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Comments on the ESIA of
The Proposed Allain Duhangan HEP in Kulu district in HP

Executive Summary

The Allain Duhangan Project (ADP) proposes to divert Allain and Duhangan, two tributaries of Beas river
near Manali in Himachal Pradesh in North India for a 192 MW installed capacity hydropower project. The
project that the International Finance Corporation, the private sector arm of the World Bank intends to fund
will lead to destruction of what the ESIA calls “Pristine valley” of Allain and Duhangan. The project would
also lead to destruction of habitat of a number of threatened, rare and endangered species for a project
whose need, hydrology and benefits are in doubt, basic impact assessments have not yet been done,
local people not even been informed about the implications of the project and No document have been
given to the local people. Even the social impact assessments have not been done and most of the
resettlement measures proposed are in violation of the World Bank norms. The project is thus in violation
of many of the basic norms and policies of the World Bank and IFC.

The ESIA fails to say that the project has gone through outdated environmental sanctions and the project
does not fulfil India’s current environmental clearance norms, nor has there been any public consultation
on the project as is required for any such project in India today.

The ESIA has shown its callousness at a number of places. The ESIA has lifted full paragraphs and
statements from other documents without giving the source or saying this is a quote from another
document. In fact through out the ESIA no source or reference given for any of the facts and figures given.
The ESIA agency does not seem to have proper knowledge of the river basins or the dams in the Beas
basin where the ADP is proposed. It does not know how many trees will be felled for the project, even as it
tries to give precise numbers for this. It does not seem to know basic norms like the per capita drinking
water requirements.

The ESIA suffers from many fundamental problems. It shows its bias for the project and project
proponents at numerous places. The ESIA in fact does not objectively look at the project benefits, and in
stead exaggerates the project benefits. It tries to justify the project when an ESIA agency is supposed to
assess the project impacts in an objective manner without assuming that the project will go ahead. In fact,
ESIA is supposed to be a decision making tool and also supposed to include a crucial section on options
assessment, to assess if the project is the best option.

The ESIA shows that a number of studies that should have been part of or done before the ESIA has not
been done at all. These include: Carrying Capacity, Cumulative impacts of dams and other developments
across the basin, Assessment if the project will impact wildlife migration routes, Significance of Floods,
Earthquakes and Landslides on the project and project impacts on such events, Disaster Management
Plan, etc.

A number of studies done for ESIA are incomplete or misleading: Survey of Environmental aspects across
a year, Full Social Impacts Survey, Base line study with respect to various ecological aspects, Impacts of
a number of project components (as the project component details are yet to be finalised), including roads,
transmission lines, the number of trees to be felled for the project, Downstream impacts, etc.

At a number of places the ESIA makes unsupported or wrong or contradictory statements. Examples
include: “No NGOs”, “No common Property resources taken”, “No rare, endangered or threatened species
in the project area”, etc. This critique shows these are all wrong.

Even with respect to the height of the various dams, the ESIA makes ambiguous statements like “likely to
be”, “maximum height”, etc, all the heights, miraculously, is shown to be less than 14.5 mts, none shown
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above the deepest foundation level, which is against international norms. Possibly to escape some of the
provisions that would be effective if the height if above 15 m.

The Options Assessment Section in the ESIA is a joke, to put it lightly. It does not assess the options
available in Himachal Pradesh or Northern Region. In fact, the ADP is to lead to destruction of some of the
options. Basic issues like Demand Side Management, Peak Management, Reducing T&D losses,
improving end use efficiency, Increasing supply side efficiencies and exploring the generation options are
not even mentioned in the ESIA.

The ESIA documents on IFC website are incomplete as a number of sections are missing and at other
places the chapters have been left incomplete halfway though a sentence.

The ESIA fails to look at the track record of the RSWML that has built a 86 MW Malana HEP in the nearby
area. The track record shows that the company has cheated the affected people, the project is performing
very badly in terms of even the quality of construction and power generation and its environmental record
shows callous disregard for environment and environmental norms. The project authorities, in fact tried to
browbeat the affected people in a meeting held on Nov 13 in presence of the IFC persons who know the
local language. That meeting was held subsequent to the October 2003 letters sent by the affected people
and SANDRP with other NGOs, raising concerns about the fundamental violations in the project. In the
meeting on Nov 13, the project authorities promised the affected people who had been called for that
meeting that they will be provided with copies of all the ESIA documents in Hindi in a week or two, but
those documents are still not given to the affected people. The project authorities have also promised the
affected people in the meanwhile that a public hearing will be held in the village sixty days after provision
of Hindi documents and that an independent will assess the public hearing. Only time will tell how many of
those promises will be fulfilled. The project authorities, in the meanwhile showed total disregard of public
safety when on Dec 6, 2003, boulders showered on unsuspecting women of affected villages. The
enraged affected people had to demand that no project work be taken up till basic issues are settled.

Unless a fresh ESIA is carried out and completed by a more credible and independent agency, in close
participation with affected people, the new ESIA documents are made available to people in the language
they can understand and a public hearing held sixty days or more thereafter, supervised by independent
panel gives support for the project, the World Bank/ IFC support for this project would seriously violate
many key safeguard policies of the Bank as mentioned above. Under the current circumstances, the
project would be neither be beneficial for the local people or for the state.
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Comments on the ESIA of
The Proposed Allain Duhangan HEP in Kulu district in HP

Important Dates

1993-4: Original Environmental Study conducted

March 31 1996: In principle Techno Economic Clearance given by CEA

March 21 and April 1, 1997 DFO certifies that the project will have no wildlife impacts

Dec 15 1999: Application to MEF for clearance of 58.16 Ha of forestland

Dec. 12 2000: Environmental clearance given on the basis of an earlier EIA

Oct 18 2002: Clearance for diversion of 32 Ha forestland given

May 7 2003: Meeting in Prini held, which is wrongly referred to as consultation meeting.

May 27 2003: Draft ESIA submitted

Aug 11 2003: ESIA documents disclosed as per IFC website

Oct 23 2003: Affected people write to IFC/ WB about violations of IFC guidelines in ADP

Oct 30 2003: SANDRP, MATU and Navrachna write to IFC/ WB about concerns on ADP

Oct 31 2003: Original IFC board date; board date postponed

Nov 13 2003: IFC and ADP authorites meet with selected affected people and try to
unduly pressurise them.

