP affected its advertising
2
panel. The impact is on 2.25 m .

10

Acquisition of crops

Compensated impact area is 413 m while in the LARP 1 is 425 m .
2
Explanation. In the LARP the impact on 12 m of flowers belonging to Military Institute is counted, which is not a subject for LAR process and
should not be / were not compensated

5

2

2

2

2

2

2

2
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Severe impacts
allowances

Differences identified in planned and actually compensated allowances for the severe impact appeared in case of 5 AHs: Arman
Hovhannisyan, Artashes Muradyan, Pavlik Papoyan, Serob Asatryan, and Yurik Abajyan.
Explanation. This happened due to a technical mistake made during the data entry stage. It was eliminated during crosschecking of the
valuation reports during LARP 1, Section 2 (Arshakunyats Avenue) implementation stage. Details of the differences are presented in the next
chapter.

24

Compensation for AHs
property transportation
costs

Actual number of AHs that received compensations for the transportation of their property comprised 10, while in the LARP it was counted 9.
The number of compensated AHs more for 1 AH (affected business in this case).
Explanation. During the LARP 1 implementation stage new affected business was identified - Bunar LLC. The LARP affected its advertising
panel. The AH received compensation for the transportation of its advertising panel.

Table 5.
N

Major findings

Differences in actual and planned compensation amounts and explanation
AHs

Section 2
planned
amount, AMD

Compensate
d amount,
AMD

Difference
(compensated LARP 1), AMD

Reason (IA / DESC explanation)

1.

Arman
Hovhannisyan

3,603,911

3,515,350

The difference refers to the compensation amount of the severe impact allowance. This was due to a
-88,561.00 technical mistake by DESC during the data entry stage. The mistake was eliminated as the valuation reports
were cross checked during the LARP implementation stage.

2.

Arsen
Mkrtchyan

7,778,780

7,718,512

-60,269.00

3.

Artashes
Muradyan

4,433,460

4,071,741

-361,719.00

4.

Pavlik Papoyan

1,779,102

1,786,201

5.

Robert
Galustyan

32,924,338

31,753,271

6.

Serob Asatryan

1,431,200

1,377,326

-53,874.00 As per case 1.

7.

Yurik Abajyan

2,894,693

2,816,698

-77,995.00 -ditto-.

8.

Bunar LLC

0

435,000

Aggregated
difference*

54,845,484

53,474,099

The impact (on a fence) was properly measured, but was not compensated completely due to a technical
mistake. The IMA recommended the IA to compensate the remaining amount as soon as possible.
As per case 1.

7,099.00 -ditto-.
The difference refers to the compensation amount for non-residential buildings impacts, renovation and
-1,171,067.0 transportation costs. DESC submitted a new valuation report for this AH changing the initially provided data
due to justified necessity. The letter from DESC is with the IA and available upon the first request.

435,000.00

This affected business was identified during the LARP1 implementation. The impact was properly measured,
evaluated and compensated.

-1,371,386

* Additional difference of 1.74 AMD appeared due to rounding the compensation amounts during the conclusion of rehabilitation compensations and allowances contracts and agreements.

9|Page

ADB/Yerevan Municipality/SUDIP/IMA/Compliance Report

Implementation modalities

3. IMPLEMENTATION MODALITIES
3.1

Compensation contracts conclusion and payments

16.
The IMA conducted the assessment of the efficiency of contracting via reviewing of all the contracts
and agreements concluded with AHs for the provision of compensations and allowances. The results of the
review are summarized in the table below.
Table 6 - Contracting process
N

Date of contracting

Number of AHs

1.

December 25, 2013

16

2.

December 26, 2013

6

3.

December 28, 2013

4

4.

January 8, 2014

1

5.

January 9, 2014

1

6.

January 21, 2014

1

7.

January 22, 2014

1

8.

January 30, 2014

2

9.

February 18, 2014

2

10.

March 11, 2014

4

11.

March 12, 2014

2

12.

March 17, 2014

2

13.

March 19, 2014

1

14.

March 31, 2014

1

15.

April 8, 2014

1

4

17.
Twentysix (26) AHs concluded their contracts
and agreements within the last few days of December
2013. Then, the speed of contracting dropped
substantially. AHs took their time to review and analyze
documents before signing contracts and agreements.
The Slow progress of contracting was also conditioned
by the conclusion of compensation contracts with legal
ownersroperty which is more sophisticated and difficult
process than in case of owners of illegal assets. One
case (Robert Galustyan) took several months before it
was concluded due to documentation difficulties.. His
property was pledged with the bank, and it took quite a
long time, until the AH provided necessary documents.
This case affected the efficiency of the IA work
significantly, but it should be noted that the process
depended on the AH and the IA could do nothing for
fostering this process.

