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SUMMARY

This booklet describes the "lessons learned" by a wide variety of
actors on the lessons learned from monitoring the impacts of the
Lesotho Highlands Water Project, the largest water project currently
being developed in Africa. It is not meant to serve as a blueprint, but
as a manual that is intended to inform financial institutions, project
authorities, developers, environmental consultants, and governments
involved in large development projects how to ensure their projects
are human-centred; and that they benefit communities directly
affected by such large projects. It describes the pressing need for
governments, project funders, engineers, social and environmental
scientists to plan together to put the concerns of project-affected
communities at the center of development, so that projects not only
result in full restoration of the livelihoods of the affected
communities, but that these people are also made direct beneficiaries
of development projects in their midst.

The booklet is also intended to help communities in particular to be
aware of their rights, to learn how to gain access to resources and to
shape their own future.

The Lesotho Highlands Water Project has won many international
awards for its engineering, but this massive project has also
impoverished many rural communities in the Lesotho Highlands. It is
hoped that future projects, not only in Lesotho, will learn from the
past mistakes of this huge endeavor, and help get communities
benefit from real development oriented toward alleviating poverty.

The following summarizes the main lessons learned from the
authors of this booklet.

Lessons learned from TRC's direct experience with dam-affected

communities:
1. Communities start to be impacted the moment they hear that
they are going to be affected by a large dam or project.



10.

11.

Project authorities should begin the process of helping
affected communities well before construction begins.
Monetary compensation is not enough to restore rural
communities' livelihoods; land must accompany monetary
compensation.

Communities should be involved in the design of
compensation packages.

There must be fair and uniform compensation packages.
Affected people must be involved at every step of the way;
they should be part of all decision-making processes as well
as to feel ownership in the process.

Communities must be provided with an opportunity to
inspect the resettlement sites before the actual resettlement,
and be allowed to refuse to move to a particular place if this
does not happen. Communities must also be able to make
and choose their own house plans.

Resettlement should only take place after all necessities are
in place: water, toilets, gardens, electricity, houses,
cemeteries, grazing lands, etc.

Resettlement should be conducted according to
habits/practices and traditions of the local people, while still
respecting individual’s choice.

All  communities affected directly or indirectly by
development works must be compensated equally without
discrimination. Sharecroppers and the landless must be
compensated as well; they are citizens of our communities,
and they share in their resources and in the negative impacts
when forced to move for a dam or other large project.
Communities should get all compensation and resettlement
promised them before resettlement happens.

Communities should have a right to development as part of
their sacrifice to the project. Communities must get a direct
benefit from the dams that are being built; they must get
water and energy resources. A mutually agreed-upon
percentage of a project's royalties should go to the
development of the affected areas.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

Communities have a right to good health. Any changes
brought about by the project in the morphology and ecology
of the affected rivers, and environmental changes to places
around the dams/rivers that lead to health impacts, must be
addressed, and those who become sick as a result of the
changes must be treated at health centers. This must be a
right.

The overall goal of improving the standard of living of
affected people is hard to accomplish because of the
difficulties in successfully resettling entire communities.
Therefore, it must be a right for their children to be educated
by the dam authorities. The schools in affected communities
must be to the national standard, fully staffed, and
maintained.

Pastures of the host communities must be assessed as to
whether they have capacity to carry a host of animals from
the resettled communities. In the absence of sustainable
grazing lands, fodder must be provided for 50 years.

Host communities should also claim development works
from the dam authorities.

Trainings offered by the developer or authorities in charge
should help communities to cope with the stressful
experiences; these trainings must have the capacity to restore
the lost livelihood. Handouts or reliance on compensation
money alone should be highly discouraged.



Lessons learned from international observers:

1. The World Bank’s resettlement policies, along with this
project Treaty’s emphasis on “maintaining” living standards
rather than improving them, are a major cause for this
project’s unsatisfactory resettlement process. It is essential
for resettlement policies to stress improvement as opposed to
restoration of living standards and for project authorities to
have the political will and the capacity adequately to plan,
fund and especially implement and monitor those plans.