Nov 15 2003: Affected people write to IFC/ WB protesting against Nov 13 meeting

Nov 21 2003: SANDRP and MATU write to IFC/ WB with main points of critique of ESIA

Dec 2003: Huge Boulders fall on the people of affected villages from the road building for the project,
people write to WB to stop work, they get the work stopped

Project The Allain Duhangan Project (ADP) proposes to divert Alain and Duhangan, two tributaries of
Beas river near Manali in Himachal Pradesh in North India for a 192 MW installed capacity hydropower
project. The project that International Finance Corporation, the private sector arm of the World Bank
intends to fund will lead to destruction of what the ESIA calls “Pristine valley” of Allain and Duhangan. The
project would also lead to destruction of habitat of a number of threatened, rare and endangered species
for a project whose need and benefits are in doubt, basic impact assessments have not yet been done,
local people not even been informed about the implications of the project and No document have been
given to the local people. Even the social impact assessments have not been done and most of the
resettlement measures proposed are in violation of the World Bank norms. The project is thus in violation
of many of the basic norms and policies of the World Bank and IFC.

ERM ERM claims (ESIA, Exec Summary, p. 2) that it is “one of the world’s leading providers of
environmental consultancy services”. If this is true, the standards of world environmental consultancy
services leave much to be desired if the ESIA done by ERM for ADP is any guide of its standards.

Biases towards the project and the project authorities Throughout ESIA, the ESIA agency makes
statements of assurances on behalf of project authorities. But that is not what an ESIA agency is
supposed to do. ESIA agency is supposed to prepare impact assessment and management plan and put
together mechanisms to ensure that the management plan is implemented. The statements of assurances
by ERM, the ESIA agency on behalf of project authorities are meaningless and they only show the bias of
the ESIA agency for the project authorities.

The ESIA begins with statements like, “India is plunging head-long towards energy crisis” (pp 1, Vol. I),
“Indian power development needs priority correction by substantial addition of hydropower generation
capacity” (pp 6, Vol. 1), “The project would be one of the cheapest sources of power generation in the
Northern region” (pp 7, Vol. I). Such statements should have no place in an ESIA report. ESIA is supposed
to be an objective assessment of the Impacts of the project among various options. These statements
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show the bias of the ESIA agency in favour of the project, the project authorities and hydropower projects.
These should be sufficient to debar such an agency from being assigned such tasks. Moreover, the ESIA
fails to make a case that ADP is indeed required. If the ESIA agency had bothered to look at the realistic
demand projections and projected increase in installed capacities just from ongoing projects they would
have seen that the project is not required even for the peak power needs of northern region for the next
15-20 years.

When talking about involving NGOs in the project, the ESIA says (p 166, Vol. 1), “However, it would be
worthwhile to engage some NGOs in mobilising the community in favour of the project”. This clearly shows
the bias of the ESIA agency toward the project and project authorities. The involvement of the NGOs and
the community should be with a view to seek effective participation of the people in the project right from
its decision making phase and not to mobilise support for the project.

Again while talking about involvement of financial institutions, the ESIA says (p 167, Vol. 1), “The financial
institutions need to ensure that the project does not get delayed resulting in escalating of costs”. Such
statements clearly reflect the bias of the ESIA agency in favour of the project.

On p 246 (Vol. I) the ESIA makes a shocking statement when it says hydropower “is one of the most
common renewable, economic, non-consumptive, non-radioactive, non-polluting and environmentally
benign sources of energy”. This clearly shows the bias of the ESIA agency for such projects. As a matter
of fact, experience has shown that hydropower projects are not renewable as they do get silted up or
otherwise gets destroyed. HEPs are not necessarily economic if all the costs of the project are included.
HEPs are not the most environmentally benign if all the environmental costs are included. And hydro
reservoirs can also emit green house gases as documented by the report of the World Commission on
dams.

Destruction of pristine area As mentioned in the ESIA (p 36, Forestry and Watershed Management)
“Upstream of Duhangan and Allain are pristine areas with luxuriant forests and road building in these
areas will contribute to the damage of these pristine habitats.” Thus the project will be damaging some of
the last remaining pristine areas of Himachal Pradesh and Himalayas in general. It would be better to
consider leaving such areas alone rather than go for a project of questionable need and benefits. As
agreed in the ESIA on the same page, the project can in fact lead to opening the ways for destruction of
further pristine habitats like Spiti, till now inaccessible.

Incomplete Documents Annex A (all the clearance papers) not given as mentioned in Vol. I. Similarly
Annex E, F and G were also missing from the ESIA Vol. I.

» The Annex C in Vol. | is supposed to contain “Record of Interagency and Consultation Meetings”, but it
contains a report on only the May 7 2003 meeting. This means that no other interagency or consultation
meeting has taken place. Moreover, since the affected people were provided no documents prior to the
May 7 2003 meeting, as is required in IFC policy, that meeting too cannot be called consultation meeting.
» The Chapter 4 in Vol. | ends abruptly, mid sentence on page 133, while discussing the history of
landslides in the region.

No studies

» Carrying capacity No study of the carrying capacity of the Allain, Duhangan streams and catchment
or the Beas river basin has been even mentioned in the ESIA. This is clearly a glaring gap in the ESIA.