18.
In the overwhelming majority of cases the IA
delivered
the payment of compensation and allowances
16. May 27, 2014
2
within
5
working
days after the signing of contracts and
Total
47 Ahs
agreements. In the case of 4 AHs, the IA made the
5
payments within 10 working days. According to LARP 1, the conclusion of the compensation contracts
should have been signed by January 21, 2014. Similarly, the payment of compensations and allowances
should have been finished by January 31, 2014. The IA is more than 3 monthsa late for LARP 1(2)
implementation. The main reason for this is the late start of LARP implementation which was scheduled for
October 15, 2013, but actually it started on December 15, 2013.
19.
All AH have received their agreed compensation and allowance amounts based on the rates
specified in the LARP. Two (2) AH left part of their amounts in their bank accounts as a deposit. All others
cashed out their compensation/allowance amounts. No AH had complaints regarding the payment and
delivery of compensation..
3.2

Public Hearings

20.
The IA (with the support of the PMIC) organized Public Hearings with AH along the Arshakunyats
Avenue section at Secondary School N75 in Nerkin Shengavit 12th street, on March 28, 2013. In total, 20
APs participated and were given a chance to ask questions and receive answers. Project stakeholders and
implementers were represented by the following experts:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Project Director, Deputy Head of the PIU and the resettlement expert;
3 representatives of the ADB Armenian Mission;
A representative of the RA Ministry of Economy;
2 representatives of the DESC;
2 representatives of the IMA;
Representatives of the PMIC;
Other experts and consultants.

4

The number of AH is more than 39 since some AHs concluded several compensation contracts and agreements and
were paid for different impacts.
5
For the whole LARP 1
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4. COMPLAINTS AND GRIEVANCES
4.1

Grievances

21.
A few complaints of different nature were raised by the APs in the course of LARP1(2)
implementation but none of them triggered the formal complaint and Grievances set up in the LARP. The
complaints and relative IA and DESC responses are presented in Table below. The complainants were
contacted by the IMA through face-to-face conversations or telephone calls and their position has been
literally recorded in Table 7 as communicated without editing. The records on complaints were then
discussed with IA and DESC to obtain their feedback and explanation on how the issue was solved.
Table 7 - Complaints, comments and requests of the LARP 1, Section 2 AHs
ID

AH

General
complaint

3

Anushik
Gevorgyan

Complaint / Comment / Request

IA / DESC response and IMA re-comments

1. AHs were not aware of the compensation
amounts sufficiently prior to the conclusion of the
contracts. Though all AHs verified the receipt of all
the initial informative documents, almost half of
them did not thoroughly review them prior to
signing.

1. Nobody was informed about their exact
compensation amounts. APs were provided with
lists of average unit costs per type of asset during
Public Consultations. Then, as soon as the LARP
was approved by RA government, draft contacts
with exact compensation amounts were disclosed
to APs. No further actions are needed currently.

1. The AH has concerns regarding the possible
negative impact of the road construction on their
health. They raised the issue during the public
consultations, but did not get response.

1. In the Appendices of the LARP 1 the DESC
provided the minutes on Public Consultations,
where it is registered that this AH asked this
question and got an answer. No further actions
are needed.

6

Arman
1. A couple of years ago the implementers of the
Hovhannisyan Project were showing different benchmarks for the
road. The road was supposed to start in several
meters from our property. In 2013 they demarcated
in yellow color the future road and it is much closer
now to our houses. There are rumors that the road
will be even closer (for 4 meters) after the
reconstruction creating additional negative impact
to the AHs. Can anybody show the exact and final
boundaries of the future road?

7

Arsen
Mkrtchyan

14 Khachatur
Khachatryan

1. Does it mean, that DESC has described and
evaluated the part less then the affected one?
The AHs just requests to see the exact boundary
of the road and has no complaint regarding the
LARP 1 implementation. The AH was once again
presented the details of the road reconstruction.

1. The compensated length of the fence was 15.72 1. IA took corrective measures with regard of this
m (frontal and horizontal to the road). But the AH case. The process of delivering the remaining
deconstructed additional 13 m of vertical (to the compensation amount is in progress.
road) fence to allow the reconstruction of the road.
This additional 13 m of fences was not
compensated.
1. The purpose of the illegally used land is
registered as an orchard, while the purpose of the
adjacent land of Gayane Khachatryan is registered
as for mixed construction. The land with mixed
construction status is compensated at higher rates
than the orchard. Initially, he was promised that the
status of this land will be changed, but it does not
happen.

1. In the Description Protocol actual usage is
mentioned. The Protocol is signed by the AP.
We would ask IMA to check the actual type of
land based on the classification and methodology
provided in the LARP. The AHs complaint is not
justified, no further ation is needed.

2. From the other side of the road his son brought
three-phase electricity supply. This supply is made
officially, all the documents are available. The
reconstruction of the road will affect the supply, but
nobody addressed his son and registered that
impact.
3. Similarly, his son has water supply pipeline and
sewerage system that will be affected by the
construction, but these assets were not counted
and evaluated, i.e. they will not be able to get
compensation.

