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Summary
Overall, the environmental screening has been satisfactory for “batch I” subprojects, even if the delay in recruitment of environmental specialists at the DPMUs is now likely to hamper environmental screening of “Batch II” subprojects. There has been good progress in awareness campaigns by support organizations and the SPMU which included 465 training sessions on awareness of the environmental issues; 356 training sessions on issues such as optimum water use, use of pesticides and fertilizers; and 233 training sessions were conducted on environmental screening in the project. A total of 270 WUAs already involved in the project have received these trainings. However, there had been avoidable delay in implementation of the “Bio-village” program, in spite of which there is a chance to achieve the first year targets by December 2014; slow or partial progress on water quality monitoring; and no progress on the issue of delisting of the WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides in spite of repeated agreements (which is now a very important issue to resolve). If project does not result this issue by next mission, the implementation of the environmental management plan will be downgraded to moderately unsatisfactory. 
The most important challenges now include: (1) recruitment, orientation and effective deployment of DPMU environmental specialists (where earlier attempts failed) without any further delay. Without this, environmental screening and site verification in Batch II subprojects will be hampered; (2) site verification of Batch II subprojects and SDMPs, for which SPMU needs to invest sufficient resources over and above deputing the environmental specialist of the SPMU; (3) assisting the consultants for the “bio-village” program to implement the works by timely and quick release of the next payment, so that the intended first year results could be achieved by December 2014 in spite of a 5 month delay due to delayed first payment; (4) starting the procurement process for the next round of consultancies covering six clusters of up to 8 villages each, so that work on these could start by early January 2015; (5) awarding the consultancy on the study of accumulation of pesticides in food crops, and procuring and installation of gas chromatography mass spectrometer at the SWID laboratory, so that the study could start by November 2014; (6) water quality testing for all subprojects prior to handing over to WUAs, and undertaking by WUAs for regular six monthly water quality testing where drinking is an intended or associated use; (7)  SWID to prepare a comprehensive water quantity and quality monitoring plan and start implementation before January 2014; (8) SPMU to undertake compliance monitoring of the completed subprojects including subprojects already handed over to WUAs; and (9) delisting the WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides, and the pesticides banned/banned in agriculture/restricted for agriculture by the Government of India from the state approved list of pesticides. It is a matter of significant concern that, in spite of the agreements and advice from the Secretary of the Agriculture Department and the Chief Secretary during the September 2013 mission (and the repeated agreements and assurances over the last three years), the Agriculture Department has not completed this action yet. 
Details Status 
1. Implementation of the project since the last mission has improved (even if there is a need to accelerate the pace further). Overall, 1235 subprojects were proposed so far by different DPMUs for inclusion in the project. Of these, 370 were proposed for “Batch I”, and 865 for “Batch II”. From “Batch I”, 351 subprojects were taken up for construction (of the 366 subprojects, construction could not begin in 15 subprojects where rebidding or redesign is underway), 88 of these subprojects have been completed so far, of which 73 subprojects have been handed over to the respective WUAs. Construction of “Batch II” subprojects is yet to begin. 

2. As per environmental screening, all “Batch I” subprojects were determined to be of low environmental impacts. Overall, the environmental screening has been satisfactory, even if the delay in recruitment of environmental specialists at the DPMUs is now likely to hamper environmental screening of “Batch II” subprojects. However, there had been avoidable delay in implementation of the “Bio-village” program; slow or partial progress on water quality monitoring; and no progress on the issue of delisting of the WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides (which is now a very important issue to resolve). Consequently the implementation of the environmental management plan is now further downgraded and rated to be moderately unsatisfactory. An upgrade of the rating will be considered as soon as the formal government order for delisting the WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides is communicated to the World Bank. 

3. Staffing and Orientation of Newly Recruited Staff: All SPMU staff and consultants are in place including the environmental specialist. The SPMU is working substantially, with the environmental specialist being supported by the other SPMU staff, notably the team leader of the SMU. However, staffing of the DPMUs has been delayed further. In absence of the DPMU environmental staff, the relevant work is being done by SPMU environmental specialist (with help of other SPMU staff), but this is affecting performance of the SPMU level analysis and studies; and is not sustainable.   

4. During the first round of recruitment process, no suitable staff could be identified for the positions of environmental specialists (among other positions). Recruitment of staff consultants through a second round of recruitment was expected to be completed in October 2013. This could not be done, as none of the candidates who applied were found suitable (not only for the environmental specialist positions, but also for other positions). During the last mission, it was agreed that the qualification criteria for the positions of environmental specialists will be changed with an aim to use the services of the proposed staff both as environmental specialists as well as field engineers (to address the growing need of fulfilling the workload of the DPMUs). Unfortunately, this change in the qualification criteria was not applied before the second round of recruitment. 

5. Revised qualification criteria: The SPMU now proposed that the qualification criteria of the DPMU Environment Specialist should be (i) post-graduate in science with specialization in environment, zoology, botany, chemistry or ecology; and (ii) a minimum relevant work experience of 3 years. The mission advised that in addition to the above educational qualification, graduates in relevant branches of engineering (civil, electrical, chemical, agricultural engineering) should also be considered acceptable.  

6. It was also agreed that alternative ways of recruitment (through the consultants who are already in place) will also be considered by SPMU. It is important to fill up vacancies of the environmental specialists in the DPMU, and SPMU will complete the entire recruitment process by December 2014.