» Cumulative impacts Even without listing the largest projects in the basin, the ESIA tries to talk about
cumulative impacts. And it just talks about cumulative impacts, without identifying or assessing the
impacts. In stead, the section on cumulative impacts ends with a sermon to the project proponents: “It is
therefore important that RSWML is aware of these possible scenarios and implements the Environment
Action Plan carefully to minimise cumulative impacts in the Beas Catchment.” Surely an ESIA is supposed
to do more than that?
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» Emergency Response Plan As ESIA makes it clear (Exec Summary, p 20), the project authorities or
ESIA agency has not prepared the ERP or what is more usually known in India as Disaster Management
Plan. But should not this have been done before ESIA or as part of project formulation? In fact ERP
should be a public document and people should be involved in its formulation. Not having done it is
violation of prudent project plans and IFC norms. The fact that ESIA (p 290, Vol. ) says, “RSWML must
prepare an elaborate and detailed emergency response plan to counter any event” shows that the project
authorities have not prepared a plan and on this ground to ESIA is incomplete.
» No Survey of affected population The ESIA admits it has not conducted the full survey of the
affected community even as the number of affected families is only in the region of a couple of hundred.
No SIA has been conducted for this project in the past (Vol. I, p 8). Under the circumstances, the ESIA
must be considered fundamentally incomplete. Moreover without full survey of affected community, there
can be no resettlement action plan as required under IFC norms. The ESIA thus violates another of IFC
olicies.
F; Significance of floods, earthquakes, landslides The sections where these issues are discussed are
all incomplete (e.g. section 4.7 on “Natural Hazards in the Area” on p 131-3 in Vol. I) as the discussion in
ESIA does not include how the project would be impacted by these and how the project would affect the
occurrence of such events and their impacts. For example, on p 131 it is stated, “there is no doubt that
earthquakes must be factored into any consideration of risk from natural hazards”, but does not say how
this will be achieved or if it has been achieved. Similarly, on the issues of floods and landslides. ESIA does
not even show as to for what worst flood conditions is the project designed and what is the recorded or
calculated worst flood that the project is likely to face. On p 179 (Vol. I) it is stated that “The design flood
discharges for 50 years return period for the Allain and Duhangan are 662 and 287 cumecs respectively”.
But the norm is that such structures should be designed for 1 in 100 to 1 in 1000-year return floods, which
can be predicted based on models. The ESIA is incomplete without showing how these issues are
factored in.
» No NGOs? The ESIA claims (p 166, Vol. I), “There are no NGOs working in any of the three villages
covered for the sample survey.” This is clearly incorrect. There are NGOs in Jagatsukh and Prini and they
have already written to the World Bank, expressing their concerns on the project.
» Blocking of Wildlife migration routes ESIA says (p 36, Forestry and Watershed Management), “A
detailed study, spanning over different seasons would be required to confirm whether the proposed sites
fall on animal migration routes.” This is another instance that shows that the ESIA is incomplete and
project would be violating IFC norms if allowed to go ahead without completing such studies and
assessing the impacts. ESIA further says, “Upstream Duhangan and areas above the reservoir site are
known to have musk deer populations. Road building will damage their habitats and will restrict their
movements. Roads will also make these areas easily accessible and the chances of poaching incidences
may also increase.” The area is also habitat for ibex and brown bear, all of this may lead to increased
poaching.
» “Options to avoid habitat destruction” not explored ESIA says (p 36, Forestry and Watershed
Management), “Protection of sheltered valleys on the slopes of Duhangan would require special
consideration. This is more so, as these valleys, or spots of increased biodiversity, fall on the proposed
route for road construction. Since the width of these sheltered valleys are not much, options to avoid
habitat destruction should be explored.” But ESIA should have explored such options, without which
neither the ESIA is complete, nor the project should be considered for funding.

Outdated data, clearance process The project has been given environmental clearance by the Union
Ministry of Environment and Forests based on, as mentioned by ESIA (p 7, Vol. I), an EIA study done by
RITES Limited, a govt of India Enterprise, based on baseline data of 1993-4. The project that is to start
work in Dec 2003 was given environmental clearance in Dec 2000 based on 1993 data! It is clear that the
project was given environmental clearance based on outdated EIA study and ten years latter, the project
authorities must be asked to submit fresh EIA and follow India’s current legal clearance requirements,
which the project has clearly not followed.
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The project, though it was given environmental clearance only in Dec 2000 and forestland clearance in
Oct 2002 based on EIA study with 1993 data, the project has not followed the legal requirements for an
environmental clearance prevalent either in Dec 2000 when the project was cleared or today when the
project is to start work. The current legal requirements, as stipulated in MEF notifications of 1997 says that
the project must hold a public hearing supervised by an independent panel and 30 days before such a
public hearing, the local people must be given the full EIA and EMP documents in the language they can
use. In case of ADP these legal requirement of the day has not been followed and no public hearing has
been held for the project. This legal requirement was waived for ADP on the flimsy ground that the
application for environmental clearance for the project was submitted prior to the date when the 1997
notification for public hearing requirement came in place (p 17, Vol. 1). This is clearly unacceptable and the
project must go through the legal requirements prevalent today.

The ESIA says (p 31, Vol. I) that the Divisional Forest Officer of Kulu Wildlife Division has certified on
March 21 and April 1 1997 that the project will be “no threat to the rare and endangered species of flora &
fauna in the area”. It is strange how the DFO could have given such a certificate as the project authorities
applied only in 1999 for clearance of forestland for the project. It is not clear if the Kulu DFO knew that the
project will be leading to deforestation of forest land in pristine area habited by some of the threatened,
rare and endangered flora and fauna species and that parts of the transmission line will also pass through
extensive forest areas. In fact the project transmission line is to pass near or over the Khokhan and Bandli
sanctuary. The ESIA says (p 27 of “Reconnaissance Environmental and Social Assessment of
Transmission Line Corridor”) says, “Review of maps and the filed visit by ERM indicates that the route
passes through reserved forest areas and might interact with the wildlife passageways, due to proximity of
the route to Khokhan and Bandli sanctuaries.” It is thus clear that the wildlife clearance claimed to have
been given for the project is either given without full information or full diligence.

Is the project needed? The ESIA report tries to justify the project, which it should not be doing in the first
place. Moreover many of the facts and figures it uses are factually wrong, it makes tendentious
misrepresentations and it uses outdated estimates or estimates that have already proved to be wrong.

» It is said that the energy requirement in HP is likely to increase from 1487 MU in 1990-1 to 4576 MU in
1999-2000. The correct figure for projection for 1999-2000 as per 16" EPS of CEA is 3113 MU, much
lower than the exaggerated figure given. Similarly it said that peak load demand in HP would go up from
325 MW to 939 MW in the same period, when the correct figure as per 16" EPS of CEA for peak load
demand in 1999-2000 is much lower at 610 MW. Thus, with the use of wrong figures, attempt is made to
justify the project, which it should not be doing in any case. The peak demand in HP even in Oct 03 is 536
MW.

» The EIA report dated May 2003 uses outdated and exaggerated figures to justify the need for the
project. Thus, for example, while the report could have given the figures of actual peak demand in India, it
gives figures from 15" EPS of CEA, which have already proved to be exaggerated, as seen below. Actual
peak demand in India in 1997-98 as per the ministry of Power Annual report of 2002-03 was 65435 MW.