2 and 3. In accordance with LARF, all public
utilities will be restored during construction works.
The IA will keep the contact with the AH during
the construction works and will check whether the
construction company followed the requirements.

28 Sar-Sir Group 1. Their 2 employees (Janna Shamiryan and 1. During the DMS survey, the compensated
LLC
Regina Khachatryan) are supposed to get employees worked in the affected shop and were
(Siranush
compensation for the loss of employment. Janna interviewed. Business owner signed the business
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was fired in December 2012 and left the country, description protocol, where the names of the
and Regina left the job in June 2013. They hired 2 compensated employees were mentioned. No
new employees that worked respectively until the further action is needed.
December 2013 and February 2014 and actually
faced the loss of employment. The manager
required the compensation is paid to the last 2
employees instead of 2 initial. The affected
business submitted an official letter with this
request to the IA on February 2014.
2. Initially they were not properly informed about
the impact they were going to face. Later, in
December 2013 and January 2014, they applied to
the IA and only after that, they were contacted from
the YM and provided some documents. Also, the
AH claims that there were mistakes in those
documents.

2. The business signed business Description
Protocol and so did Siranush Margaryan, too.
Moreover, DESC found out mistakes in the APs
cadastre certificate, consulted AP, provide her
with all the documents needed for the reregistration and in a result, all the structures were
legalized and AP was compensated as legal
owner.It was decided to organize additional
discussion with the DESC on the issue.

3. Evaluators did not count and evaluate a number 3. It was decided to organize additional
of shelves assembled on the walls of the shop that discussion with the DESC on the issue.
cannot be de-montaged and used in other place.
Also, the metallic cover of the backward side of the
shop was not counted and evaluated. The frontal
cover of the shop is evaluated as being prepared
from tin, while it is a concrete cover. The Company
requires involving the missing assets in the list of
affected assets, evaluating and compensating.
4. The AH tries to register the remaining assets and 4. Upon the recommendation of the IMA the IA
get an official property certificate. The State applied to the YM and supported to AH to get the
Cadastre rejects to register the address of the address certificate. The issue is resolved.
company, though the same entity registered the
acquired part of the assets initially located under
that address. Additionally, the Company paid fees
of the State Cadastre.
31 Vahan
Babalaryan

1. In 2010 the AH was officially informed that their
house will be acquired. They were planning to
refurbish the house and construct a shop next to
the house, but stopped the idea after getting that
notification. In December 2013 they have been
informed that their house is not going to be affected
and acquired. Now, if they start the refurbishment
of the house and construction of the shop it will
cost them much more, since the materials became
more expensive. The AH wants to know whether it
can be compensated for those costs.

1. The IA thinks, that this type of complains are
important lessons learnt for the Project. It means
that there is no need for Eminent Domain Decree
during PPTA stage for Draft LARPs. It is better to
do the estimation of the budget based on the
cadastral documents and observations then on
the DMS.

22.
The IMA checked all the issues raised by the AHs with the DESC and IA. Some issues were
justified with respective arguments, but mostly the complaints were of rather subjective nature. All the AHs
have signed the Description Protocols and compensation contracts without raising the mentioned problems.
The IA properly reacted to all the issues raised. Currently, only 2 issues are in process: 1) the IA prepares
the payment of additional compensation amount to Arsen Mkrtchyan, and 2) discussion is planned with the
DESC in regard of the evaluation of the impact that faced Siranush Margaryan (Sar-Sir Group LLC).
4.2

Expropriation

23.

No Asset expropriation has been initiated for LARP 1(2).
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5. SATISFACTION SURVEY
5.1

LARP Preparation and Implementation Efficiency

24.
The IMA assessed the LARP1(2) AHs opinions on the implementation process during the survey of
16 AHs and telephone contacts with others. The major findings are the following:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

vi.

vii.
viii.

ix.

