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" SARDAR SAROVAR PROJECT:

@EPENDENT REVIEW

October 13, 1992

Mr., Lewis T. Presion
President
The World Bank
1813 H. Street, N.W.
‘Washington, DC 20433
USA
BY FAX

Dear Mr. President:

On June 18, 1992 we delivered the report of our Independent Review to you. This
completed our task. As we said in our report, the futare of the Sardar Sarovar Projects is
for [ndia tQ decide; whether the Bank continues (o support Sardar Sarovar Projects is for
the Bank to decide.

Nevertheless, we feel that we have aa interest in seeing that our report is not
misrepresented. We have been deeply concerned, therefore, on reading the Review of
Current Status and Next Steps documeat; dated September 11, 1992, sent to the Executive
Directors. We believe this ﬁcx: Steps document, along with its Annexes, is misleading. It
ignores or misrepresents the main findings of our Review.

Our report is extensive, detailed and technical. Givea the many mects before the Bank,
we cannot expect you or the Execctive Directors to bave the familiarity with the Sardar
Sarovar Projects issues that we gained during the course of our work., But we do want to
ensure that (he senjor decision-ruakers at the Bank are not left with an account of our
findings that is at variagce with what we wrote.

It would, therefore, be a disservice 1o you and to the Executive Directors to allow Nexr
Steps 10 pass without appropriate comment.

Resatlement & Rehabilitation

The Nexr Szeps decument ignores our conclusion that the Bank’s incremental strategy
greatly wndermines prospects for achieving successful resettlement and rehabilitation (for
example, see our report . xxly and p. 351). This conclusion is central to our report and
bears on many of its findings. Next Steps not only ignores owr conclusion on the failure of
the incremental strategy, but evean seeks (o enlisz our report in furthering the srategy. Wea
believe that unless the Bank recognizes the fatlure of its incremental strategy, the well being
of tens of thousands of people will continue to be at sk
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Our report pays carcful atention to the very real differences between resettlemcat, on the
oae hand, and rehabilitation on the other. A resetderment time table does not constitute 2
rehabilitation plan. This issue is disregarded in the Next Steps assessment.

This is oot the place o go inta te subjest of resetlement and rehabilitaion at length, but it
may be useful to illusirate the way in which Nexr Szeps purports o deal with reseclement
issues wirthout addressing the problem obscured by its incremental srategy, i.e., the
Bank’s failure to adhere to its own requirements as set forth in its Operational Directves
and in the credit and 1oan agreements.

Gujarat: The Canal

Next Steps falls to make reference (o the Gujarat government’s reluctance to deal fairly with
the problem of canal oustees. Next Steps says that “only about 24,000 will lose more than
25% of their 1and” (paragraph 2.07 and Annex I, p. 3); but 24,0C0 families comes 10 at
least 120,000 people. To assess the nature of this problem, and how to deal with it, is not
a question of doing a quick survey betwesn now and March 31, 1993 and proposing that
the new survey will be used to devise a sound policy. Appraisal of the canal impacts has
not been done; it needs to be done and it will take time. Meanwhile, the impacts of the
construction of the canal continues without adequate compensation for those displaced.
This was our point, and it seems (0 have been tgnored.

Madhya Pradesh: Land

Next Steps 1dentifies some of the Machya Pradesh problems of both policy and
implemcutaton. Miudhya Pradesh s said to have come up with plans w0 deal with these
problems. These includa provision of ane hectare of Jand to 1andless oustees and provision
of money in cortrolled bank accounts that can only be used for land purchase. In this way,
a basis for rehabulitation is supposad to be put in place, and the gap between Madhya
Pradesh and Gujarat policies is said (0 be sufficienty narrowed.

Our report explaing that one heztare of land is inadequata; in 1979 in India the Narmada
Water Disputes Tribunal itself found two hectares to be 2 minimam (see, fcr example p.
Xv). Our report also points out that cash cannot pravide aliamative compensation. Madhya
Pradesh has been reluctant to make land available for its oustess, if only because it hopes
that they will go to Gujarat. Undertakings set out in Nexr Steps and designed to meet the
Bank’s concems, offer no more land and indicates that the hope continues to be that
Madhya Pradesh oustees who qualify for land will go to Gujarat  We believe that the gap
between Madhya Pradesh and Gujarat policies is continuing, and that, as oar report
explained, s ervdes the right to choice by oustees in Madhya Pradesh.

There are many other examples we could give of ways in which the resettlernent and
rehabilitation findings of our report are being misreprescnted or disragarded in'Nexz Steps.