2. The range of problems on the complex project raise
legitimate questions on implementation issues associated
with large dams in small countries. A measure of
institutional capacity must be in place before a project of this
magnitude is launched.

3. The scale of a project must match not only local capacity,
but should also be scaled to meet local needs.

4. Affected communities must be allowed to participate as
equal partners in the process. This means that communities
become “shareholders” of dam projects, resulting in benefits
accruing directly to communities through such mechanisms
as trust funds.

5. Communities, including end-user communities, must be
involved in the decision-making process before the decision
to build has been made.

6. A process is establishedto facilitate negotiated agreements
on key aspects of projects, including compensation,
resettlement and benefit sharing.

7. 1In order to ensure that projects are implemented properly and
promises are not broken, Government, project authorities
and other project developers must take responsibility and
enter into binding and enforceable contracts for
compensation and resettlement programs. These contracts
must be properly negotiated and agreed upon with affected
communities.



8. Corruption on large infrastructure projects is a serious
problem that directly affects project benefits, especially for
project-affected people. Corruption is a two-way street, and
companies that bribe must be brought to justice as well as
project officials who have accepted bribes.

The booklet also includes voices of directly affected people, whose
plight has inspired us to do this work in the hopes that their suffering
on behalf of a development project has not been in vain.

BACKGROUND

The Lesotho Highlands Water Project (LHWP) is a huge multi-
billion dollar project designed to divert water from Lesotho’s largest
river, Senqu (Orange) to South Africa through a series of dams and
tunnels blasted through the mountains. The project as built to date
(Phase I A and B completed with two of five planned dams
operational) and supported by the World Bank. The project’s Treaty
was signed by the Lesotho and South African governments in 1986.

f

The 185-metre-high Katse Dam in the Lesotho Highlands.




In Phase 1A (inaugurated in 1998), 185-metre-high Katse Dam was
erected. About 27 000 people in the area were affected by the
construction. In March 2004, Mohale Dam (Phase 1B of the project)
was inaugurated by King Letsie III and the South African President
Thabo Mbeki. In this phase, 325 households were forced to move to
make way for the dam.
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King Letsie III and President Thabo Mbeki opening the Mohale Dam.

The project was implemented by the Lesotho Highlands
Development Authority (LHDA). LHDA is charged by law with the
responsibility of implementing the Lesotho Highlands Water Project

The project Treaty reads:

The LHDA shall effect all measures to ensure that members of local
communities [in the Kingdom of Lesotho,] who will be affected by
flooding, construction works, or other similar project-related works,
will be enabled to maintain a standard of living not inferior to that
obtaining at the time of first disturbance; provided that such



Authority shall effect compensation for any loss to such member as a
result of such project related causes, not adequately met by such
measures. (Article 7, para. 18)

It further states:

The authority shall ensure that as far as reasonably possible, the
standard of living and the income of persons displaced by the
construction of an approved scheme shall not be reduced from the
standard of living and the income existing prior to the displacement
of such persons. (Section 44)



ABOUT TRANSFORMATION RESOURCE CENTRE (TRC)

Transformation Resource Centre is an ecumenical non-governmental
organization committed to working for justice, peace, democracy and
good governance, research, human rights and participatory
development. The Centre was founded in 1979 during which time its
vision was to establish an ecumenical resource centre to service the
marginalized people in Lesotho and South Africa through the gospel.
It was meant to empower people with skills and information to build
and to transform their communities and society. TRC today runs four
projects: the LHWP Monitoring Project; a Democracy Project;
Information and Communication Project, and the Library and
Resource Centre.

