RAMANIE KUNANAYAGAM
Chairperson
The Inspection Panel

IPN REQUEST 22/01
April 20, 2022

MEMORANDUM TO THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS
INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT
Request for Inspection
India: Vishnugad Pipalkoti Hydro Electric Project (VPHEP) (P096124)
(Second Request for Inspection)
Summary

Notice of Non-Registration

1.
In accordance with paragraph 18 of the Resolution 1 of the Inspection Panel (the
“Panel”), I hereby inform you that on March 1, 2022, the Panel received a Request for
Inspection (the “Request”) of the Vishnugad Pipalkoti Hydro Electric Project (P096124)
(VPHEP or the “Project”). This is the second Request relating to the Project. The Panel had
previously investigated the Project in response to the first Request for Inspection in 2014.
2.
The Request was submitted by 34 community members (the “Requesters”) living in
Chamoli District, Uttarakhand. The Requesters authorized three individuals to represent them
and asked the Panel to keep their identities confidential. On April 17, 2022, the Panel received
additional signatures supporting the Request, bringing the total number of Requesters to 115
community members. The Requesters raise concerns about resettlement and rehabilitation of
livelihoods, the loss of a sense of community, destruction of physical cultural heritage, loss of
traditional cultural knowledge and religious identity, adverse impact on the ancient Lakshmi
Narayan Temple from muck dumping, relevant environmental clearances, and intimidation and
reprisals.
3.
The Panel had received an earlier Request for Inspection of VPHEP in July 2012
from residents of the Chamoli District, Uttarakhand. The Panel had then conducted an
investigation of the Project and submitted its Investigation Report 2 to the Board of Executive
Directors (the “Board”) on July 1, 2014 (the “2014 investigation” or the “investigation”). On
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September 30, 2014, the Board approved the action plan included in the Management Report
and Recommendation 3 submitted in response to the Panel’s Investigation Report.
4.
After conducting its due diligence on the current Request, the Panel notes that the
concerns raised in this Request relate to issues already investigated in 2014 when the Panel
received the previous Request. Therefore, they cannot be considered as new evidence not
known at the time of the prior Request, as required under the Inspection Panel Resolution. On
this basis, the Panel is not registering this Request.
The Project
5.
VPHEP was approved on June 30, 2011, for a total project cost of USD 922 million.
The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (the “Bank”) is financing USD
648 million of the total project cost and the Borrower, THDC India Limited (“THDC”), which
is also the implementing agency, is providing USD 274 million. After two cancellations of
USD 100 million each from the original amount, the current Bank financing amount is USD
448 million. The current closing date of the Project is June 30, 2022. It is a Category A Project,
and the following safeguard policies are triggered: Environmental Assessment (OP 4.01);
Natural Habitats (OP 4.04); Physical Cultural Resources (OP 4.11); Involuntary Resettlement
(OP 4.12); Forests (OP 4.36); Safety of Dams (OP 4.37); and Projects on International
Waterways (OP 7.5). The Project financing was 35.21 percent disbursed at the time of the
receipt of the Request.
6.
The Project development objectives are to “(a) increase the supply of electricity to
India’s national grid through the addition of renewable, low-carbon energy; and (b)
strengthen the institutional capacity of the Borrower with respect to the preparation and
implementation of economically, environmentally and socially sustainable hydropower
projects.” 4 The Project has two components. The first component is the construction of the
444-megawatt project in Chamoli district, Uttarakhand, India. The second component is
providing support to capacity building and institutional strengthening at THDC. The issues
raised in the Request relate to the first component of the Project.
The Request
7.
The Panel received this Request for Inspection on March 1, 2022, from 34 community
members claiming serious harm as a result of the Project. On April 17, 2022, the Panel received
additional signatures supporting the Request, bringing the total number of Requesters to 115
community members. The Requesters asked for confidentiality and authorized three
The World Bank, Management Report and Recommendation in Response to the Inspection Panel
Investigation Report India Vishnugad Pipalkoti Hydro Electric Project (Loan No. 8078-IN), August
13, 2014. Available here:
https://www.inspectionpanel.org/sites/www.inspectionpanel.org/files/ip/PanelCases/81%20%20Management%20Report%20and%20Recommendation%20%28English%29.pdf.
4
The World Bank, Project Appraisal Document on a Proposed Loan in the amount of USD 648
million to THDC India Limited with the Guarantee of the Republic of India for the Vishnugad
Pipalkoti Hydro Electronic Project (PAD), June 10, 2011, p. vi. Available here:
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/825981468044349058/pdf/502980PAD0P0960e0only0
900BOX361487B.pdf.
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individuals to represent them. The Requesters live in Project-affected areas in Chamoli
District, Uttarakhand. The alleged actual and potential harms raised in the Request are detailed
below.
8.
Resettlement and Livelihood Rehabilitation. The Requesters allege a lack of
attempts to search for “alternate alignments or design modifications.” They claim that at the
time of the agreement over resettlement there was a lack of meaningful consultation and
disclosure of Project-related information in the language they understand. The Requesters
further allege the acquisition and rehabilitation agreement was “fraudulent”, and it was signed
by only nine villagers and the then-village headman, who were not representative of the
community. They state their land has been acquired as a muck dump zone, and allege that
villagers were handed a monetary package with inadequate valuation and compensation
amounts for the resettlement. They claim they suffered the loss of fruit-bearing trees guava,
mango, litchi, jackfruit, lemon, citrus, etc. which were a permanent source of high income for
generations. They also claim that they have been cut off from their grazing lands and forest,