6.2

All surveyed AHs confirmed that they have been properly informed about the LAR procedures, i.e.
that their assets (or part of those assets) would be acquired for the construction of new road;
All surveyed AHs confirmed that they had been officially informed about the LARP implementation.
All the surveyed AHs confirmed that they had been provided the information pamphlets describing
LARP implementation process and procedures;
Twelve (12) surveyed AHs (out of 16) confirmed that they participated in the Public Hearings. One
6
(1) AH told he was not informed about the hearing , 1 had not time to participate, 1 thought it was
useless to participate. 1 AH could not recall whether they participated in the event or not.
Fourteen (14) surveyed AHs (out of 16) confirmed that they were visited by different persons for the
information collection. They mentioned that data collection was conducted in spring 2013 and in
December 2013. Some AHs noted that they were disappointed for being so much disturbed by
various data collection tasks. Two (2) AHs could not recall whether they participated in information
7
provision or not .
Three (3) surveyed AHs (out of 16) confirmed that they received the Description Protocols of the
acquired assets prior to the conclusion of the contracts,.4 told that they have received the
Description Protocols together with the contracts. 6 AHs told that they received the Description
Protocols on the moment of signing the contracts and 3 could not recall when they received the
Description Protocols.
All surveyed AHs confirmed that they signed the Description Protocols, but not all of them (as of the
moment of the Compliance Review) agree with the information provided in those documents. SarSir Group LLC and Khachatur Khachatryan have complaints (see Table 7 above).
Seven (7) surveyed AHs (out of 16) confirmed that they received the Draft Contract template, 8 told
they did not receive them,. 1 could not recall whether he received the Draft Contract or not.
Meantime, the IA provided official evidence on providing the Draft Contracts: official letters of the IA
to the AHs stating about submission of Draft Contracts. The receipt of letters has been verified by
AHs by their signatures.
Nine (9) surveyed AHs (out of 16) confirmed that they had sufficient time to review/analyze the
contract, 7 told that the time given to them was not enough..Four (4) AHs mentioned that they
received the contract in the last working days of 2013 and were requested to sign it the same day .
The accuracy/objectiveness of this information (told by surveyed AHs) is impossible to check.
AP Satisfaction with LARP implementation

26.
The AHs’ satisfaction with different aspects of LARP 1 preparation/implementation was assessed in
the February - March 2014 Household Survey. The Household Survey was conducted among 16 AHs in
face-to-face interview format. The responses of 16 interviewed AHs are summarized below.
Table 8 - Surveyed 16 AHs’ satisfaction with different aspects of LARP 1 preparation and implementation

6
7

N

Satisfaction aspect

Very
satisfied

Satisfied

Not so satisfied

Dissatisfied

1.

Contacts and communication with the DESC and IA

4

9

2

1

2.

Valuation of the assets acquired

4

8

3

1

3.

Methodology of compensations calculation

4

9

2

1

4.

Contracts conclusion process

5

8

3

0

5.

Compensations delivery process

6

9

1

0

6.

Other assistance received during relocation

4

9

3

0

7.

Grievance redress mechanisms (6 AHs had no
complaints and could not respond this question)

6

6

2

2

Possibly, other member(s) of the AH was (were) contacted and informed about the Public Hearings
Possibly, other member(s) of the AH were surveyed
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27.
Most AH are generally satisfied with all aspects of LARP preparation and implementation. Some
AHs were not so happy with the frequency of information collection and measurement activities conducted
by experts of different implementing organizations (i.e. measurement experts, surveyors, IMA interviewers,
etc.). Also, the AHs expressed their dissatisfaction with the DESC’s and IA’s position of keeping the
information on exact amounts of compensation secret until the last moment. The IMA shares this position of
AHs only partially. The IA properly shared information with the AHs, but they did not allocate sufficient time
for the review of the documents. This especially refers to those AHs, who signed their rehabilitation
contracts (mainly related to the compensations for the acquired illegal assets), in the end of December
2013 wishing to be compensated as soon as possible before the New Year.
28.
Four (4) AHs are not satisfied with the assessment and valuation of acquired assets (the other 12
AHs are either satisfied or very satisfied), in particular with the way measurements were carried out. In
general the, complaints in this regard are rather subjective, although in few cases AHs brought justified
arguments.
29.
Only three (3) AHs expressed their dissatisfaction with the methodology of calculating the
compensations and allowances (the other 13 AHs are either satisfied or very satisfied) With all respect
towards their opinion, the IMA, has an impression that those AHs would be dissatisfied with any
methodology or compensations provided as the. AH usually tend to overvalue the acquired assets in any
case.
30.
Only three (3) AHs are dissatisfied with the process of the contracts conclusion ( the other 13 AHs
are either satisfied or very satisfied) At least 8 AHs indicated that they have been pushed-up to sign the
contracts and had not sufficient time to thoroughly review and check the documents. This approach was not
a big problem for some AHs, but at least 3 AHs clearly indicated that they would like to have more time for
reviewing the contracts. The IMA asked these AHs whether they would not sign the contract if they had
more time. Interestingly, none of complaining AHs responded positively. Thus, all the AHs were actually
ready to sign the compensation contracts, anyway.
31.
Only 1 AH expressed weak dissatisfaction with the compensation delivery process. The
representative of this AH mentioned that the place of receiving the compensation was a little far, and it was
difficult for him to get there. The IMA does not share the respondent’s position and finds that this is just a
reflection of the AH’s general attitude towards the Project.
32.
Three (3) AHs expressed their dissatisfaction with the side assistance they received during the
relocation process. Unfortunately, only 1 AH explained what it is meant by the side assistance, which is the
transportation compensation. Actually, the IMA did not mean this assistance under the side assistance. The
other 2 AHs did not specify their response, at all. All the other 13 AHs were either satisfied or very satisfied
with the side assistance theyreceived.
33.
Six (6) AHs had no complaints (they were indicated under the very satisfied column in Table 8), at
all and did not express any opinion on grievance redress mechanisms. Six (6) AHs are satisfied though
they did not use grievance redress mechanisms. Two (2) AHs are not so satisfied, but they did not went
beyond just talking without bringing any justified arguments for their perception. The last two (2) dissatisfied
AHs are Arsen Mkrtchyan and Siranush Margaryan. Both cases are currently being processed by the IA
(see Table 7).