TRC's Lesotho Highlands Water Project (LHWP) monitors social
and environmental impacts of the Lesotho Highlands Water Project.
TRC monitors this great project through the laws that establish it.
TRC monitors justice issues. TRC got involved in LHWP activities
when it became clear that Phase 1A resettlement was not being
properly handled by the LHDA. Although the Highlands Church
Action Group was operating in the Katse area, it was apparent that
another NGO was needed to help, basically at the Mohale catchment.
TRC became involved, with advocacy and lobbying to help
communities to defend their rights and to be empowered to take up
their own issues.

The objective of TRC's LHWP project is to raise the awareness of
people affected by the Highlands Water Project on their rights vis-a-
vis the project and to empower them to lobby and advocate for these
rights by themselves. TRC monitors the implementation of the
project by the Lesotho Highlands Development Authority (LHDA),
as stated in the treaty and other agreements. The monitoring extends
also to compensation, resettlement and development issues.



SECTION 1: LESSONS LEARNED

1. A Decade of Advocacy for Dam-Affected Communities

Mabusetsa Lenka Thamae

_—
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This section describes the experiences of the
TRC field workers in their monitoring and
advocating role. The subject will be divided into
two areas: Promises Made, Promises Broken,
and What Happens When Communities Get
Disturbed.

Mabusetsa Lenka
1.1. Promises Made, Promises Broken Thamae

When authorities first came to the communities about the prospects
of building dams in Lesotho, the LHDA, the principal chiefs and all
those who were responsible made a number of promises.
Communities were told that they would have an acceptable standard
of living. They were told that those who sharecropped would be
compensated as well because their life was inextricably tied to that of
the larger community. The Matala community, which chose to
resettle in Maseru, was promised that communal compensation
would be awarded to individual households and that they would have
graves. The major reason that prompted this community to move
closer to Maseru was that they would enjoy the said promises. A
promise was made that communities would have electricity, clinics
and access roads where they chose to resettle.

Communities affected by the LHWP now believe that their standard
of living is lower than before resettlement. According to them, their
life before resettlement was better than their life after resettlement.
They say they were getting free access to clean running water; they
were getting a variety of fresh produce all year round — they
produced pumpkins, peas, beans, potatoes and all sorts of vegetables.
After resettlement they are no longer getting these nutritional crops.



They say they had large fields from which they produced enough to
share with those who did not have fields. They were able to send
their children to school with produce from the fields, but with
compensation from LHDA they are no longer able to fulfill their
social obligations. Compensation from LHDA has not restored
community livelithoods; LHDA has failed dismally to help
communities to get into income generating projects that would carry
them beyond short-term compensation programs. The resettled
communities have complained bitterly about the delay on the part of
LHDA to pay compensation such as disturbance allowance,
minimum threshold, and cash for arable land or delivery of grain in
those cases where grain constituted the mode of compensation.

Six years after the completion of resettlement, the poverty of
communities affected by the Lesotho Highlands Water Project has
worsened. The LHDA has not prepared the communities for life
beyond compensation. Death rates are higher. A study commissioned
by TRC on the socio-economic situation of the communities affected
by Lesotho Highlands Water Project revealed that among their many
ailments, the communities have been dying from HIV/AIDS in
especially high numbers.
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Lessons Learned:

Communities who are due to be resettled and or affected by large
projects should have rights to resources; they should have water and

A pylon in the village but no power in the houses: the
resettled village Ha Tsiu above Mohale Dam.

electricity as basic rights; they should have a right to development as
part of their sacrifice to the project. Monetary compensation is not
enough to restore rural communities’ livelihoods; land must
accompany monetary compensation. Above and beyond communal
compensation, communities should have a right to energy resources;
they must have access to electricity or solar panels or woodlots.

Many of the community grievances were about inadequate
compensation. The reason for this was that the production from the
land was valued without taking into consideration the number of
children supported by that piece of land. It is necessary therefore,
that the valuation of production should take into account the
responsibilities over the children and the aged; in the African
context, the extended families as well.