cattle rearing, fuel collecting and grass cutting. They claim these tasks have become more labor
intensive and difficult. They added that women now are suffering from physical overwork.
They state that their overall quality of life has declined immensely because of “loss of a
communal and social participation”.
9.
The Requesters state they were “left to fend for themselves and relocate themselves
on their own.” Thus, according to them, approximately 124 families scattered to nearby areas.
The Requesters claim this has resulted in an irreversible loss of community, heritage,
traditional knowledge and close-knit social well-being. The Requesters also claim that the
scheduled tribe that does not own land but used to work on the rest of the community’s land
has lost their single opportunity for employment due to the scattered relocation of the villagers.
10.
The Requesters allege that on September 22, 2021, THDC forcefully entered some
of the villagers’ houses with the assistance of more than 200 policemen, threw out their
belongings and demolished their houses. The Requesters claim some villagers, including a
widow, were locked up in a police station as a result of protesting against this incident. The
Requesters state they had received several notices to vacate their houses but “no one was
especially concerned since such notices were a routine affair since the last years.” The
Requesters claim the Project work only commenced in 2014 “in a sporadic and haphazard
manner” even though the resettlement agreement was made in 2009, and that the September
2021 forced eviction was unwarranted.
11.
Infrastructure and Safety Conditions. The Requesters are concerned with the water
supply, the lack of infrastructure and the safety conditions at the resettlement locations. They
allege their lives and livelihoods have degenerated due to resettlement, which has particularly
aggravated and worsened conditions for women.
12.
Physical Cultural Resources. The Requesters allege the destruction of physical and
cultural heritage, and the loss of their cultural and traditional knowledge and religious identity.
According to the Requesters, their village was built around the Lakshmi Narayan Temple (the
“Temple”), which was constructed between the eighth and ninth centuries. They state the
Temple was an alternative place of worship for pilgrims who could not reach Badrinath, thus
making it an important heritage site. They state that there are groups of temples involving other
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deities around the Temple. According to the Requesters, the ancient Temple and the cluster of
minor shrines around it formed their identity and their focal point. They allege the Project
“concealed and suppressed the cultural and archeological significance of our village.” The
Requesters claim muck is currently being dumped immediately adjacent to the Temple. During
the Panel’s discussions with the Requesters, they raised concerns that the wall separating the
muck from the Temple will collapse, resulting in the Temple and other surrounding temples
being submerged.
13.
Environmental Clearance. The Requesters allege THDC “made a false claim” to
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MoEFCC) in May 2021 that the Project
achieved 51 percent physical progress to avoid “a proper public hearing process” for a fresh
environmental clearance. The Requesters claim that under the MoEFCC notification dated
March 18, 2021, a fresh environmental clearance requires a proper public hearing for projects
below 50 percent physical progress. The Requesters state MoEFCC granted VPHEP a fresh
environmental clearance in August 2021.
14.
Allegations of Intimidation and Reprisals. The Requesters state that they feel
threatened and are afraid to raise issues regarding the Project. The Requesters claim every
employee of THDC was made to sign an affidavit stating that they would lose their jobs if they
or their family members protested against the Project. According to the Requesters, those who
spoke out in the past or protested have lost their jobs, and there are 50 police cases registered
against those who have protested against the Project.
Panel’s Due Diligence
15.
In accordance with its Operating Procedures, 5 after receiving the Request, the Panel
issued a Notice of Receipt on its website on March 15, 2022. The Panel conducted its due
diligence by reviewing the information contained in the Request as well as in the Panel’s
Investigation Report and other documents related to the previous Request. The Panel spoke to
the Requesters on March 30, 2022, to better understand their concerns, and with Bank
Management (“Management”) on April 7, 2022. On April 12, 2022, in response to the Panel’s
queries, Management provided additional written information.
16.
Resettlement and Livelihood Rehabilitation. Management informed the Panel that
the village was acquired in 2011 through eminent domain in line with OP 4.12, and the village
representatives signed a collective Memorandum of Understanding (MoU). It added that 125
out of the 140 households also signed individual MoUs, and nine households agreed to the
state’s compensation. The resettlement package that was offered included livelihood
rehabilitation measures. Management explained that the community opted for self-relocation
to areas of their own choosing.
17.
Management stated that six households refused to sign the individual MoUs, and all
compensation funds due to them were deposited by THDC with the District Administration
since 2011. Management informed the Panel that THDC issued five individual notices, as well
as one public notice, to these six households between 2015 to 2021 to collect their
compensation and to vacate their houses. Management stated that in September 2021 structures
5
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were demolished by the District Administration. According to Management, only two of the
six houses were occupied during the time of demolition. The two remaining residents have
been provided accommodation by THDC. According to Management, the belongings from all
residents whose structures were demolished were inventoried by the government authorities
and handed over to THDC for safekeeping. THDC has sent a notice to all householders that
they may collect their belongings.
18.
Management stated that its end-term evaluation report generally found improved
socioeconomic conditions in the displaced households, and there is no indication of overall