14 | P a g e

ADB/Yerevan Municipality/SUDIP/IMA/Compliance Report

6.
6.1

Conclusions

LESSONS LEARNED

Achievements

34.
The compliance Review of LARP 1(2) implementation identified the following major (generalized)
achievements:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
6.2

The IA implemented the LAR procedures and process based on the approach suggested by the
LARP 1, in accordance with the ADB Safeguard Policy and LARF requirements;
DESC succeeded to collect detailed and comprehensive information on impacts on AHs in a
punctual and accurate manner. The identified shortcomings are few in number and tiny in volume.
No AH had formal grievances. Complaints were informal, mainly subjective in nature and in the
most of cases not justified.
The IA implemented the rehabilitation contracting with the AHs quite efficiently (fast), especially
taking into consideration the sophisticated nature of the task and new approach to the land
acquisition and resettlement suggested by the ADB policies. If the LARP implementation started in
time (i.e. in October 2013) the IA would finish the process within the time boundaries specified in
the LARP 1 (though only Arshakunyats Avenue section).
The IA managed the process of the payment of rehabilitation compensations and allowances very
efficiently. Payments have been made fast, without any unnecessary bureaucracy and delays. AHs
received their rehabilitation amounts almost immediately, and without any deductions.
Proper measures for the information disclosure have been applied and Public Hearings was
organized properly. The IA provided all the necessary information on the LARF and envisaged
activities and answered all the questions asked by the AHs.
No expropriation of assets has been initiated;
Most AHs are generally satisfied with all aspects of LARP 1 preparation/implementation.
Shortcomings

35.
The Compliance Review of the LARP 1(2) implementation identified a few shortcomings which are
minor in nature and do not undermine the basic soundness of LARP implementation:
i.

Amendment, review, finalization and approval of the LARP 1 took much longer time than it was
planned, which notably delayed the start of the LARP 1 implementation. Among others, this delay
left a negative impact on the AHs general attitude towards the whole Program;
ii. In the course of the compliance review 4 differences with the LARP 1 have been registered that
were identified by the IA during the LARP 1 implementation. Those differences referred to
identification of one new affected business and differences between measured impact (specified in
the LARP 1) and the compensated impact;
iii. While conducting the household survey and communicating with the AHs the IMA was told by some
of them (mainly those who were compensated for illegal assets’ acquisition) that IA pushed them to
sign rehabilitation contracts and agreements. Further exploration of the issue identified no
justifications for this statement. Moreover, the real pushing was identified to be from the side of AHs
for getting the compensations before the New Year. The IMA concluded that the issue is closed,
but will suggest certain recommendations for avoiding similar situations in future.
6.3

Recommendations for future projects

36.
Based on the above conclusions the IMA recommends the following measures to improve the
implementation of section 3 of LARP 1 and of future LARPs.
i.

Foster the process of the preparation and approval of LARPs to the maximum possible extent. This
will allow implementing rehabilitation measures within the timeframes specified in the same LARPs
and ensure higher efficiency of all LAR-related activities.
ii. Ensure the provision of exact and detailed information on impacts and compensation to the AHs on
earlier enough (at least one week) prior to the conclusion of contracts and the payment of
compensations and allowances. It is also recommended that the AHs sign a statement that they
have been properly informed about impacts and compensations.
iii. Simplify and minimize information collection activities that were identified to be disturbing for AHs .
iv. Ensure the availability of aggregated information on impacts and compensations for each separate
section of the LARPs being implemented in a user friendly format (MS Word or Excel). This will
make it possible to conduct monitoring activities more efficiently.
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7.

Conclusions

FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

37.
Hereby, the IMA concludes that implementation of the LARP 1, Section 2 (Arshakunyats Avenue) is
sound with the RA regulatory and legislative framework, the LARF and the LARP 1. The only pending
issues relate to: a) the payment of compensation to Mr. Arsen Mkrtchyan (for the impact on the fence) and;
b) the review the case of Siranush Margaryan (which requires a checking of the measurement of affected
assets and, if warranted cap-up of the compensation delivered). Both issues were raised by the IMA to IA
and DESC. The solution of both issues is in progress. Given the simple nature of both issues, the small size
of the impact and possible compensation amounts and the IA’s and DESC’s readiness to resolve both
cases as soon as possible, the IMA recommends ADB to consider the implementation of LARP 1(2) as
satisfactorily completed, and to consider the provision to the EA of no-objection to start the civil works along
section 2. In the meantime the IMA will pursue the solution of both issues and delivery of compensation
related to the two casese signaled above within one month and will ensure that their properties are not
affected until that is done.
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v. APPENDICES
a. LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED
Table 4 - Selection of AHs for the Household Survey
N