7. Orientation training: The mission reiterated the need to provide early training to the newly recruited environmental staff, and all others technical staff of the DPMUs such that they are able to take up the responsibilities foreseen in the EA/EMP without much delay after joining. During the last mission, the SPMU agreed to prepare a clear schedule of the recruitment process, so as to enable planning for the orientation training (every new staff of the DPMU should go through the orientation training on environment within a month of their joining the project). As the recruitment process failed, it is important for the SPMU to prepare the calendar of the orientation training for the environmental specialists who will join the DPMUs. Further, no orientation training on the environmental management plan was organized for the staffs of DPMU who have already joined. SPMU will ensure that all DPMU staff who have joined (or will join) will receive the orientation training on environmental management before December 2014.   

8. Training on Environmental Management Plan: Separately, SPMU had organized training on the environmental management aspects of the project. This training covered the team leaders and staff of the support organizations, the training coordinator, and the thematic specialists of the SPMU. A training manual was prepared for the WUAs, which included sections on (i) primary sub-project selection criteria and the consequent environmental screening framework; (ii) use of bio-fertilizer and bio-pesticides. Using this training manual the support organizations have conducted 465 training sessions on awareness of the environmental issues; another 356 training sessions on issues such as optimum water use, use of pesticides and fertilizers. Further 233 training sessions were conducted on environmental screening in the project. A total of 270 Water Users’ Associations (WUAs) already involved in the project have received these trainings. Overall, the performance of the support organizations in conducting these trainings is good (and it is expected that contents of the training will improve after the environmental specialists join the DPMUs). Further similar training sessions will be organized by the support organizations to include all the WUAs that will join the project.     

9. Screening and selection of subprojects for construction: Overall, 1235 subprojects were proposed so far by different DPMUs for inclusion in the project. Of these, 370 were proposed for “Batch I”, and 865 for “Batch II”.

10. Screening of the “Batch-I” subprojects. Executive engineers in charge of the DPMUs prepared environmental screening documentation for each of the 370 subprojects. SPMU environmental specialist reviewed the environmental checklists, and undertook ground verification of a sample of 32 of these subprojects. The sample ground verification suggested that the environmental checklists prepared by the DPMUs are in order. Based on such screening, SPMU had reviewed the subprojects proposals, and cleared 366 of these for implementation (and 4 subprojects were dropped due to environmental and technical issues). Although the size of the sample taken up for site verification (32 or 9%) is lower than required, this screening was done when there was no environmental specialists in the DPMU, and given the constraints this was acceptable. Overall, the environmental screening exercise had been satisfactory. 

11. Of the 351 subprojects taken up for construction (of the 366 subprojects, construction could not begin in 15 subprojects where rebidding or redesign is underway), 88 subprojects have been completed so far, of which 73 subprojects have been handed over to the respective WUAs. Construction and hand over of the remaining subprojects is expected to be completed in the next few months. SPMU/DPMU has not site verified the compliance of the environmental management plan during construction or before handing over to WUAs. This is a major deficiency in the project, and needs to be addressed by recruitment of DPMU environmental specialists (note: it is not feasible for SPMU to undertake field verification of the subprojects under construction as the main responsibility of SPMU is in overseeing environmental screening of the planned subprojects, which in itself is a substantial workload). 

12. During the site visits as part of the MTR missions, certain deviation from agreed environmental management plans and subproject approval conditions from the SPMU has been noted; prominent among these is the few cases where shallow tube wells have been constructed at distances of approximately 150 meters of each other (where the compliance condition was that no shallow tube well will be constructed within 200 meters of each other or from any other existing tube well or groundwater extraction device). There were shallow tube wells constructed in close proximity of other (“privately owned”) shallow tube wells. There were cases of water accumulation around the shallow tube wells. The MTR site visit examples may not be representative (as the sample of subprojects visited is very small), however, these deviation from agreed environmental management plans (and non-compliance of the subproject approval from SPMU) are important issues. It is for avoidance of such non-compliance during construction that there should not be any further delay in recruitment, deployment and orientation of the environmental specialists in the DPMUs. Overall, environmental monitoring of the subprojects during construction and compliance monitoring by DPMU/SPMU has been unsatisfactory.        

13. Screening of the “Batch-II” subprojects. Of the 865 subprojects identified by the different DPMUs, only 235 subprojects have been technically agreed between SPMU and the World Bank. Of these, 80 detailed project reports were prepared which are undergoing modification as part of the “subproject development and management plan” (SDMP) process. Only about 12 SDMPs had been prepared yet, and are under review. As agreed in the last mission, the following are important environmental issues to be addressed in the SDMPs: 

a) Choice between the use of surface water or groundwater at the specific site; including detailed justification for proposing groundwater schemes, if any, over surface water schemes; 
b) Choice of energy sources; including detailed justification if diesel is to be used, and preference for solar and wind energy when appropriate; 
c) With respect to the surface water subprojects, examination of impacts from upstream development, and assessment of downstream impacts; 
d) With respect to the groundwater schemes, the safe distance from all other groundwater abstraction whether operated by private individuals, community groups or public agencies; 
e) Application of the all the exclusion criteria, such as proximity of sensitive areas including reserved forests and protected natural habitats, or the water quality norms. 
f) In addition to the above, inclusion in the environmental management chapter of the SDMP: (i) specific management, mitigation and monitoring actions that need to be taken up; (ii) including as attachments the environmental checklists and screening, and (iii) terms of reference if any additional limited environmental assessment is needed.

14. The SDMPs under preparation have not yet been reviewed. Once prepared, the SPMU will undertake a detailed review of these initial set of SDMPs to ensure that the intent of the SDMP (as far as the above listed environmental issues are concerned) are adequately covered by the SDMPs. 