(MW)
Peak Actual Projected Actual Rise | % Exaggeration in
Demand | Peak Rise above | above 1997- | rise in projected
Projected | Demand | 1997-98 level | 98 level Demand
1999-2000 | 75012 72269 9577 6834 40.14
2000-01 79856 78037 14421 12602 14.43
2001-02 85132 78441 19697 13006 51.45
2002-03 90510 81492 25075 16057 56.16

It is clear from the above that the figures projected by 16" EPS of CEA are already proved to be highly
exaggerated and the EIA report could have used actual demand figures to give clear picture instead of
using outdated figures to justify the project.
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» As a matter of fact, the CEA projections of power demands have consistently proved to be
overestimations. To give another instance, in 1987, CEA projected that in 1995-6 (see the World Bank’s
Staff Appraisal Report for NJP, p 23), peak load demand in Northern Region will be 25600 MW (Actual
peak demand in that year was 15937 MW and that figure of peak load demand in Northern Region is yet
to be reached even in 2003) and energy demand was projected to be 131 000 MU when actual demand in
1995-6 was 105836 MU.

» The ESIA repeatedly says that the project is required to correct the hydro-thermal balance in the power
sector and that more hydro project like ADP are required for this. What it does not state is that for at least
half the year ADP will be working as base load station and not peak load station. Secondly, as far as
Himachal Pradesh is concerned, out of total installed capacity in HP of 764.8 MW (as per Annual Report of
Ministry of Power for 2002-3, possibly includes only HP share of the central sector stations), Hydro
constitutes 634.57 MW. This means the hydro-thermal power sector balance in HP is hugely in favour of
Hydro and HP does not need more hydropower stations for its own consumption. Moreover, as the World
Bank’s Project Implementation Report of the NJP (Sept 2002) makes it clear, HP is power surplus during
most time of the year and is a power exporter.

As far as Northern region is concerned, a large number of hydropower projects are under construction
already, including Tehri (1000 MW + an additional 1400 MW is also planned under the same project),
Nathpa Jhakri (1500 MW, two units of which have already started generation), Baglihar | and 11 (900 MW),
Chamera Il (300 MW, one unit has already started generation), Baspa Il (300 MW, started generation in
early 2003), Dulhasti (390 MW), Dhauliganga (280 MW), Chamera lll (231 MW), Sewa Il (120 MW), Largi
(126 MW), Kashang | (66 MW), Shahpur Kandi (168 MW), Dhanwari Sunda (70 MW), Vishnu Prayag (400
MW) among others. BBMB is up-rating its plants to add about 36 MW in Pong project. These projects
alone add to almost 7000 MW of additional hydro capacity, all of which are planned to be commissioned
before the ADP. If we add these capacities to the existing Northern Region capacity (29284.5 MW, of
which hydro capacity is 9234.8 MW) and even if we assume that 7000 MW of additional thermal and
nuclear capacity will be added in North by the end of Xth Plan, we see that hydropower capacity in North
would ¢ above 40% of the total installed capacity in the North. Moreover, as India strengthens its
National Grid, the possibility of importing power during peak periods from peak surplus regions like East,
North East and from the neighbouring countries like Bhutan and Nepal would increase.

In fact, Northern region is already exporting peaking capacity to rest of India. The situation is also reflected
by the events at the 86 MW Malana HEP of the same RSWML in location just near that of the proposed
ADP. Here, as Power Line noted in its February 2003 issue, “Power offtake, to start with, was significantly
low as it could not be sold to power surplus HPSEB. Also, it found no takers in the other neighbouring
SEBs as most of them were financially sick.” Thus, as ADP does not have a Power Purchase Agreement,
there is every likelihood of ADP not being able to sell its power if and when the project comes up.

In fact it is amazing to see ESIA exaggerating power demands even beyond those predicted by the 16"
EPS of CEA. Here is a comparision.

Comparison of projections of Power Demand in 2011-2

Projection by ESIA|Projection by 16™ EPS| % Exaggeration by ESIA

Peak demand, MW 176 647 157 107 12.44

Energy Demand, BU 1058 975.222 8.5

It is clear from above that in a report in 2003, the ESIA is using figures of 1997 (Fourth National Power
Plan for 1997-2012 was made in 1997 based on Fifteenth EPS, which is outdated), which are already
outdated and proved to be exaggerated and when the figures of Sixteenth EPS are already available. In
fact, as in the past, the figures of 16™ EPS, which was submitted in 1999, have already proved to be
outdated and exaggerated as proved above and the time for a more realistic 17"" EPS is already due. By
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using such outdated and exaggerated figures when more realistic figures are available, the ESIA has
shown its bias for the project.

Two paragraphs on page 6 of Vol. 2 ESIA, starting from “According to Fourth National Power Plan, ..."“ and
also “The detailed power planning studies ...” have been lifted word to word from the following paper by a
pro hydro lobby persons: PLANNING POWER DEVELOPMENT IN INDIA - EMPHASIS ON HYDRO
PROJECTS, available at http://www.worldenergy.org/wec-
geis/publications/default/tech papers/17th congress/1 1 25.asp. This uncritical acceptance of facts and
figures from paper from pro big hydro lobby, without even mentioning the source shows the callousness,
dishonesty and bias of the ESIA agency and should be sufficient to disqualify the agency from doing the
objective work of taking up ESIA.

In an attempt to justify big hydropower projects like ADP, the ESIA even gives wrong figures. For example
the ESIA says (p 246, Vol. 1) that only 11% (14912.15 MW) of hydropower projects are in operation, when
the figure from CEA monitored stations is almost double at 27 325.2 MW. Similarly, while the projects
under construction are shown to be only 7.2 % (9750.25 MW) of the potential, whereas the figures in CEA
tenth plan for Hydro stations to be commissioned during the plan comes to almost 14000 MW. It is clear
that the ESIA agency is using wrong figures with a view to push ADP.

Hydrology The hydrology figures given for the project in ESIA raise many doubts. The project hydrology
is based on only 22-24 years of flow measurement data (p 71, Vol. I), when generally, actual or projected
flow data for at least 80 or more years is considered necessary to arrive at more reliable conclusions.
Also, precipitation runoff consistency could not be checked “in absence of precipitation stations in
catchments of Allain and Duhangan”. In such a situation, it would have been considered prudent for the
ESIA agency to do some internal consistency tests on the hydrology data. The doubts about hydrology
figures are further strengthened by the following.

» The Allain 90% dependable flow is given as 3.028 cumecs, which is much higher proportion of its 50%
dependable flow and also average flows, compared to the same figures for Duhangan river.

» Contribution to flow per unit catchment area is much higher in case of Allain than is the case for
Duhangan river. This looks strange for the contiguous area in the same river basin, with same topography
and similar altitudes.