ID

Name

Land

1

3

Anushik Gevorgyan

x

2

9

Asya Julhakyan

x

3

10 Gagik Ghukasyan

4

11 Gayane Khachatryan

x

5

12 Gurgen Babalaryan

x

6

14 Khachatur Khachatryan

x

7

16 Loris Hakobyan

x

8

17 Lyova Bakhshyan

x
x

Buildings

Movable
structure

Improvements

Crops
and trees

Business

Employment

x

Vulnerability

Severe
impact

X

x

x

x

x
x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

X

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

9

18 Gegham Abrahamyan

10

23 Arthur Tadevosyan

x

11

26 Shiraz Vardanyan

12

28 Sar-Sir Group LLC

13

29 Susanna Ghevondyan

14

31 Vahan Babalaryan

x

x

15

32 Yeranuhi Arakelyan

x

x

16

33 Yurik Abajyan

x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x
x

x

X

17

x
X
x

AM Partners

Independent Monitoring

Baseline Survey

Agency

Questionnaires

Consulting Company

b. COMPLIANCE REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Sustainable Urban Development Investment Program, Tranche 1
LARP 1 - Arshakuniats Street Section and Artashat Highway Section
Independent Monitoring Agency
Compliance Survey
Dear Sir/Madam
The Republic of Armenia is conducting the reconstruction of 2 highways with the support of the Asian Development
Bank. You should know that your household will be affected by the Program implementation. In order to mitigate the
negative the negative impact and bring it to the minimum the Government of Armenia has developed and will implement
a Land Acquisition and Resettlement Plan (LARP). The objective of the LARP is to ensure the social safeguards for all
the affected households via provision of fair compensations against all types of losses. The implementation of the LARP
will be monitored by the Independent Monitoring Agency (IMA). The specific tasks of the IMA are the ongoing monitoring
of the LARP implementation process and evaluation of the impact of the LARP implementation on the livelihoods of
affected households. The current survey, that you are asked to participate, targets to assess the compliance of the LARP
implementation.
Questionnaire N _____

i.

Date __________________
d/m/y

Respondent’s name
(Name / Surname)

ii. Respondent’s
telephone

iii. AH address

iv. AH’s type

v. AH’s impact type

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Land impact
Buildings and structure impact
Tree/crop impact
Business impact
Employment impact

18

1. AH Profile
1.1. Number of AH members

____________ (all members that live under the same roof or apart, contributing to and spending the same family budget)

1.2. Description of the AH Members
N

1. Name
Surname

/ 2. Relation
Head of AH

to

the

1. Head of AH
2. Spouse
3. Daughter/Son
4. Mother/Father
5. Sister/Brother
6.
Grandmother
Grandfather
7. Daughter-in-law
Son-in-law
8. Grandchild
9.
Mother-in-law
Father-in-law
10. Other

3. Sex

4. Age

5.
Marital
6. Education
status

1. Male Years old 1. Married
2.
(insert
a 2. Single
Female number of 3. Widow
completed 4. Divorced
years)
98.
Not
/
applicable
(under 16)
/
/

1. Illiterate
2. Elementary
3. Incomplete
secondary
4. Secondary
5. Vocational
6. Incomplete
higher, student
7.
Higher
education
(bachelor
or
master)
8.
Postgraduate
98.
Not
applicable
(under 6 years
old)

10.
Income
source (main 11.
for
last
6 groups
months)

8.
Employment
area

9.
Employment
type

1. Employed
2.
Pensioner
Ò10
3.
Student
Ò10
4. Doesn’t work
and not looking
for a work Ò10
5. Unemployed
looking
for
workÒ10
6. Unable Ò10
7. Compulsory
military servant
Ò10
98.
Not
applicable
(under 6 years
and
other
cases) Ò11

1. State entity
2.
Private
business
3.
Self
employed
/
entrepreneur
4.
Own
agriculture
5. Other
98.
Not
applicable
(under 6 years
and
other
cases)

1. Permanent
2. Temporary
3. Seasonal
4. From time to
time

1. Salary
2. Pension
3.
Education
allowance
4. In-kind
5. Remittances
6. None
7. Other

1. 1 group of
disability
nd
2. 2 group of
disability
rd
3. 3 group of
disability
4. Disabled from
birth
5.
Orphaned
child
6. Single parent
7.
Single
pensioner
8. Refugee
9. None of the
mentioned

7.1

8.1

9.1

10.1

11.1

7.
Employment

7.2

8.2

9.2

10.2

st

1.
2.
3.
4.