15. While the preparation and the review of the SDMPs are awaited, SPMU has completed screening of 124 (49%) of the 253 agreed subprojects so far (63 groundwater based, and 61 surface water based subprojects). The details are as follows:

a) The desktop screening suggests that all subprojects are maintaining safe distance from environmentally sensitive areas; no historical remains are there within 500m of the command area of the subprojects; all subprojects required energy supply, which is either already available, or could be provided easily; all pumped dug well subprojects proposed to be run on diesel fuel are located more than 200m from the nearest settlement. 
b) Of the 63 groundwater based subprojects, 27 are LDTW and 36 are PDW subprojects. The LDTW subprojects are located in the drier areas of the state but in “safe” groundwater abstraction blocks (16 in Khragpur-II and Narayangarh blocks of Paschim Midnapur district; and 11 in Bhagwanpur-II,Egra-II and Patashpur-II blocks of Purba Midnapur district). Of the PDWs, 12 are located in Matiali block of Jalpaiguri district, which is a “safe” groundwater abstraction block. The remaining 24 PDW subprojects are proposed in Rajnagar block in Bhirbhum district, which is also a “safe” groundwater abstraction block but is fluoride affected. The environmental screening therefore suggested that the location and design of the PDWs in Rajnagar block (especially) should ensure that only unconfined aquifers are used. Other than 4 PDW subprojects in Rajnagar block, the other subprojects proposed     
c) Of the 61 surface water subprojects subjected to environmental screening, 16 are in Bankura district, 7 in Birbhum district, 20 in Purulia district, 10 in South 24 Parganas district, and 8 in Koochbehar district. Of the river lift irrigation subprojects, 10 subprojects (2 in Bankura district on the Gangheswari river, 8 in Koochbehar district) are located on perennial rivers; but the 4 such river lift irrigation subprojects in Purulia district are located on non-perennial rivers. All 14 river lift irrigation subprojects will use less than 50% of the incoming river flow, among these 4 will use less than 30% of the incoming river flow and 9 will use less than 10% of the incoming river flow. Overall, except for the 3 subprojects in Purulia district (using less than 50% of the incoming flow) none will have very significant reduction in downstream flow. There are 40 surface flow subprojects proposed (13 in Bankura district, 5 in Birbhum district, and 12 in Purulia district), all of which should be designed adequately to reduce siltation issues. There will be 16 water detention structures (1 in Bankura, 2 in Birbhum, 4 in Purulia, and 10 in South 24 Parganas districts), where careful planning and engineering designs will be important. 

16. As a result of environmental screening, some instances of modification of the “Batch II” subproject designs have been reported. These include inclusion of sprinklers in 3 subprojects in South 24 Parganas district; or inclusion of solar power panels in 9 pumped dug wells in districts Bhirbhum and Bankura.

17. Overall, from a desktop analysis, all of the 124 subprojects subjected to environmental screening are of “low impact category”. SPMU will undertake the sample site verification during the next two months (and ensure that the information provided by the environmental screening checklist as well as the SDMPs are correct). 

18. Arrangements for Environmental Screening of sub-projects. As agreed since the mission in August 2013, the environmental documentation will be part of the SDMPs. The entire process of environmental screening is be as per as described in the aide memoire of the August 2013 mission. Currently, this process is not fully followed, as the SDMPs have not been prepared and finalized yet.  

19. Even if the SDMPs are prepared in the next few months, the arrangements for environmental screening of subprojects will continue to be hampered by the lack of staff at the DPMU. The DPMU environmental specialist is expected to undertake detailed site visits to each subproject sites and surroundings and certify correctness of the environmental data and the related analyses. The Executive Engineer of DPMU is expected to undertake sample checks, and to certify that all environmental issues are reflected appropriately in the SDMPs after a site visit before the SDMPs are sent to SPMU. Given that no environmental specialist are expected to be in position before December 2014 (in the best case scenario) and fully operational before April 2015 (when they are properly oriented), it is clear that all responsibilities will be on the Executive Engineer of DPMU, who has numerous other workload. The mission urged the SPMU to complete the recruitment process at the DPMU without any further delay, and consider this to be most important priority. 

20. It was agreed in the last mission (February 2014) that, until the DPMU environmental specialists are in position, the SPMU could not afford to check only 10% of the sample SDMPs submitted for clearance (even if each of the SDMP is certified by the Executive Engineer of DPMU with regard to incorporation of all the necessary environmental issues). It was also agreed that until the DPMU environmental specialists are place, the SPMU (not necessarily the environmental specialist of SPMU) would undertake site visits to each subproject sites and surroundings and certify correctness of the environmental data and the related analyses, before any SDMP is cleared by the SPMU. It was agreed during the mid-term review that this arrangement for 100% site verification by SPMU will continue in absence of the DPMU environmental specialists. 

21. As of today, the SPMU has undertaken desktop review of 124 subprojects in Batch II, without site visits. What they would need to do is to screen 865 subprojects, along with site visit and verification of at least 87 subprojects if the DPMU environmental specialists are in place by December 2014; or along with site visit and verification of all 865 subprojects if the DPMU environmental specialists are not in place. This is a huge workload for the SPMU, and this is why there should not be any delay in the recruitment of the DPMU environmental specialists.      

22. Pesticide Management: The first set of actions listed in the environmental management plan with respect to pesticide management was unduly delayed from the earlier agreed start dates of July-August 2012. Since the last mission, SPMU reported that in spite of their earnest endeavor the progress was slow. Overall, the actions are not yet adequate. 