deterioration. Management further stated the Project is implementing mitigation measures for
fuel and fodder loss, and each of the affected households are provided with cash annuity.
19.
Physical Cultural Resources. Management initially stated the Temple has been
secured with a protective wall to ensure that it is not damaged by works above and behind it.
It subsequently clarified the purpose of the wall behind the Temple is to serve as a supporting
structure for the road and that it is not a retaining wall for the muck, and that no muck is
dumped behind the wall. After this Request was submitted, Management clarified that since
the area of the village has been designated as a muck disposal site per the environmental
clearance, THDC would be able to identify alternative sites within the village for muck
dumping at a greater distance from the Temple. Management also added that it has asked
THDC to identify areas to dump the muck at the village at a greater distance from the Temple.
20.
Management stated that the site by the Temple will eventually be re-vegetated with
proper landscaping. During the discussions with the Panel, Management presented a layout
plan of the enhanced Temple area. Concerning the smaller temples and shrines in private
homes, Management stated that the community relocated them during the resettlement process.
Management also stated that other small community temples in the village will be protected,
that the Environmental Management Plan has budgeted the funds for the enhancement of
village temples and that THDC is willing to provide supplemental funds if needed.
21.
Infrastructure and Safety Conditions. Management stated THDC constructed
common property resources, such as the village panchayat 6, a school building, pathways,
electricity and water supplies. Management informed the Panel that THDC regularly monitors
the supply of water in all Project-affected villages at six-month intervals. The last monitoring
was done in January 2022. Management added that THDC has built and is operating a piped
water-supply system in the new resettlement colonies and that it has committed to providing
alternative water sources if any of the recorded natural water sources dry up due to
implementation of the Project, including through water tankers in emergency situations.
22.
Environmental Clearance. Management informed the Panel that at the time of the
environmental clearance extension, the completion of civil works was at 37 percent and the
overall completion of all works at the Project site – including civil, establishment of sites,
infrastructure, hydromechanical, electromechanical and others – stood at 53 percent. The
environmental clearance and its extension are for specific durations and do not contain civil
work completion milestones, though the Project completion gets discussed before the Expert
6
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Appraisal Committee when issuing the environmental clearance. Management added that the
MoEFCC issued an environment clearance for the Project on August 26, 2021.
23.
Intimidation and Reprisals. Concerning the claims of intimidation and reprisals,
which are of serious concern to the Panel, Management stated that these concerns were first
brought to its attention in December 2021. Management added that it raised these concerns
with the THDC senior management for subsequent follow-up actions.
Panel’s Observations and Determination
24.
The Panel assessed the Request, reviewing the current claims against its 2014
investigation of the Project. The Panel notes the 2014 investigation addressed the issues of
resettlement of the village, the restoration of livelihoods and the livelihood rehabilitation
package. The investigation also addressed the issue of gender-specific impact, livelihood and
security issues in relation to women. The Panel understands the village was acquired through
eminent domain, and the community opted for self-relocation to areas of their choosing. This
was noted in the Investigation Report, which observed that 92 percent of the families from the
village requested relocation to the other side of the Alaknanda River. The Panel notes the
resettlement of the scheduled tribe was known and undertaken by the Project. The Panel notes
that the purpose of acquiring the village for muck dumping was previously known and stated
in the 2014 Investigation Report. The Panel notes that the 2014 investigation reported on the
information provided in the environmental assessment for the Project that covered the drinking
water sources for the 23 villages from both the left and right banks of the Alaknanda River in
the area and noted that six of the 23 villages overlap with the 18 villages that are part of the
Project-affected area.
25.
The Panel notes the 2014 investigation addressed the historical, cultural and religious
importance of the Lakshmi Narayan Temple, including that the Temple is a swayamprakat
temple, which cannot be relocated because the site itself is holy. The 2014 investigation
observed the commitments made to the Panel by the Project authorities that the Project intends
to provide special protection for the Temple against damage during construction, to make
additional improvements such as providing a suspension bridge across the Alaknanda River
for people on the left bank to worship at the Temple, and to develop the vicinity around the
Temple as an aesthetically pleasing park once Project activities cease. As noted above,
Management confirmed to the Panel that the area around the Temple will still be re-vegetated
with proper landscaping. The Panel notes the Requesters’ concerns regarding the safe access
to the Temple, and the protection of the Temple. The Panel notes the muck dumping will not
take place behind the wall of the Temple and THDC will be looking for alternative muckdumping sites in the village at a distance from the Temple. The Panel further notes that the
protective measures are currently under implementation.
26.
The Panel understands from Management that the overall completion of all works at
the Project site (including civil, establishment of sites, infrastructure, hydromechanical,
electromechanical and others) at the time of environmental clearance stood at 53 percent, and
this was discussed before the Expert Appraisal Committee that grants the environmental
clearance.
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27.
After receipt of the Request, the Panel conducted its initial due diligence based on
Paragraphs 13 to 15 of the Panel Resolution and verified the following:
–
–
–