1.3. Please describe the members of your household that are currently employed
Employment sector
Insert the number of only those household 1. Public administration 2. Education
members that are employed
3. Healthcare 4. Trade
5. Service
6. Agriculture 7. Industry
8. Other
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The workplace distance from the house
1. Less than 100 m
3. 500-2,000 m
5. More than 5,000 m

Social

2. 100-500 m
4. 2,000 - 5,000 m

11.2
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2. Awareness on the LARP Development and Implementation Processes
2.1. Were you properly informed on LAR process, i.e. that your property will be acquired for the
reconstruction of the road?
1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know/remember

2.2. Did you receive any formal notification (letter, note, etc.) about the LAR?
1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know/remember

2.3. Did you get any documents or materials describing the LAR process?
1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know/remember

2.4. Did you participate in public hearings?
1. Yes à go to Q 2.6

2. No

3. Don’t know/remember

2.5. Why didn’t you participate in public hearings?
1. Did not know about
2. Have no time
them

3. Think useless

4. Don’t remember

2.6. Was DMS conducted at your household?
1.
Yes,
(1.1When?)
2. No
______________

3. Don’t know/remember

2.7. Were you provided with Description Protocol?
1. Yes

2. No à go to Q 2.10

3. Don’t know/remember à go to
Q 2.10

2.8. When did you receive the Description Protocol?
N Period

Check

1. Before receiving the draft Contract (Additional Compensation Agreement)
Simultaneously with receiving the draft Contract (Additional Compensation
Agreement)
3. After receiving the draft Contract (Additional Compensation Agreement)
2.

4. While signing the draft Contract (Additional Compensation Agreement)
5. After signing the draft Contract (Additional Compensation Agreement)
6. Other (please, specify)
7. Don’t know/ remember
2.9. Did you agree with information provided in Description Protocol?
1. Yes
2. No (2.1.Why?)________
3. Don’t know/remember
2.10.
1. Yes
2.11.
1. Yes
2.12.
1. Yes
2.13.

Did you sign the Description Protocol?
2. No

3. Don’t know/remember

Were you provided with draft agreements?
2. No (2.1 Why?) __________ 3. Don’t know/remember
Did you have sufficient time for reviewing and commenting the agreement?
2. No (2.1 Why?) _________ 3. Don’t know/remember
Did you sign draft agreements?

1. Yes (1.1When_________) 2. No (2.1 Why?) ________________
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3. Impact and Compensation
3.1. What impacts did you face due to LARP implementation?
1. Land
impact

2.
Buildings

3.
Structures

4.
Business

5.
Crops

6.
Trees

7.
8. Severe
Vulnerability impact

9.
Relocation

3.2. How much is the total compensation amount? ______________________ AMD
3.3. Did you receive the compensation amount?
1. Yes, completely
2. Yes, partially, 2.1 Why? ________

3. No, 3.1 Why? ______, à Q 4.1

3.4. How did you receive the compensation?
1. Bank transfer

2. Cash payment

3. Other __________________

3.5. Was that way of getting the compensation convenient to you?
1. Yes

2. No

3. Other ____________________

3.6. In case of the co-owners, was the compensation amount transferred to one bank account
agreed with everyone or it was transferred to every co-owner’s bank account?
N Period
Check
1. Transfer on one bank account agreed with all owners
2. Transfer to every co-owner’s bank account
3. Cash payment to one of owners agreed with all owners
4. Cash payment to every co-owner
5. Other _____________________________________________________
6.
7.

4. Grievance
4.1. Did you have any grievances?
1. Yes
2. No à 5.1
4.2. Please tell the reason

4.3. What did you do? (multiple responses are possible)
1. Resolved via 2. Applied
0. Did nothing, 0.1 Why ____ , à 5.1
consultations
to the IA
4.4. Was your grievance resolved?
2. Yes, I am satisfied
1. Yes, I am satisfiedà 10
partially à 10

3. Applied
to YM

4. Applied
to PGC

5. Opened a
court case

3. Yes, but I am not satisfied
4. Noà Q 4.5
à 9.5

4.5. Why?
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5. Satisfaction
5.1. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - interrogation with
IA, DESC, etc?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
5.2. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - appraisal of
assets?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
5.3. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - calculation of
compensations and allowances?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
5.4. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - conclusion of
agreements?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
5.5. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - compensations
and allowances disbursement?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
5.6. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - support during the
resettlement?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
5.7. To what extent are you satisfied with the LARP implementation process - grievance redress
mechanisms?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Not so much satisfied
4. Not satisfied, at all
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c. PUBLIC HEARINGS AND INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