» The combined river flow for the 90% dependable year is given as 4.467 cumecs, which is higher than
the sum of the individual stream flows at the same dependability, while the combined flows at 50%
dependability and average combined flows are lower than or equal to the sum of the individual stream
flows.

» While the combined river flow for the 90% dependable year is given as 4.467 cumecs in table 4.5 (p
72, Vol. 1), if we look at the last column in table 4.6 (p 72-3, Vol. I), we see that at least 25% of the time in
the 90% dependable year, the combined flow is lower than the figure of 4.467 cumecs. This is puzzling as
the combined flow should be equal to or greater than the designed throughout in a 90% dependable year.
» If we look at the flow data given in the Annexure with the Hydrology Study (Vol. 1V), we see that Oct 1
to Nov 20 and again Dec 1 to 31 and then again Feb 1 to 20, the water flow in Duhangan stream is greater
than the flow in Allain in case of the 90% year (1973-4). This sounds strange, as Duhangan catchment
area is almost half of the Allain catchment area.

All these anomalies raise doubts about soundness of the hydrology data given in ESIA. That would in turn
put question mark over the benefits of the project.

The ESIA concludes that RSWML should maintain a minimum flow of 0.15 m3/ sec downstream of the
Allain and Duhangan barrages all the time. However, it is not shown on what basis this has been arrived
at. Without factoring in the needs of the people and ecology, how can one arrive at such a figure? In any
case this figure is lower than the lowest available flows in these two streams. If it turns out that higher than
projected releases will be required for downstream areas, that will have direct impact on the projected
power benefits of the project.
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Benefits The question marks on hydrology of the project also put question marks over projected benefits
of the project. Moreover, contradictory information is given in the ESIA about real benefits from the project.
» For example, on p 7 (Vol. 1) it is stated that project would generate 673.13 MU at 90% dependability
and 786.76 MU at 50% dependability. Then on p. 34 (Vol. |) it is stated that the project will generate “as
much as” 774 MU, equivalent to 4000 hours of full capacity operation. On p. 47 it is stated that energy
generation at 95% availability and 90% dependability would be 698.18 MU, higher than the figure given on

p7.

However, a calculation based on flow data given on p 72-3 (Vol. I) shows that if that hydrology data is
correct than the project could operate only for 3426.6 hours in a 90% dependable year and in which case
the project would generate 657.9 MU if the project machines are available for 100% time. This figure is
lower than all the other figures given in the ESIA. If the availability were lower, as is generally the case, the
projected generation would go down to that extent. However, there are doubts about the hydrology figures,
as mentioned above. Moreover, the generation is likely to be much lower if the downstream release norms
are assessed correctly and factored in the calculation.

The ESIA claims (p 7, Vol. I) that the project will be providing at least 4 hours of peaking energy
throughout the year. If we look at the hydrology figures given on p. 72-3 (Vol. 1), we see that in fact in a
90% dependable year, between Dec. 21 and April 10, for full 110 days, the project will not be providing
even 4 hours of peaking energy. So another of the claimed benefit of the project is in doubt.

Signs of Callousness

Sections lifted from another document of the past? It seems parts of the ESIA report has been lifted
from other documents. One example is given above where full paragraphs are lifted (without caring to
mention the source). In possible another instance, it is stated in ESIA (p 42, Forestry and Watershed
Management), “The work on raising of the nursery will start right from current year i.e. 2000-2001.” This
statement that seems to have been written before 2000-2001 appears in a report written in 2003, which is
supposed to be based on surveys done in 2003. This raises the suspicion that sections of the ESIA has
been lifted from some past documents and used uncritically without even mentioning the source. Another
sentence in the same paragraph as the one in which the previous quote appears strengthens this
suspicion, “As the gestation period of main species i.e. fir is more than 4 years main planting thrust will be
in the year 2004.” This is a clear sign of callousness of the ESIA agency.

Poor Basin Knowledge A number of places one can see the signs of callousness on the part of ESIA
agency. For example, it is stated (Exec Summary, p. 13) that Kol dam is in Beas basin, when Kol Dam is
under construction in Sutlej basin. Moreover, while listing the existing and proposed project in Beas basin,
the ESIA agency does not even mention some of the biggest existing projects in Beas basin including 207
MW Mukerian HEP, 110 MW Uhl | HEP, 60 MW Bassi HEP, 360 MW Pong Dam (the highest earth fill dam
in India at 132.6 m) and Beas Sutlej link project that includes 76 m high Pandoh Dam, 990 MW Dehar
Power Plant and which can transfer upto 254.85 cumecs of water from Beas to Sutlej river. Other project
in Beas basin not mentioned in EIA include: 6 MW Binwa HEP, 12 MW Baner HEP and 10.5 MW Gaj
HEP.

Moreover, the CEA (Central Electricity Authority) ranking study (published in October 2001) includes 7
projects in Beas basin, to be taken up for study. Besides ADP, these include 29 MW Rana Khad HEP, 420
MW Nakthan (Parbati I), 85 MW Gharopa HEP, 27 MW Sainj IV HEP, 26 MW Tirthan Il and 520 MW Sainj
(Parbati III).

Per Capita water consumption not known Another sign of callousness on the part of the ESIA agency is
evident when it says (e.g. p 43, Vol. I) that 100 people working during the operation phase will use 4.5 m3/
day water and generate 3.6 m3/ day wastewater for which project authorities will make treatment
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arrangement. Now 4.5 m3/ day for 100 persons translates to only 45 litres per capita per day water
consumption, which is lower than the national or WHO norms for per capita water consumption. The likely
water consumption would be higher than 100 litres per capita per day and in which case the necessary
wastewater treatment facility would be of higher capacity. The fact that the ESIA agency has overlooked
such discrepancies in the figures of project authorities shows both the callousness of the ESIA agency and
its biased in favour of project authorities, unbecoming of an ESIA agency.

Number of trees to be felled not known At a number of places ESIA says 797 trees will be felled,
though like in case of all figures it does not give the source of information for this number. Then on p. 47
(Vol. 1) ESIA says, “The enumeration of trees that needs to be felled is currently in progress.” If that is the
case than how could it give precise no of trees and their species wise break up elsewhere?

This is further contradicted on p 14 (Forestry and Water Management, Vol. IV) where it is stated that 703
trees will be affected at Allain site and 94 trees will be affected at Duhangan site. This makes it 797 trees.
But what about the trees that will be affected at Forebay reservoir site, intermediate reservoir site,
colonies, roads, tunnels, plants, diversion channels, etc? This clearly means that the ESIA has no idea
about the total number of trees to be felled and ESIA is incomplete without this basic assessment and
impacts thereof.