23. Delisting 49 pesticides classified as WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides from the list of ‘permissible’ pesticides. As per Project Agreement, the Agriculture Department was expected to delete 10 and 39 pesticides respectively classified as WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides from the list of ‘permissible’ pesticides in the state; and thereafter undertake an awareness program targeting the staff of the Department’s agriculture extension services, so as to be able to discourage use of these harmful pesticides in the state. There had been repeated agreements during the earlier missions, and it was expected that the Agriculture Department would have delisted these 49 pesticides by September 2012. During the September 2013 mission, it was agreed that the said ‘deleting’ will take place by September 2013. During the last mission (February 2014) the SPMU informed that in spite of taking up the issue with the Agriculture Department repeatedly, no action has materialized so far. During the September 2013 mission, the mission briefed the Secretary of the Agriculture Department and the Chief Secretary, who advised that this would be done without delay. 

24. During this mid-term review mission, SPMU again informed that the Agriculture Department does not intend to delist these 49 pesticides, pointing out that such delisting could only be done by the Government of India. However, no evidence was provided as to why this is not within the jurisdiction of the State Government. Meanwhile, since the project approval, the number of pesticides in the approved list has gone up from 222 (in 2011) to 240 now. Evidently, the Agriculture Department had modified the list of approved pesticides since 2011. 

25. It is a matter of concern that after repeated agreements at the highest levels, there is no progress on this; and the SPMU was requested to approach the Agriculture Department alerting the past agreements, and advice of the Secretary of the Agriculture Department and the Chief Secretary. The mission also pointed out that this is an issue of non-compliance to the World Bank Safeguard Policies, and such non-compliance will have adverse effect on the rating and continued support for the Project. The SPMU advised that in consultation with the Department of Agriculture, this delisting will be completed soon, and a formal Government Order of such delisting (or a Government Order including the new revised list of approved pesticides) will be forwarded to the Bank. 

26. Additional list of pesticides to delist: Meanwhile, the Government of India has banned several other pesticide and insecticides either for (i) manufacture, import or use wholesomely, or (ii) use in agriculture, or (iii) restricted use under supervision in special circumstances in India. Some of these banned or restricted pesticides/ insecticides feature in the Agriculture Department’s approved list of pesticides. Other than 9 such pesticides which are already proposed to be delisted as these are WHO Class 1B and Class 2 pesticides (viz., Carbofuran, Chlorofenvinphos, Cypermethrin, Diazinon, Dichloro Diphenyl Trichloroethane or DDT, Fenitrothion, Fenthion, Monocrotophos, and Sodium Cyanide), there are 9 more pesticides are banned in India now (or are banned in agriculture, or are restricted without expert supervision). These include Aluminium Phosphide, Dazomet, Ethylene Dirbomide, Lindane, Methomyl, Methoxy Ethyl Mercury Chloride (MEMC), Methyl Bromide, Methyl Parathion, and Phosphamidon. The mission requested the SPMU to ensure that these additional pesticides now banned in India must also not be reflected in the approved list of pesticides of the Department of Agriculture. 

27. Study of accumulation of pesticides in food crops: During the February 2014 mission, the SPMU presented to the mission the terms of reference for the study of bio-accumulation of synthetic and persistent chemicals in popular agricultural crops. The February 2014 mission reviewed the terms of reference and appreciated the technical quality of it. During the September 2013 mission, it was agreed that given the very specialized nature of this study (for which there is no precedence), it would be important to select an agency based on their qualification (mainly availability of laboratory and equipment, expertise, skill, and accreditation). The SPMU was in touch with the Calcutta University (who do not have the requisite laboratories), and the All India Institute of Hygiene & Public Health, Kolkata (who do not have enough interest and infrastructure). Subsequently, the SPMU was discussing with the Bidhan Chandra Krishi University or BCKV (the central agricultural university in the state) who have the necessary skills and expertise (but do not have spare laboratory facilities which are all dedicated to their current work program). During the February 2014 mission, discussions were organized at the SPMU and at BCKV about the proposed study; and it appeared likely that SPMU and BCKV would agree to undertake this study within an overall framework of cooperation for the project. However, since the last mission, BCKV had not shown any further interest, and in spite of repeated discussions, it is now clear that BCKV will not be interested to take up this study. Therefore, during the mid-term review mission, discussion with the Calcutta University (who were interested but do not have the requisite laboratory equipment) was reopened, and the following decisions taken:
(a) The needed laboratory equipment – Gas Chromatography Mass Spectrometer (GCMS) – will be procured at the SWID Laboratory (this was a proposal for procurement independent of the study of pesticides, with the overall objective of augmenting the capacity of SWID laboratory to improve water quality monitoring in the state). This equipment will be procured through limited international bidding or international shopping, with an aim to install the equipment in the SWID laboratory by end October 2014.
(b) Calcutta University will submit a research proposal (including work plan indicating deployment of research staff, site survey resources required, deployment of equipment of the laboratory of Calcutta University, considering full use of the GCMS available with SWID by November 2014). The study duration will be at least 2 years, with the scope of work divided in finding evidence of accumulation of pesticides in food crops in the first year, and identifying management options in subsequent years. Calcutta University is expected to send the proposal before September 15, 2014.
(c) The SWID laboratory, especially the GCMS, will be available to the researchers of Calcutta University to undertake all the sample tests (around 6,000 samples as estimated in the terms of reference) with respect to the study of accumulation of pesticides in food crops. SWID will send the technical specifications of the GCMS to Bank by early September 2014; quickly finalize this with incorporation of Bank comments, and start the procurement procedure immediately. 