(See also - LARP 1, Appendix 9)
The IA (with the support of the PMIC) organized Public Consultations with AHs and affected
businesses of the Arshakunyats Avenue section at Secondary School N75 in Nerkin Shengavit 12th
street, on March 28, 2013.
The main stages of the resettlement processes were presented at the Public Hearings, including
the entitlements matrix, redress mechanisms, valuation methodology, measurement survey as
well as various specific cases, which were discussed with APs. In addition, a map with marked
land plots, buildings and structures with names of APs for each land plot and its assets, were
shown to all present APs. Generally, the APs who participated were satisfied with the consultation
process. The key questions and answers as well as key issues and concerns discussed are
presented in the following tables.
Table 5 - Questions and Answers during the - Arshakunyats Avenue and Artashat Highway
Question/ Concern

Answer

People whose properties are under
limitation because of the Eminent
Domain, but are not affected under this The PIU will consult the Yerevan Municipality and will inform people about
new design, want to know when they will possible dates and procedures.
be able to use /sell or construct a
building on their lands.
It was explained that lands will be valued based on the comparative method
Will cadastre or market value be used
of valuation using market price calculations. In cases when the cadastre price
during valuation of the lands?
is higher than the market price, the cadastre price will be used.

When will the contract singing start?

The compensation procedure will start after the completion of measurement
and assessment works. Afterwards, the documents will be sent to ADB and
the RA Government for approval. Affected people will officially receive a price
offer with the Draft Contract. Generally, the procedure is expected to start in
July this year.

If somebody has a bank loan, and relied
on fruit yield profit from the illegally used
land to pay for the loan, will it be
compensated?

Banks certainly granted the loan taking into account other activities engaged
in by the AP, as non-legal usage of land is not sufficient for the approval of
the bank loans. In addition, in this case the loan was taken after the cut-off
date, when APs were informed of the Project and land acquisition

The social surveys aimed to describe the socio-economic conditions of APs
and to develop livelihood restoration programs.
What were the purposes of the social E.g. if there are families that are not registered in the “Paros” system and it is
surveys?
evident that their livelihood can be considered as being below the poverty
line, then the details of those families are conveyed to the RA Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs for discussion and an appropriate solution.
Why was the whole land plot measured To identify severely affected APs, who are losing more than 10% of their
and trees/structures described?
agricultural income, we need information on all their trees/assets.
Based on the requirements of the RA law “On the Alienation of the Private
property for Public and State Needs”, if the AP wishes the whole property to
Is it possible to acquire the whole be acquired, the AP should inform about his/her decision within 60 days, after
property if only part of it is affected?
the RA Eminent Domain Decree came into force. This option is available only
to legal land users. Logically, the APs using community land illegally cannot
be offered the same conditions, as the land they use does not belong to them.
In case of acquisition of a part of the
owned land, is it possible to receive In the frames of this Project only monetary compensation is envisaged. There
compensation in the form of other land is no free land available next to the affected plots or nearby to distribute to
next to the property instead of monetary APs who lose titled land.
compensation?
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Answer

Movable structures are those, which can be relocated without damaging its
functional purposes.
Relocation allowances are considered taking into account the costs, which will
be incurred for the transportation of furniture or other movable assets from the
residential and non-residential buildings and structures. Transportation costs
What structure is defined as movable
are determined according to the average cost of services offered by several
and how will it be compensated?
freight shipping organizations available in the market. It is calculated in a way,
which enables the AP to move assets within a radius of 20 km, and includes a
number of routes necessary to transport any quantity of assets to be moved.
It takes into account the floor where new premise is located, the availability of
an elevator and defines the maximum size of a single asset piece.
After familiarization with the brochures, APs can use all the contacts provided in the brochure. Each Thursday, a PIU
when and how can APs
ask their resettlement specialist will be present at their field office and will be able to
questions?
answer all questions.
There are some public utilities next to the The design of Public utilities relocation has been prepared. All public utilities
road. Will they be replaced?
will be restored to the level of their pre-Project conditions.
How will the construction work impact the
During construction works, construction sites are established; i.e. that area is
daily life of people who live next to the
separated. In the event of dust accumulation, watering cisterns will be used to
road?
reduce dust.
Will the compensation procedure be The procedure of compensation provision will be carried out in accordance
carried out in accordance with RA law?
with the RA law and the ADB’s LAR Policy.

During the Census and SES, a printed Entitlement Matrix in the Armenian was distributed to all
APs. During the public consultations, the PIU distributed the following brochures in the Armenian
language.
§ Valuation Methodology Brochure, which included average rates for the land and structures by
type;
§ Updated Project Information Brochure with the Entitlement Matrix in which the Project
description, grievance redress mechanism, entitlements and compensations as well as
answers to frequently asked questions were presented.
During the Project planning, implementation, and monitoring, the following information disclosure
actions were applied:
§ Field office in the affected area for prompt and effective grievance resolution and information
sharing where the PIU Resettlement specialist worked on initially announced days;
§ Contacts (address, telephone number, e-mail) of the IA have been provided to the AHs;
§ English version of LARP was uploaded on the ADB resettlement website;
§ Copies of the LARP in Armenian were distributed in Shengavit Local Community Authorities
offices;
§ The PIU website for disclosure of LARP and other related documents was established.
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