Moreover, on p 34 (Forestry and Watershed Management, Vol. 1V), there is information about volume of
timber and loss of revenue only about 331 trees. In that estimation, it is stated that 197 of these trees will
be lost due to dam/ reservoir and 142 other trees are lost due to road. This information does not match
with the information given on p 14 of the same chapter and this contradictory information only further
shows the incompleteness of the ESIA and callousness of the ESIA agency.

This is further contradicted by the statements of HP forest minister (see Annexures) where he says that
over 1500 trees to be felled only from the forest area. Another media report suggests that the project will
mean cutting down of over 4000 trees. All this raises doubt about the reliability of the facts and figures in
the ESIA.

Downstream Impacts It is stated in ESIA (p 182 \ol. 1), “Further, there will be change in flow of Allain
stream in the stretch falling between tailrace outlet to the point of confluence in Beas River. In this stretch,
a peak flow of approximately 26.8 m3/ sec will be discharged during 4 hours of peak power generation
period.” This is clearly a wrong and misguiding statement. The peak flow will in fact be there for a
minimum of 4 hours and maximum of 24 hours. For about 50 days from June 1 to July 20 (in a 90%
dependable year) the increased flow will be for almost full 24 hours. The impact of this hugely increased
flow on the Allain stream has not been assessed.

Another kind of downstream impact not taken care of by the EIA or EMP is the increased silt level (due to
release of concentrated silt from the desilting basins) in the water downstream of the diversion weirs.
Particularly in case of Duhangan stream, the silt level in the remaining water downstream of the diversion
weir will be very high and it has, as ESIA accepts (p 184, Vol. 1), “potential for negative impact due to
deterioration of water quality”, requiring, in case of Duhangan stream, “special mitigation measures”. But
the ESIA mentions no mitigation measures.

The minimum flow of 0.15 cumecs that ESIA has recommended downstream of the diversion points on
Allain and Duhangan streams is only 8.38% and 11.76% of the “minimum flow ever observed on”
respective streams.

While at most places ESIA recommends that downstream water releases from Allain and Duhangan HEPs
be 0.15 cumecs, at other places there is uncertainty about this. For example, on p 306 (Vol. I) the ESIA
says that the project is in the process of receiving Consent to Establish from HPPCB with the conditions
that include: “Maintenance of requisite percentage of water flow downstream of the diversion works in

SANDRP December 2003



Comments on the ESIA of the proposed Allain Duhangan HEP in Himachal Pradesh, India 13

order to maintain the riverine ecology and furnish basis of arriving at this percentage”. This clearly means
that such flow quantum is yet to be arrived at?

There is further contradiction in this regard when the project authorities, in response to the questions
raised by affected villages in May 7 2003 meeting, say (see Annex C of Vol. ), “only 90% of the flow in
Allain and Duhangan streams would be diverted into the tunnels”. But this is patently false as 0.15 cumecs
is not 10% of flow in Allain river at any time and for most of the time in case of Duhangan river. Moreover,
in that answer the project authorities claimed that the minimum flow was based on “the Ministry of
Environment and Forests, Govt of India guidelines”. But to the best of our information, there are no MEF
guidelines for quantification of downstream flows.

Moreover, when ESIA says (p 290, Vol. 1), “it is recommended that periodic water releases be optimised in
a strategic way to maximise revenues and minimise environmental impacts of the project”, the ESIA
agency is violating the basic role of the ESIA. The ESIA is not supposed to be bothered about
maximisation of revenues. It is supposed to assess and recommend ways of avoiding and mitigating
impacts. Mandatory water releases have to be adhered to and there can be no role for maximisation of
revenues in that.

The recommended downstream release of 0.15 cumecs is clearly arbitrary as it is not based on calculation
of downstream social or environmental needs or based on fisheries study and the requirements thereof. In
any case the recommended flow is much lower than even the “minimum flow ever observed” in the
streams. What is required is that the recommended flow should be based on such calculations and in any
case should be higher than the minimum flow ever observed. Thus there is clearly a need to reassess the
downstream flows and also reassess the project performance thereafter.

Even for ensuring minimum flow, the only measure in ESIA is (p 291 Vol. 1), “RSWML is to ensure this
monitoring of minimum recommended water flow by installing electronic and manual measurements
devices at the diversion structures”. This is clearly insufficient, as measuring devices cannot ensure
minimum flows. Project authorities, who would try to maximise power production, can clearly not be
depended on to ensure minimum flows.

Risks not assessed in full On p 195 (Vol. I) under 7.8.2, there is a paragraph titled “Risk due to Failure
of Forebay Reservoir Dam”. However, the ESIA should have assessed the risk of failure of Intermediate
dam and also the Allain and the Duhangan weirs and the risks due to simultaneous failures. In fact the
storage capacity of the intermediate reservoir and the Allain Barrage are larger than the capacity of
forebay reservoir and any failure of the upstream storages can be a big risk for the downstream storages
and structures. Thus the ESIA has not fully assessed the risks.

The ESIA (p 36-7, Forestry and Watershed Management) makes it clear, “Special precautions would need
to be taken while road construction in the mountain harbouring Hamta village. This would be important, as
the soil in this region is loose and incidences of landslides may dramatically increase due to the activity of
road building. Constructed road would need to be supported while construction itself (sic).” Similarly, as
stated on p 37 of the same document, the increased flow into Allain from tail end releases may be “leading
to landslides”. But these general statements of precaution only shows that ESIA agency has not done its
work. ESIA agency should have assessed the specific risks and their locations due to such impacts and
suggested mitigation measures.

Moreover, under 7.8.4 (p 196, Vol. 1), under the title “Risks due to Slope Failures — Landslides”, it is
suggested in ESIA, “It is important that before start of construction activities areas prone to landslides are
identified periodically and suitable measures for slope stabilisation are undertaken as per the need.” But
ESIA is not supposed to make such general suggestions, but rather is supposed to identify vulnerable
areas and include necessary measures in the EMP. This again shows that ESIA has failed to do what it
was supposed to do.
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Same is the situation in case of risks due to Avalanches under section 7.8.5 where again instead of
recommending specific measures to prevent project induced avalanches, the ESIA stops at making
general statement that the project authority should be careful.

Incorrect Height of the Dams?