Envircoment
Next Steps omits any reference to those parts of our report describing how the project
continues to disregard the eavironmental requirements of both Tndia and the Bank. Most of

these have been in place for a decade or more. To continue 10 ignore these standards places
the environment at risk. The risk becomes greater the further along construcdon proceeds.

Itis a non sequitur to suggest, as Next Steps dces , that delays in gudieg have not yet
resulted in “dire ecological impact” or “severe environmental consequences” as imptied
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(sic] by our report. (paragraph 3.01 and 3.02) Of course, there has so far been no “dire

ecological impact”, and “no severe environmental consequeaces”. The Sardar Sarovar dar

has yet to impound any water and the canal is not yet functonal. Nexz Szeps’ indiffecence

to the oroper plaee and utility of environmental wark is astonishin_. especially given the

ggnk’; OWN URdEraIngs as set out In the project documments and the Bank’s Operational
irectives.

Pari-Passu and the Environmental Work Plaa

On the environmental side, we found that the part pass« principlc - the idea that
eovironmental impact studies waould be done as construction proceeds - undermines the

prospect for achieving environmental protection.(p. 352) Y@ﬂﬂbﬂﬂ@}%&ﬂ
environmental planging and impact have reduce another listin
of studies - som Teview found was never lacking and rarcly meaningful. The

EXecutive Directors are invited to continue the pari passu a

Next Sweps of the fact that we found that the pari pgesu a 2
meanine%ir‘d'—'ﬁelmx on & environmental impacts and the implementaticn of anorooriate
mitigative measires. You will note that even sormething as besic as the Eovironmental
Wor& Plan 1s soll unavailable (legally required by the Bank before the end of 1985 and by
India’s 1987 condittomatenvironmental ¢learance and discussed in our report from page
22610 230). Nex: Sreps indicates that something will be availahle by January 1, 1993. It
says that a plan is “under considerztion by the Environmental Sub-Group of the Narmada
Control Authority” (paragraph 3.04) This kind of “consideration™ has beea underway in
one way or anuther to no avaijl tor the last six ycars. The “key” elemaats of the plan,
summarized in Annex [T to Next Steps, consist almast entirely of “studies” and “action
lans” that we considered very carefully. As ous report makes clear, most of these were
ound to be seriously flawed. Many were unly marginally relevant. Few will be of
significance in developing and implementing proper measures to protect the environment
The way in which these now are placed before the Executive Directars fails to take into
account the substance of our work and is mi_slcadgﬁ as to almost every component of the
environmental preparations in all three states. Lae hydrology and sedimentation issues as
they are presented in Mexz Steps illustrate the point

Hydrology

The Executive Directors are given the assurance in Next Steps that the hydrology issues
raised in our teport have been addressed. This ig not wrue. The data, it is said, were
“discussed u length with specialists from the Independent Review’'. These “at length”
discussions consxstea'ﬁﬁepﬁone conversations from July 30th to August 17th.
During the first calls it was apparent that the Bank staff person making the call had ng
previgus familiarity with the studies for the Sacdar Sarovar Projects, that he had not read
the SumMMAary reooq precared by our consultant ang was Onaware Now our analysis had
mcorporated dailscssaam flow d 3 COMNUIAT ASESSITIEn he second phone call
August 14) he said that he was working on & written reply 10 the Director of the Iadia
Deparmment 10 be sent ta us on this subject (which we never received). He had, by then,
read our consnltant’s report but he still did not have any daily strearnflow data 0 work
with. He had made incorrect assumpticas based on monthly or tea day averages and was
speculating about the possibility of leaving spiliway gates open as one way to raeet some of
the concems raised by orevious oversights in the calculations. He was told by our
consultant that the assumed powar and imrigation benefits would be shown to be wrong if
the proper calculations were made and he was directed to the relevant sections of our
consultant’s summary repoct. During the third phone call (August 17) he agreed tac he

could not get to the heart of the mater without more data. He still did not have the daily
hydrologic data that we had used. From what he said, it was clear the Bank stll had aot
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done its owa calculations. Our consultant wld the Bank staff person that the data agd
detailed informasion upon which we relied was available if he contacted the office of the
Review. We never heard from him again.