28. The other activities related to pesticide management – (i) capacity and awareness building as part of the Agricultural Support Services Component of the Project, and (ii) mass publicity campaign on integrated pest management as part of the EMP were to start after the DPMU staff and consultants are in place, and a detailed program was prepared. As the DPMU environmental staff are not there yet, this is delayed, and is not expected to start before January 2015. Meanwhile, it is to be noted that the support organizations have organized a large number of training sessions which covered the pesticides issues. 

29. The Bio-Village Program: During the last mission (February 2014) it was noted that implementation of the Bio-Village has started. As agreed among the SPMU, the Agriculture Department this program was renamed as the “Good Agricultural Practice Village” or GAP Village” program, although the content remained unaltered. However, through February to July, there was very little progress, primarily owing to the inability to release the first payment to the consultants. 

30. Two contracts (each covering 3 villages, one each for 3 agro-climatic regions) with the Neempith Ramakrishna Ashram’s Vivekananda Institute of Biotechnology or VIB (an NGO which is also a government supported Krishi Vigyan Kendra) for the northern zone and the southern zone of the state had been awarded in January 2014 (with a delay of about 4 months, due to procedural issues of contracting, compared to the earlier agreed date of September 2014), but work could only start in July 2014 after they received the first payment by end June 2014. Therefore, there is a further delay of about 5 months, which has the potential to derail at least the first year targets (to be completed by December 2014). 

31. The terms of reference were finalized including all the agreements arrived during the September 2013 mission (and as recorded in the aide memoire). Inception reports for both contracts were submitted in February 2014 (and revision after discussion with the SPMU regarding selection of the sites of the 6 “bio-villages”). During this phase, one village proposed by the consultants – village Jhitkia in Bahin GG (Raiganj block, district North Dinajpur located in old alluvial agro-climatic zone) was dropped in favour of village Bagichpur to cover old vindhyan alluvial agro-climatic zones as advised by the Agriculture Department and the SPMU. 

32. SPMU and the consultants together selected the candidate villages, which show the following characteristics, and offer the following opportunities. 

i) Ullah Village (Kadambagachi GP, Barasat-I block, North 24 Parganas district) is located in new alluvial agro-climatic zone. This village has intensive agriculture, and produces paddy, vegetables, mustard, jute and potatoes. Substantial area in the village is under mango orchard. Apparently, the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides is very high. Most of the village is irrigated (although there is a report of part of the village not having adequate irrigation facility). 
ii) Belia Village (Dubra GP, Jamboni block, Paschim Midnapur district) is located in red and laterite agro-climatic zone. This village produces paddy, mustard, sesame, vegetables, and maize during the rabi season. This village is highly irrigated, and is inundated by overflowing canal water at times. Fertilizer and pesticide use is reportedly high. 
iii) Nadabhanga Village (Narayanpur GP, Namkhana block, South S 24 Parganas district) is located in coastal saline agro-climatic zone. This village produces paddy, vegetables (mainly ridge gourd), pulses, cilly and mustard. Recently, lots of farmers have moved to beetle vines, which uses a lot of pesticides. Irrigation is mainly from ponds (and at times insufficient). 
iv) Kanjari basti Village (Turturi Khanda GP, Kumargram block, Alipurduar district) is located in hill agro-climatic zone. This village is a mono-crop village, mainly producing paddy, maize and some vegetables. There is no irrigation in this village, and cropping intensity is less than 100%. Apparently, this village does not use chemical fertilizers and pesticides; and offers an opportunity to demonstrate that agricultural production could be improved without resorting to higher use of fertilizers and pesticides. It would, however, be important to provide irrigation facilities in this village.  
v) Saptimari Village (Saptimar-II GP, Moynaguri block, Jalpaiguri district) is located in terai agro-climatic zone. This village is served by canal irrigation as well as shallow tube wells. Cropping intensity is reportedly more than 250%, and this village mainly produces paddy, jute, vegetables and tea. The village has very high levels of use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. 
vi) Bagichapur Village (Harirampur GP, Harirampur block, Dakshin Dinajpur district) is located in old alluvial agro-climatic zone. This village has a number of shallow tube wells, and the cropping intensity is near 200%. The village produces paddy, potatoes, maize including hybrid maize during rabi season. Most of the maize produced is used in the commercial poultry farms within the village or its surrounding. 

33. SPMU has undertaken site visits to each of the selected villages, and reported that the initial community interactions were good. The consultants team has been fully mobilized (the state coordinator, the zonal technical coordinators, the zonal community development specialists, and the village para workers are all in place). Formats for baseline surveys were prepared, discussed with the SPMU and the surveys have started. Training of para workers have started. Some of the training materials have been prepared, and a few of the community members have already been imparted substantial training. Promotional materials have been prepared, and some signage had been placed in the villages. 

34. The consultants confirmed that, in spite of the delay (as the first payment was received only in late June 2014) the first year targets will be achieved in December 2014 as estimated in the contract. However, it is also clear that the first 6-monthly report (consultants propose to submit this in September 2014) will not be able to include (i) complete baseline surveys, and (ii) analysis of the baseline surveys. The mission urged the SPMU to accept this, and expect the baseline surveys to be part of the first annual report (expected after December 2014). Instead, the mission urged the consultants to include in the first 6-monthly report, a description of how much of the first year targets are already achieved by September 2014, and a description of how the first year targets will be met by December 2014.

35. Separately, the mission urged the SPMU that once the consultants’ reports are ready, those should be submitted to SPMU directly (without routing through DPMUs). The SPMU should then request the DPMUs to comment on the report within (say) 7 days. Unless, the DPMUs point out mistakes and provide evidence, the SPMU should clear the reports on a “no-objection” basis. This will help quick release of payments (and avoid delay in payments, which has the potential to dampen implementation of the “GAP-village” program). Within the said (say) 7 days, the SPMU should verify the report of the consultants on site (and possibly along with DPMU environmental and agricultural specialists).  