11



1.2. What Happens When Communities Get Disturbed?

Communities who are due to be affected by large dams projects are
disturbed the moment they hear that a project of such a scale will be
imposed in their midst. It will affect their lives in many ways. It
becomes a serious moment in their lives the minute they hear that
their villages will be resettled. People begin to discuss what will
happen, and are distracted and upset. They may wonder if it is worth
improving their houses, or working their fields, if they are only going
to be moved anyway. Some start counting their chickens before they
are hatched, and hope the project will benefit them.

The fact is, after resettlement, their lives will never be the same.
Nothing could be a sufficient substitute of the life they have known
for generations. No price could compensate them for a life that has
been so emotionally disturbed.

The Lesotho Highlands Water Project has forced out communities
from their homes, submerged farmlands, forests and sacred places;
destroyed fisheries, and caused social, cultural and economic
impoverishment of the affected communities. The building of camps,
roads and other infrastructure necessary for the smooth construction
of the reservoirs and tunnels meant that property of communities
living in those areas would have to give way to these activities.
People’s fields, homes, grazing lands, places where cultural activities
have historically been held, all had to be given up for the LHWP.

This situation
prompted the
displacement  of
people from their
ancestral homes,
which have
passed on to them
from generations.
The resettlement
of inhabitants
from their original

The use of land plays a crucial role in sustaining
livelihoods in Lesotho.

12



habitat to an alien environment has implications for both the
resettlees and the host communities. These implications are
economic, social, cultural and environmental.

The economic consequences of resettlement include loss of income
due to the loss of the means of income generation. In an agrarian area
such as the Lesotho highlands, the loss of arable land — already a
very scarce commodity in Lesotho — is a consequence of the dam
project that cannot be fully mitigated. Forfeiture of land used for
food production means loss of revenue accrued from the sale of
surplus food. People also lose fertile grazing land, especially in the
valleys to be flooded by the reservoirs, thereby adversely affecting
the quality and quantity of livestock products. People in the rural

Resettlees looking at their sunken homesteads in Mohale during a trip
around the dam.

areas also benefit from selling traditional medicines, natural/wild
vegetables/herbs and fruits in addition to those, which are
domestically produced. These natural resources are lost as well and
cannot be replaced.

13



Socially, the resettlement in LHWP areas has disturbed family
structures and other structures within the affected society, which had
been built over decades. Some members of a family may be relocated
far away from their relatives where they are forced to begin a new
life with different people. And communities that have been together
for many decades are suddenly torn apart.

Another social problem stems from the interaction with host
communities to which they are resettled. They will have to adapt to
the ways of life in those areas, making new friends and coping with
other issues within the host communities, which often do not approve
of their presence. The Matala community is a case in point. This
community had to endure terrible vicissitudes because the host
community could not understand them; they were prohibited from
burying their dead in the local cemetery, a painful experience that
happens in the land called the land of peace. They were insulted by
the host community as stingy, noisy, and ill mannered. If the LHDA
had listened to the advice from the TRC, the approach to resettling
the Matala community would have been different. TRC had advised
that it was necessary for the new community to be integrated into the
old one. This would have meant LHDA introducing itself to the area
chief, explaining in detail that the community would receive new
members. LHDA did something different; they went straight to the
site they claimed to have bought to put up the new arrivals; they did
not present themselves to the chief, as it is the custom of the people
of Lesotho. This event was a source of disharmony between the
LHDA and the host community, and the consequences were felt by
the Matala resettlees.

The resettlees also have to live under new administrative structures
and it takes some time to get used to them. Resettlement also has
some negative effects on the cultures of people since one’s culture
cannot be divorced from the area within which his/her culture has
been practiced since time immemorial. Cultures practiced at host
villages are not necessarily the same as those of the host villages; this
in fact culminates into clashes.

14



The case of Ha Matala illustrates this point. The community of Ha
Matala agreed to move to the lowlands because LHDA had promised
that they would get graves, but the graves were not there; they were
promised that they would get as individual households, the
communal compensation, but that did not happen. This was an event
best described as a trail of broken promises.

