COMMENTS ON THE EIA REPORT
Project: Russian border (Samara)-Shymkent highway reconstruction: construction of the 2217-2231 km Temirlanovka Bypass section (‘the Bypass Project’).
      These comments relate to research for the EIA report conducted by GradStroiEkoProjekt limited liability partnership (‘Ekolog’), director T.E. Abishev, state licence no. 01347 issued by the Ministry of Environmental Protection on 22 April 2010.
According to the announcement in the oblast social and political newspaper Yuzhny Kazakhstan (www.yujanka.kz), the EIA documentation is available for the public to inspect in the reading room of the Pushkin General Research Library, 2a Tauke khana Prospekt. I, the director of the Public Monitoring Group (PMG), did so on 7 and 15 October 2010.
           The standards and requirements of the World Bank (www.worldbank.org) used to research the EIA report are contained in the following documents:
1. World Bank Operational Policy 4.01, Environmental Assessment (January 1999)
2. World Bank Operational Policy 4.01, Annex A, Definitions (January 1999)
3. World Bank Operational Policy 4.01, Annex B, Content of an Environmental Assessment Report for a Category A Project (January 1999)
4. World Bank Operational Policy 4.01, Annex C, Environmental Management Plan (January 1999)
5. World Bank Bank Procedures 4.01, Environmental Assessment (January 1999).
      Moreover, under the loan agreement between Kazakhstan and the IBRD of 13 June 2009, the Borrower, through the Ministry of Transport and Communications, with the assistance of the Project Management Company shall carry out the Project in accordance with the requirements, criteria, organizational arrangements and operational procedures set forth in the Project Operational Manual and other documents, including the EIA and Environmental Management Plan.
To ensure that the environment assessment complies with the requirements of donors, the Kazakhstani Government is guided by the Environmental Assessment and Review Framework of 14 June 2009, in close connection with Kazakhstani procedures.
The basic procedures apply to projects requiring a full EIA or Category A, but there will be a fundamentally particular impact in line with the classification of A. If the standards of the country and of the Bank significantly diverge, the stricter standards must be used (page 30 of the Environmental Assessment and Review Framework).
      MAIN CONCLUSION ON THE EIA REPORT: NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE ABOVE STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS 

      Proposal: return the report to Ekolog for further research and environmental impact assessment of the Project in compliance with all of the requirements and standards of the World Bank and Kazakhstani legislation.
COMMENTS
1. Ekolog should have carefully researched all seven widespread environmental impacts of the Bypass Project and their causes:
· soil
· water
· atmosphere
· noise
· flora
· fauna
· danger and risk of accidents
· cultural heritage.
The paragraphs
· 4.6. Assessment of top soil pollution
· 4.7. Assessment of the site’s impact on vegetation
· 4.8. Assessment of the site’s impact on animal life
· 5.1. Possible environmental changes resulting from the economic activity and their consequences for the population
· 5.2. Environmental management measures to preserve, restore and improve the natural environment
are not backed up by substantiated calculations, practical research, and statistical parameters and other indicators used during field and basic research.

Ekolog has limited itself to researching factors that have an impact on the atmosphere (such as toxic substances, dust and gases) and setting out calculations for solid household waste generated during the construction of the planned section of the highway.
2. Data on the state of the environment and anthropogenic disruption to its components, set out in paragraph 3.2.2 of the report, only indicate direct impact and completely fail to reflect indirect and aggregate (synergistic) impact.
3.  Baseline data on the main features of the socio-cultural environment were not collected and the specifics of these features were not defined.

4.  The report does not include a cause and effect diagram illustrating the multifactorial (direct, indirect and synergistic) impact of construction in the context of complex infrastructure works on a single geographical feature, in particular, along the Arys river system.
5.  Category A projects require an Environmental Management Plan, considered an integral and distinct part of the assessment report. This is not a separate document, but a short overview of impact mitigation and monitoring measures. It should be included as a separate section or a selection of tables. Such materials are missing from Ekolog’s EIA report.
6. The World Bank requires an analysis of alternatives (in particular the ‘zero project’ alternative). Ekology has not researched an alternative project, has not compared two alternatives and has not justified selection of the alternative approved.
7.  The Bypass Project EIA Report is not available on the official sites of the Ministry of Transport and Communications (mtc.gov.kz) or of the Western Europe – Western China Project (www.europe-china.kz). The Pushkin General Research Library only has the report in Russian. A short (accessible) EIA report in Russian and Kazakh has not been distributed to the residents of the village of Kazhymukan of Ordabasinsk Raion of South Kazakhstan Oblast or presented to villagers in public areas.
8.  In order to ensure that all the necessary aspects of the assessment are considered, an EIA has a set format and content. The latter may be used as a guide to what information should be collected and the areas to be assessed. The Bypass Project EIA Report does not fulfil this requirement, i.e. the following points are missing:
1.5. World Bank requirements
2.5. The EIA approval procedure and integration of an environmental monitoring scheme within the project
3.3. Social and cultural conditions
3.3.1. The population, communities and development planning in the area
3.4. Quality of life
3.4.1. Socio-economic structure
3.4.2. Public health care
3.4.4 Recreational facilities and their improvement
3.4.5 Cultural heritage
3.6. Sites of archaeological and historical value 

4. Research into alternative solutions
4.1. Alternative solutions
4.2. Alternative projects
4.2.1. Comparison of two alternatives
4.2.3. Preferred alternative
5.3. Environmental impact of both projects
5.3.1. Consequences
5.3.2. Rectification of adverse impact
5.7.1. Impact on social structure
5.7.2. Impact on the well-being of the population
5.7.3. Resettlement
6.0. Environmental management and monitoring plan.
9. Ekolog used outdated specialist literature to produce the report. For example, paragraph 5 of page 42 states ‘If archaeological or paleontological objects are discovered during excavations, work on the plot concerned must be suspended and Councils of People’s Deputies informed.’ Councils of People’s Deputies were a form of local government in Soviet times – independent Kazakhstan has maslikhats of different levels. A further mistake reveals that Ekolog used specialist literature that was inappropriate to this project – page 4 of the Introduction states that ‘This section of the EIA… assesses the level of ambient air pollution caused by hazardous emissions from all sources on the site of the shopping centre and restaurant’. The list of references does not include a single source that contains the requirements and standards of policies and procedures of the World Bank.
10.  The clearance of virgin (primary) forest can be classified as an ‘absolute’ restriction that may lead to suspension or cessation of the Bypass Project until a solution is found. Virgin (primary) trees grow in the Arys flood plain, but the EIA report is silent about their fate.
11. 
Appendix 3 of the EIA report omits numerous points:
· the socio-economic justification for the planned activity;
· assumed concentrations of hazardous substances on the border of the protective buffer zone;
· sources of physical impact, their intensity and potential impact zones;
· fresh water abstraction;
· water sources;
· volume of waste water discharged;
· concentration and volume of the principal pollutants contained in waste water;
· concentration and volume of the principal pollutants by ingredient at the nearest point of water use;
· the land and its characteristics;
· vegetation and types of impact, including the area felled in woods;
· pollution of vegetation;
· fauna which could be directly affected, including water fauna;
· production waste;

· suggested methods for neutralizing and storing waste;
· the presence of sources of radioactivity and an assessment of their potential impact;
· the potential impact radius;
· a multifactorial assessment of environmental changes;
· an environmental forecast and possible social consequences of the operation of the site;
· the developer’s responsibility to create pleasant living conditions for the population during the building and operation of the facility;
· a list of people carrying out the EIA.