36. As agreed during the September 2014 mission (and reiterated during the last mission), based on the achievement at the end of the first year (i.e., December 2014) for the two contracts already awarded, 6 more contracts will be awarded, one for up to 8 villages clustering around the village where initial success is achieved. Given the procurement (and subsequent release of first payment) of the first two contracts have taken a long time; it is agreed that SPMU will initiate the process of (receiving approval for) awarding contracts for these upcoming 6 contracts (expanding the works of the 6 villages, where successful, under the current two contracts) by October 2014, such that SPMU has the authorization to award these contracts by December 2014 (when it will be known in which villages the current contracts are successful as per the agreed result indicators). The SPMU proposed a revised cost estimate for the “GAP-village” program, which is acceptable to the mission. 

37. During the MTR, there were further discussions on the following:
i) Converting the Ullah GAP village into a “model agricultural village. The SPMU and the mission requested the village community to undertake a rapid appraisal to identify the irrigation, energy, cold storage and other facilities required to turn this village into a “model agricultural village” and share with the SPMU. SPMU will take a decision on this after the proposals are received and appraised. The mission agreed that, prima facie, this village is a good candidate to be converted into a “model village”.
ii) Some of the identified 6 villages do not fall within the polygons identified and established to focus the project. While identifying the village clusters to expand the GAP-village program (up to 8 villages in each cluster), care will now be taken to ensure that all new villages chosen fall within the polygons, as far as possible and practicable. 
iii) Given the relative lack of project’s intervention in the saline and coastal zones, the SPMU is discussing inducting the VIB as the support organization for the coastal and slaine regions. In such a case, the selection of a cluster of villages for GAP-village program will become part of the overall project automatically. The mission supported this view of SPMU.       

38. During the mid-term review mission, a site visit was organized to village Ullah (in Barasat district North 24 Parganas, a village which was visited during the last mission, too). Apparently, in spite of the delay in payments and starting of the real work, the enthusiasm of the villagers is sustained.  During the site visit, the mission met with more than 100 farmers, and discussed the program. Currently, most of the village is cultivating paddy – the primary monsoon crop, but a few are cultivating vegetables. A few paddy fields have already turned “organic” or “No chemical”. The relevant farmers informed that they are happy about the results of this conversion so far, and their initial success has attracted interest of neighboring farmers. A group of young farmers have already started implementing an organic fishery (where other than a one-off training, all investments and technical know-how is from the farmers alone). The mission noted this as an example of change that training could bring (and requested the said farmers to document their work and success once they start reaping the returns).    

39. Water and Soil Monitoring: SPMU has started water quality testing for the “Batch I” subprojects. Till date 122 samples from 10 districts have been collected. However, test results are not available yet. The 73 subprojects that were completed and handed over to the communities did not have water quality testing results prior to the handover. It will be important to avoid such handover without water quality test data in future.  

40. At a site visit during the mid-term review, it was observed that the official and the WUA is encouraging local communities to use water from a shallow tube well for drinking. SPMU is also proposing to include modification in the design of subprojects to facilitate use of the water for drinking. This is understandable given the demand of the local communities, especially where the village level drinking water supply is either not dependable or is apparently of bad quality. However, it is also not safe to expose communities to health risks from drinking of water from the subprojects, especially when the water test results are not available. The mission and SPMU agreed that (i) drinking use will be discouraged, and if possible prevented, until the test results are available and found to be within safe limits for drinking; (ii) wherever there is a possibility of using the subproject water for drinking purpose, the WUAs will undertake to test the quality of water every 6 months during operation, and prevent drinking use of water promptly whenever test results exceed the safe limits for drinking. 

41. SPMU suggested that it will be useful to have “in-situ” tests for environmental screening of the “Batch II” subprojects. For this, SWID or SPMU/DPMU personnel need to have hand-held water quality testing equipment/kits. The mission supported this idea, and urged the SPMU to procure these hand-held water quality testing equipment/kits without further delay. 

42. Soil quality tests have also begun. Till date, 650 samples from 12 districts (about half of these samples are from the Purulia district) have been collected are being tested. However, no test result is yet available. 

43. SWID Clearances for subprojects: During selection of the “Batch I” subprojects, SPMU depended on aquifer maps or mouza level ground water quality assessments to select groundwater based subprojects, especially in blocks where groundwater was seen to be contaminated with arsenic, fluoride or salinity. However, this approach entailed the risk that trends in water quality is ignored (and future risks would arise). Therefore, in all future subprojects, including all “Batch II” subprojects, clearance and suggestions from SWID will be obtained. This will now form part of the process of environmental screening.  

44. The issue of groundwater subprojects in blocks known to be contaminated with arsenic and fluoride: The mid-term review mission reiterated that where block level analysis shows arsenic or fluoride contamination, groundwater subprojects are not prohibited, but are lower on priority. What is needed is an analysis to show the following sequential steps as part of SDMP: (i) surface water subprojects if possible, should be identified and proposed; (ii) only when surface water subprojects are not possible, groundwater subprojects should be proposed; (iii) if groundwater subprojects are proposed, then all nearby surrounding existing groundwater sources will need to be tested for arsenic and fluoride; (iv) if traces of arsenic or fluoride are not found in the nearby surrounding existing sources, new groundwater subprojects could be proposed with usual mitigation measures listed in the environmental management plan of the project; (v) if traces of arsenic or fluoride are found in the nearby surrounding existing sources, new groundwater subprojects could be proposed with additional mitigation measures, such as methods and systems installed to prevent use of this water for drinking.      