Note the following interesting statements in the ESIA about the heights of various dams to be constructed
as part of ADP:

» Allain Diversion Barrage (p 32, Vol. I): “The maximum height of the barrage will be kept as less than
14 m.” Same information is repeated on p 48. Does this mean the height and such other features of the
diversion barrage are not yet fixed? If that is the case than one cannot know the storage capacity,
submergence areas, displacement and so on. In any case, ESIA would be incomplete without knowing
this. Moreover, ESIA should have clearly stated what is the height of the Allain Barrange above the
deepest foundation, as is the international norm. It is a mystery why “maximum height” is stated.
Moreover, from the different heights given, it seems that 14 m is the height of the barrage above the river-
bed level and not above the deepest foundation level.

» Intermediate and Forebay Reservoirs (p 33, Vol. I): “The height of reservoirs will be less than 14.5 m
each.” (This is again a very mysterious way of stating the heights of reservoirs and seems to mean that
height and hence the impacts are not certain yet. Thus ESIA is incomplete without knowing the exact
height of each of the reservoirs above the deepest foundation levels and impacts thereof.) However, while
giving salient features of the project components on p 44-46 (Vol. 1), no information is given separately for
the intermediate and forebay reservoirs and under “Storage Reservoirs” information is given for full supply
reservoir level and minimum reservoir level. However, the two reservoirs when Forebay reservoir comes
downstream of intermediate reservoirs cannot have the same levels. This is another sign of callousness of
the ESIA agency. Also, on p. 45, crest level and also the full supply reservoir evel of the storage
reservoirs is given as 2753 m. Nowhere, the height of the dams over the minimum foundation level is
given, as is the international norm.

» Intermediate reservoir (p 48, Vol. I): “Maximum height will be less than 14.5 m.” Does this mean the
height and related features are not yet fixed?

The EIA keeps saying that the height of the forebay and intermediate reservoir is 14.5 m each (see e.g.
section 3.2.4 on page 33 and section 3.3.9 on page 40, Vol. I). It is clear from page 40 and elsewhere that
this height is from the riverbed level. But dam heights are measured from deepest foundation level (see
ICOLD or WCD norms) and nowhere is the height of any of the dams from the deepest foundation level
mentioned. This exercise of trying hard to show that the dam height is below 15 m is possibly to escape
the implications of IFC policies like the OP 4.37 that mandates requirements for dams above 15 m (see p
29, Vol. I).

In fact, in the salient features given on p 44-46, there seems to be contradictory information as the
average bed level and maximum reservoir level of Allain barrage and also the intermediate storage
reservoirs are given as 2740 m and 2753 m. But it is impossible that both the reservoirs that are to be on
the same stream in a series will have same levels. The information given is thus clearly contradictory and
confusing and shows the incompleteness and callousness of the ESIA on crucial aspects.

Violation of Consultation and Public Disclosure norms IFC OP 4.01 for Environment Assessment
require that the project sponsor must consult project affected groups and local NGOs before finalisation of
the ToR for Environmental Assessment and once draft report is prepared. The ToR and the draft report
are to be provided in local language before respective consultations, at least 60 days prior to the
consultation in case of consultation on draft EIA. In case of ADP, no Documents were given in local
language, no public hearing held, thus project violates the IFC 4.01 on several counts. In fact, none of the
steps described in Section 3.3.2 (p 11-2, Vol. lll) has been followed by the ESIA or Project authorities.
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At one stage ESIA accepts (p 203, Vol. 1), “Some of the concerns (of the affected people) are arising
primarily due to lack of adequate information with the local people, and this will be rectified in the course of
public consultations”. But the consultations have not been held at all and no project documents are
provided to the local people in their language.

The ESIA (Exec Summary, p. 2) claims that a public consultation was held on the draft ESIA. This is totally
false claim, as the draft ESIA report has never been made available to the local people in Hindi. Further
claim of the ESIA on the same page: “RSWML has made copies of the ESIA documentation available
locally” is also totally false as the local people were not given copies of the ESIA documentation.

ESIA possibly assumes that meeting held in Prini on May 7 2003 fulfils the role of public consultation as
mandated by IFC norms. However, none of the draft ESIA documents were made available to the local
people at least sixty days before the May 7 2003 meeting as mandated by IFC norms. In fact sixty days
before May 7 2003 the ESIA would not even have been complete as the ESIA team was still surveying the
area (e.qg. fisheries base line survey) as late as in April 2003. Thus no public consultation has been held as
required by IFC norms, either before beginning the ESIA report or when the ESIA draft report was ready.

The ESIA claims (p 277, Vol. ), “The community development plan is based on the following principles:
Consultations with community members and key stakeholders through all the phases of the project”.
However, this has not been done even with respect to the EIA, SIA and EMP presented in ESIA. The local
people were never given any copies of these documents.

In fact the whole stakeholders consultations strategy (section 10.11.2, p 279-281, Vol. 1) have been
formulated with a view to “ensure the local support” and not with a view to ensure participation of the local
people in the project right from decision making stage. In fact the ESIA agency sees the need for
involvement of NGOs (p 33, SIA, Vol. lll) as “it would be worthwhile to engage some NGOs in mobilising
the community in favour of the project”. This clearly shows that the ESIA agency has no value of
participation of various stakeholders, but has only the interest in getting support for the project. This again
shows that the agency is biased in favour of the project and is nor worthy of the work of ESIA.

The EIA keeps talking about public consultation, but does not acknowledge that not a single project
document has been made available to the people in Hindi, without which there can be no consultation.
The project thus violates IFC’'s OP 4.01, Environmental Assessment, Paragraph 14, OD 4.30, Involuntary
Resettlement, Paragraph 8, IFC policy on Disclosure of Information, and the new OP 4.12, Involuntary
Resettlement, Paragraphs 6 (a) and 13. (IFC’'s website still lists OD 4.30 of 1990 as its Policy on
Involuntary Resettlement, and it is not clear whether OD 4.30 or the new World Bank OP 4.12 are relevant
for IFC projects involving involuntary displacement.)

Incomplete Studies

» The study area The ESIA says (p 54, Vol. I) that the study area includes 128.9 km2 in Allain river and
66.2 km2 in Duhangan river. As made clear on p 44, these areas are the catchment areas in the
respective river basins till the barrage site. But the ESIA study should go beyond this and also include te
downstream areas in both the rivers right upto confluence with Beas and even beyond, the area through
which headrace tunnels are to be dug, say in Pahali river basin and also areas where other project
components are to be built.