–
–
–

Two or more individuals, in this case 115 community members who live in the Project
area and claim to be affected by the Project activities, signed the Request.
The Requesters allege actual or potential harm caused by the Project’s works in their
village that are part of the first component of VPHEP, which is financed by the Bank.
The Bank has had prior knowledge of these issues. The Panel is therefore satisfied that
the issues have been brought recently to the attention of the Bank prior to the
submission of the Request for Inspection.
The concerns raised in the Request do not relate to procurement.
At the time of receipt of the Request, the Project was open, and 35.21 percent disbursed.
The concerns raised in this Request – including resettlement, rehabilitation and the
protection of physical cultural heritage – relate to aspects of the Project that were
addressed in the 2014 investigation. The Panel also notes Management’s statement that
the Lakshmi Narayan Temple and other small community temples in the village will
be protected, muck dumping will be done at a greater distance from the Temple, and
the site for the Temple will eventually be re-vegetated with proper landscaping after
construction is completed. Similar commitments were also made by the Project
authorities and covered in the 2014 Investigation Report. The Panel notes that the
relevant environmental clearance from the Borrower was raised by the Requesters and
the Panel is satisfied that this issue is already addressed and clearance provided for the
Project in August 2021.

28.
In light of the foregoing and in accordance with the Panel Resolution and its
Operating Procedures, and after conducting its due diligence on the current Request, the Panel
notes that the concerns raised in this Request relate to issues already investigated in 2014 when
the Panel received the previous Request. Therefore, they cannot be considered as new evidence
not known at the time of the prior Request, as required under the Inspection Panel Resolution.
On this basis, the Panel is not registering this Request.
Yours sincerely,

Attachments:
Request for Inspection (Redacted)

Ramanie Kunanayagam
Chairperson

Copy to:
Mr. David Malpass, President, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
Requesters (confidential)

Attachment

Request for Inspection
(Redacted)