45. Systematic State-wide Water Quantity: During the September 2013 mission, it was agreed that the State Water Investigation Directorate (SWID) would prepare outline of an overall plan for state level monitoring of availability and quality of water. This plan was expected to cover the two needs (i) SDMPs would need to describe quantity/availability of water and water quality, to be able to select the best alternative; and (ii) for each completed subprojects (especially the groundwater subprojects), the water availability and quality need to be monitored on a regular basis. 

46. In spite of some discussions between the SPMU and the SWID, there has been only partial progress in preparation of this plan. Therefore, the agreement on the preparation of the comprehensive monitoring plan during the September 2013 mission is reproduced below. It is important that this is taken up as a priority by SPMU and SWID now (with an aim to prepare a draft outline plan by October 2014, and a final plan be agreed among all relevant government agencies by December 2014 so that actual rolling out of the comprehensive monitoring plan could start by January 2014.

47. SWID will prepare a comprehensive monitoring plan based on the following step-by-step procedures: 

a. For surface water: (i) delineation of all micro-watershed in the state, and determination of the permanent monitoring sites, (ii) consideration of sites which are already covered by permanent monitoring of other agencies, such as CWC, state Irrigation Department, etc., (iii) wherever public river lift stations exist, installation of water flow meters and current meters with facilities for real-time transfer of data if appropriate; (iv) for the remaining monitoring sites, a systematic distribution where water availability will need to be recorded through community level monitoring or by SWID directly; (v) selection of a sub-set of the above selected sites, especially at sub-watershed levels, where water quality data needs to be measured, (vi) a systematic distribution of these water quality monitoring sites to be measured by SWID directly, or by outsourcing, such as to science colleges at the districts.

[Note that SWID has prepared a plan for monitoring the major rivers, that includes real time monitoring at about 100 locations. However, this needs to be integrated with monitoring of smaller rivers, rivulets, channels or nullahs, which are more important with respect to minor irrigation. All of the monitoring network should be on a GIS which should be able to induct new monitoring data that come in (including by real time multimedia messaging services if employed.]   

b. For groundwater: (i) analyzing the locations and state of maintenance of nearly 2000 current piezometers in the state; (ii) identifying the needs for more piezometers and need for refurbishment of the older ones, if any; (iii) finalizing the water quality and quantity parameters to be measured; (iv) a systematic distribution of these piezometers, to be measured by SWID directly, or by outsourcing to community groups; (iv) water quality measurements for all new and substantial samples of old groundwater schemes; and 

c. For both surface water and groundwater: (i) establishing a GIS platform to capture all data and capable of capturing real-time or mobile phone generated geo-referenced data; (ii) establishing general purpose analyses and modeling required and that could be integrated in the GIS platform; (iii) prepare a statement of augmentation of all SWID laboratories including the regional and district laboratories to support the comprehensive monitoring program; (iv) estimating the cost of the comprehensive monitoring system and the resources that is needed for analyses, reporting and dissemination – both capital expenditure and expenditure for long-term operation and maintenance; (iv) presenting the cost estimates to the Government; (v) based on the Government agreement on annual expenditure for operation and maintenance, appropriate scaling of the capital cost and the entire comprehensive monitoring program.    

d. Dam Safety: No specific issues regarding dam safety came to light since the mid-term mission, as the “Batch I” subprojects did not include any dam. However, the “Batch II” subprojects, pending preparation of SDMPs, are expected to include 40 surface flow subprojects (13 in Bankura district, 5 in Birbhum district, and 12 in Purulia district), and 16 water detention structures (1 in Bankura, 2 in Birbhum, 4 in Purulia, and 10 in South 24 Parganas districts), all of which might need careful design of dams or “dam-like” structures. For all such cases, the agreements of the September 2013 mission will be applicable. These are also reproduced below. 

48. As per Project Agreement, all structures in surface water schemes will be engineered, based on typical design standards and guideline design (related to tension, overturning, sliding and crushing) already adopted by the Project. The guidance design is based all required safety parameters, and are designed to withstand flood flows of 100 year return interval, and adequate ground acceleration factors to withstand the earthquakes predicted for the seismic zones of III and IV in which the sub-projects will be located. Suitability of dam foundations will be decided through geological investigation and density or gradation tests. The environmental screening procedures for the subprojects in the coming years; and if at any point of time it is detected that any surface water scheme is proposed with substantial structures (which in principle behave as a dam or barrage, howsoever small), SPMU will engage a dam safety specialist. No surface water scheme with such structure will be accepted in the project unless critically examined for dam safety compliance by a qualified dam safety expert (who will also continue to supervise the construction and commissioning of the surface water subproject). 

49. All surface water schemes will also continue to comply with the procedures earlier agreed including that: (i) the SPMU will ensure that all DPMUs clearly understand the agreed protocol with respect to safety of surface water structures; (ii) for each of the surface water sub-project proposals, the drawings and a covering note should be signed by the Assistant or Executive Engineers that all design standards and guideline designs have been followed during preparation of the design; (iii) the concerned Executive Engineer of DPMU will separately certify that the designs have been checked for all safety norms applicable to the Project; (iv) the Project Director will specifically ensure that a senior engineer checked and field verified the design of the scheme before such surface water schemes are approved. 

50. Downstream Impacts and International Rivers: As per the agreed principles, no surface water subproject is proposed on the small rivers, rivulets or local streams directly flowing into Bangladesh. Similarly, as per the agreed procedures, no surface water subprojects are proposed (to remain within the agreed incremental abstraction cap of 5 percent) in the Attrai and the Sankosh river sub-basins, where the incremental abstraction impact could be substantial. With respect to groundwater subprojects, the SPMU is ensuring that no shallow, medium-duty or heavy-duty tube well subprojects are permitted within 600m, 800m and 1000m of the India-Bangladesh border. 