» Full Base line survey not done It is clear that field surveys for the ESIA were all done only once in
the winter months, mostly during January to April 2003. This is clearly inadequate. Any ESIA has to do the
survey all across at least one year so that full base line situation and possible impacts can be
documented. The ESIA is fundamentally incomplete on this score. If for example it has not assessed
fisheries in the monsoon when the rivers and streams are full of fish biodiversity, how can it know the full
extent of fisheries n the river? Similarly, as noted in section 4.5.5 (p 99, Vol. ), as the ecological
assessment was done in winter, “many of the wild animals were not observed. The population sizes of the
observed species was also low. Some of the higher reaches of the project catchment were inaccessible
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due to snow cover”. Again, ESIA says (p 102, Vol. 1), “Most high altitude forests and scrub forests could
not be visited due to heavy snow.” Under the circumstances, the ESIA cannot be dependent on to give a
true picture of base line ecological situation in the project area.

» Impact on Irrigation not assessed The ESIA does not assess the impact of the project on the
irrigation in the affected villages. It is clear that the diversion of the two of the biggest streams in the area
will have impact on the irrigation. ESIA notes (p 170, Vol. 1), “Most farmers (about 85%) had irrigation
facility in at least a part of their land holding. Source of irrigation was usually a stream in all the three
villages, which had been channelised into irrigation channels”. This clearly means that the diversion of two
of the biggest streams in the region will have an impact on irrigation for the people. However, the ESIA
does not even assess the impact of the project on the irrigation, nor does it talk about how this will be
compensated. (What is given in section 7.3.2 on p 182, Vol. | is not sufficient to show that the project will
not impact irrigation in the villages in the region as there is no assessment of the quantity of water used
and provided.) This is further evident when (p 203 Vol. I) ESIA says, “the villagers are not convinced that
the remaining water will be adequate. This issue needs to be monitored during the construction and
operation phase. ... These fears were not only expressed by the PAFs but the larger village community in
all the villages.” But ESIA should not be saying that this issue needs to be monitored, but rather should be
making specific recommendations.

» Impact on Appal trees not assessed The ESIA does not assess the impact of the project on the
apple plantations, which is the biggest source of cash income for the village people. Nor does the ESIA
say how such impacts would be compensated. That such impacts do occur is apparent, for examples from
other areas like Kinnaur where the coming of hydro projects have had serious impact on the productivity of
apple trees over long distances.

» Fisheries It is repeatedly mentioned (e.g. Exec Summary, p. 11) that the base line survey on fish
catch was attempted in January and April 2003. But this is clearly inadequate to know the base line
information about fisheries. Proper survey at least across one year is necessary to get the base line
picture and possible impacts. The ESIA is clearly incomplete on this ground. The ESIA in fact
recommends (p 5-6, Fisheries Study), “In order to perform the monitoring of fish during a calendar year for
establishing the baseline for each month of the year, it is necessary to investigate the possible impact and
find the means of mitigating the same. It is also recommended that detailed fish catch studies be carried
out at the following locations and with the frequency mentioned along with.” But this only shows that ESIA
is fundamentally incomplete and basic baseline information, impacts and mitigation measures are not
known, as is accepted by ESIA. Under the circumstances, the project cannot be allowed to go ahead till
these are in place and show in what form the project can be allowed to go ahead.

» Water quality studies While giving results of water quality testing of ground water and springs (p. 81-
6, Vol. 1), it is not stated when the samples were taken. To get the true picture of state of water quality, it is
necessary to take samples across a year, including in summer, monsoon and winter and also across a
day. So single point water quality tests as given above do not give true picture.

» Bio monitoring As ESIA mentions (p 293 Vol. I), the project is awaiting clearance from the HPPCB
with the condition that the project will “conduct bio monitoring of macro invertebrates both upstream and
downstream of the diversion works”. However, this should have been done across a year for base line
case, by the ESIA, which clearly has not been done.

» Social Impact Assessment The ESIA keeps saying (e.g. Exec Summary, p 16), “A full census will be
carried out in the beginning of the implementation stage of the project that will identify all the directly and
indirectly impacted families.” This is amazing. How can an ESIA be completed without doing the full survey
of the affected families and without identifying all the directly and indirectly impacted families?

In fact it is evident from the ESIA that neither the project authorities nor the ESIA agency knows the full
scale of displacement due to the project. This is evident from what ESIA says on the subject. On page 147
(Vol. 1) ESIA says, “The timeframe for the field survey was estimated on the basis of a list of 16 families
provided by project proponents. However initial interactions with the concerned villages revealed that the
actual number of project affected families was much more than that.” Thus, at the beginning of survey in
February 2003, the project proponents told the ESIA agency that 16 families are to affected. The ESIA
agency says, “it was originally planned to carry out census survey of the project affected families”. So the
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ESIA planned to do survey of “full” 16 families. Than it realised that the number of affected families is
much larger. On enumeration by the project proponent, it was found that affected ist now had 263
families, that is over 16 times the original list! That list also had many discrepancies. ESIA decided to
survey a quarter of the new list. So at least three quarters of the affected families have not even been
surveyed. That is if the list of project authorities can be believed, which would be very imprudent if past is
any guide. One of the affected village has not be surveyed at all.

This is again evident from section 7.9.1 (p 197, Vol. 1), where the ESIA gives break up of just 11.76 Ha of
private land to acquired, which is just 30% of the total of 36.565 Ha of private land to be acquired for the
project. Even this 11.75 Ha of land includes a total of 212 titles. It is clear that the either the project
authorities or the ESIA agency has no idea about the number of families who will be losing land and who
all will be affected.

Moreover, it is stated on p 202 (Vol. I) of ESIA, “3.3% of PAFs reported that they had irrigation channels
constructed in the land acquired for the project.” This & clearly a misleading and an understatement.
Moreover, no compensation is even proposed for this loss. There no mention of the total number of
families that would be affected due to the diversion of streams on which their irrigation sources depend,
nor how many non PAFs will be affected due to irrigation channels on the acquired land.

Further, on p 202 (Vol. I) it is stated, “This needs to be further investigated and sharecroppers loss of
income assessed during the census survey of the PAFs in the implementation stage.” This clearly means
that ESIA agency or the project authorities do not know the losses that the sharecroppers will suffer and
without this the Social impact Assessment or Action Plan cannot be formed. The ESIA is clearly
incomplete on this score too. Same is the case when ESIA says on p 203 (Vol. 1), “However, loss of
income for employees needs to be considered during the census survey in the implementation stage.”