Next Steps says that it agrees with the view in our report that the hydrological information
needs “1o be updated periodically to reflect changing conditioas in the Narmada Basin”.
(paragraph 3-14) Eg i_hmjsleading. What our report does say in the hydrology chaptar is
that there are pro i t there are problems with the analyses done to date
such that “there is no appropriate understanding of the hydrology of Sardar Sarovar with or
without Narmada Sardac”. (p.253) This has nothing to do with a periodic updars. Our
report says “a comprehensive avaluation is needed, including a complete systems analysis”
(p. 252) On these substantive matters, Next Steps ig silent

Nexz Steps disagrees with our conclusion that the water delivery system will not fanclion
as planned. Itsays this is not supporied by the analyses done in India, and that the Baagk

staff concurs with these analyses. 1hese ate the very analyses that we reviewed; we found
that they misconsuue the way in which the project will function. Without their own
assessment, how can Nexz Steps dismiss what has been documented in our report?

Sedimentation

Two sedimentation problems are raised in our repost. (pp. 269-274) The first issue has to
do with the deposition in the reservoir generally. The second and more sericus problem
deals with the build up of scdiment which would form a delta at the upstream end of the
IESErvoir.

Nex1 Steps mentions only the sedimentation in the reservoir. (paragraph 3.09) It says that
“Bank staff reviewed the Independent Review’s claim that the rate of sediment depletion
[sic] in the reservoir had been underesimaied”. It goes on to say that the Bank does zot
know if the “claim™ was based on any detailed review of the data and methodology of
India’s Central Waier Cornmission. Yet in the phone call to our consultant, on or about
July 30th, the Bank staff person was told that we had done the calculations ousselves based
on the daily streamflow and raw data on sediment provided to us by India. Our report also
states that we not only obtained the data and enalyses from India's Central Water
Commission, but that we also went to the Nigam and the Ministry of Water Resources for
the best informnation they had. (p. 272) Asnoted in our report, the experts we engaged
were unable to replicate the results claimed by the project g’mponens. (p. 273) We
describe why there is an error in what had been done by others and suggest the likely order
of magnitude of the underestimation. We said, “Becanse there is no cornprehensive
eavironmental assessment, we are not in a position to judge the significance, if any, of this
undcrestimation.”(p. 273)

Our report emphasizes that there is another compelling and irrmedjate problem related to
sedimentation - the backwarer etfect hat will be caused by the bulld up of sediment in a
delra at the upstrearg end of the reservoir. (pp. 273, 274) This sedimentation problem is
not mentioned at all in Nexr Sreps. We had calculations done to establish the general
magritude and location of this delta-related sediment problem. There is nothing that the
Bank or India is proposing that will address this issue.

Nexz Seeps ignores the fact that there has never been a proper envircnmental impacr
assessment of the Sardar Sarovar Projects. Because there was no impact assessment we
had o do an enormous amount of work that was not originally seen to be part of our terms

of reference in order {0 creale a database. In the process we uncovered data that had been
overlooked or misrepresented in the work JotE ée.Iore for the Bank and [ndia.
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We are cuilcenued that it has become necessary to wrine this leasr. The Bank may choose to
reject our Bndings. India tua.¥l chaose to ignore our report. It is clear, however, that the
Baok's Ne 23 sought to present a versi re i

yarance with the report jigglf. T

The findings in our report are based on project appraisal re?nuiremem.s as well as human
rights and environmental standards to which the Bank and India have both subscribed. Yet
Nexr Steps purports to give an account of our report without referring to the central place of
these requirements and standards in our findings.

The Bank may reject our finding that its incremental strategy has failed. The Bank may
reject our finding that the part passu appruach is unsound. The Bank may decide that
iding political and economic considerations are so compelling that its Operatondl
irrelevant when decisions have 1o be made about the Sardar Sarovar Projects.
But it should not seck ta réshape our report to support guch decisions.

To properiy address and correct Next ,S:gFg isalarge undemldnﬁ because iLis so
inaccurate In many respects,  The examples provided above are UlusGaYe only. Lo set all
STISHT on paper 1S a task that would take more time than is available. And 1tzmay aot be
: d T

fiicient or effective t it were to tuate a paper chase
dialogue supported dy the careful anaiyses with Which we Scught to Inform our report.

We fiad it sug_m‘isinﬁ that, spar from the phone calls on hvdrology meationed earlier, no
one [rom the B as called or written t0 0 any of the submissions, analyses or other

dicumenrs reterred to {n our repoct.

¥

We are prepared 1o meet with you and the Executive Directors if you wish to discuss our

feport  We thinX 1t would greatly assist . Gamble . Brody, worke
closely wi toutd I nd
such a meedng.

Our Revie existence, All of us have retumed to our private

[ives.” We make this suggestion, however, because we wish 10 preserve the integrity of the
I‘z_xgcpendent Review’s findings. s '

——

Yours sincetely,

(Stps T R, Erger

Bradford Morse Thomas Berger
Chairman Deputy Chairmaa
cc: Executive Directors

The World Bank