51. However, within the state, reports of impacts of upstream abstraction on the downstream villages have been received. Although each river lift subproject claims that less than 50% of the lean flow of the river, rivulet or stream is used, this cannot be sufficiently examined in absence of water flow data on such rivers, rivulets and stream. There is at least one known case where the downstream villagers have prevented operation of the upstream river lift subproject. This is one reason why the water flow measurement by SWID is of such importance (see discussion above, on water monitoring).   

52. Discussion on “Infiltration gallery” subprojects: There are several areas in the state (also within the “polygon” or focus areas of the project), where surface water subprojects (especially abstraction from rivers, rivulets and streams) are not possible to avoid impact on international rivers, and simultaneously, groundwater subprojects are not possible as the groundwater is contaminated with arsenic or fluoride. Many such areas are in the districts of Malda, Murshidabad and Nadia. SPMU proposed that infiltration galleries should be acceptable in these places. The mid-term review mission discussed this issue, and found that the infiltration galleries will work only when these are sunk within the river beds. The difference between these and the river abstraction subprojects is a fine technical one, and whatever water abstraction takes place will still be counted as abstraction of the lean season flows of the sub-basins. On the other side, locating these infiltration galleries well outside the river bed will not work either. 

53. Based on the above discussion, it was agreed that infiltration galleries will not be installed in the sub-basins subject to the agreement on international rivers in the project. The mission urged the SPMU to identify opportunities for water harvesting or retention pond type of surface water subprojects.   

54. The following is a summary of the major actions to be completed within the next few months, to achieve full implementation of the environmental management plan of the Project. 








Agreed Actions:

	Action
	By whom
	By when

	Completing recruitment and placement of the environmental staff at DPMU. [Note: SPMU to effect requisite changes in qualification criteria to enable recruitment of professionals who could also double up as field engineers.]
	WRIDD 
	Immediate. It is already much delayed. 

	Completing orientation training (on EA/EMP) of the newly recruited staff of DPMUs (for all staff including environmental staff)
	SPMU
	Immediate (within a month of joining of DPMU environmental staff)

	Verify mainstreaming of environmental screening, safety compliance, and environmental management plan in the standardized SDMPs (based on the review of the first 12 SDMPs)
	SPMU
	October 31, 2014 (or within a month of preparation of these first set of SDMPs)

	Organize and complete training for the DPMU staff, support organizations staff on the scope of environmental due diligence (as part of the overall training on SDMPs)  
	SPMU
	Immediate (within two months of joining of DPMU environmental staff)

	Complete, check and certify compliance on environmental screening and management for all SDMPs taken up for implementation
	DPMU and SPMU
	Continuous through June 2015

	In absence of DPMU environmental staff, SPMU is to ensure 100% site verification of “Batch II” subprojects. For subprojects prepared after DPMU environmental staff join, the SPMU is to site verify at least 10%, and DPMU environment staff undertake 100% site verification.
	SPMU
	Continuous through June 2015

	SPMU to undertake compliance monitoring of subprojects before handing over to WUAs (including Batch I subprojects even if handed over to WUAs)
	SPMU
	Continuous through June 2015

	Formal new Government Order describing the State approved list of pesticides (through which the WHO Class I / Class II pesticides as well as pesticides banned/restricted by GOI will be delisted/withdrawn from the State approved list of pesticides)
	Department of Agriculture (WRIDD to coordinate)
	Immediate. This is already very much delayed.

	For the Bio-Village consultancy, issue an order to change the current processes for acceptance of consultants’ reports (by introducing time-based no-objection from DPMUs).
	SPMU
	September 30, 2014

	Initiate the process of awarding 6 more contracts (for up to 8 villages around the villages selected in the first round of contracts) for Bio-Village program, such that all such awards could be made before December 2014.
	SPMU
	October 31, 2014

	Ensure fast procurement of GCMS at the SWID laboratory, and permission for dedicated use in the proposed pesticide study.
	SWID and SPMU
	October 31, 2014

	Award contract (possibly to Calcutta University) for the study on bio-accumulation of synthetic and persistent pesticides in food crops in the state.
	SPMU
	October 31, 2014

	Ensure water quality test for each subproject before handing over to WUAs. 
	SPMU and DPMU
	Continuous through June 2015

	Prepare a draft plan for comprehensive monitoring of water availability and water quality in the state along with estimates of capital expenditure and annual expenditure for operation and maintenance of the capital assets and the entire monitoring program (with an aim to start rolling the monitoring program by January 2015).
	SWID 
(with support from SPMU)
	October 31, 2014. This is already delayed.

	Organize discussions at the Department and inter-departmental levels; and based on Government agreement on annual expenditure for operation and maintenance, finalize the comprehensive monitoring plan.
	SWID 
(with support from SPMU)
	November 30, 2014

	Prepare an appropriate monitoring plan, and start monitoring the availability and quality of water for all the “Batch I” sub-projects.
	SWID 
(with support from SPMU)
	Immediate. It is already much delayed.

	Prepare a list of actions with clear delineation of responsibilities to implement and monitor all agreed EMP measures in the Project (to be readily accessible to all staff implementing the Project)
	SPMU
	September 30, 2014. It is already much delayed.

	Ensure that all relevant structures in Batch II are designed following the agreements on dam safety, and reviewed by a qualified senior engineer.
	SPMU
	Continuous through June 2015