Resettlement of people has a bearing on the natural environment
also. First, they are going to increase the population in the host
communities, thereby increasing pressure on the natural resources
available. Resettlees bring livestock, for instance, and in places
where people cannot afford to feed animals grain, that means that too
many animals end up crowding the same grazing lands. In addition,
provision of houses often means that areas of natural vegetation will
have to be destroyed. Woodlots will also experience increased
pressure, as more people who cook with wood now compete for
scarce resources.

When resettlement took place, we witnessed scenes of confusion.
People started crying copious tears. The situation, which moved
many people, including us, is when the dead were exhumed and
moved to the new graveyard. It was a heart-breaking event; no one
could bear such an intolerable spectacle. People who had been laid to
rest were now disturbed, and it brought back painful memories to the
living.

The new houses for resettlees were also a source of stress; these
structures were not only a break from traditional design, but also
colder than a mud-wall house, and lacking an indoor wood-fire
cooking area. The houses were like tombs whitened outside, but full
of corruption inside. The sweet promises that LHDA had made were
not there for the communities to see — there was no tap for running
water, no electricity, no vegetable plantations, no toilets, no stoves.
In some cases communities went to their new areas a long time
before proper sanitation facilities could be in place; there was no

15



water and electricity supply. Some of the community members did
not like to stay in the same house with daughters in law.

The affected communities brought their animals in numbers to the
host communities. The pastures in these host communities were of
poor quality, and the new animals added to the strain. Upon arrival
the communities reported that their livestock died in large numbers.

Lessons Learned:

Communities were not involved in the design of compensation
packages and the whole compensation scheme was designed to
compensate material things, not anything else. This is a technocrat’s
approach, which was one of the main shortcomings. The social
aspects have been neglected.

The LHDA did not inform communities about their rights vis-a-vis
the proposed dam project. This total neglect of the rights of the
communities originated from the nature of the treaty between the
government of the Kingdom of Lesotho and the Republic of South
Africa. The treaty was concluded between the Apartheid South
Africa and the military government, which were not democratic
governments, where people could freely express their opinion.

The provisions of the World Commission on Dams as well as the
objectives of Africa's NEPAD puts the rights of communities at the
center of large infrastructural developments. The World Summit on
Sustainable Development emphasizes people’s direct participation in
these projects as well as to be direct beneficiaries of these projects.

Dam authorities should be in partnership with the affected
communities. It is also important that a political environment allows

communities to participate meaningfully.

As the World Commission on Dams recommends, no dam should be
built without the "demonstrable acceptance” of the affected people. It

16



states that "Adversely affected people are recognized as first among
the beneficiaries of the project," and calls for "mutually agreed and
legally protected benefit sharing mechanisms" to ensure
implementation. The WCD recommends that: "All recognized
adversely affected people negotiate mutually agreed upon, formal
and legally enforceable mitigation, resettlement and development
entitlements."

Our observation was also that many times the communities
complained that the LHDA was delaying to pay out compensation; it
took LHDA two, three to four years to effect lump sum payment.
Our advice is that any delay in the payments of community money
should not exceed three months, under any circumstances.

Resettlement should only take place after all necessities are in place:
water, toilets, gardens, electricity, house, cemeteries, grazing lands,
etc. The pastures of the host communities must be assessed as to
whether they have capacity to carry a host of animals from the
resettled communities. In the absence of sustainable grazing lands,
fodder must be provided for a period of time that will be agreed upon
by the communities and the authorities.

Resettlement should be conducted according to habits/practices and
traditions of the local people, but this arrangement should still
respect individual’s choice.

It is important that sharecroppers and others who do not own land
must be compensated as well; they are citizens of Lesotho, and they
share in the resources of the community to be affected by a dam or a
project.

The overall goal of improving the standard of living for the affected
people is hard to accomplish because of the difficulties in
successfully resettling entire communities. Therefore, all the children
of the affected communities should be sent to school by the

17



developer; it must be a right for these children to be educated by the
dam authorities.

Trainings offered by the developer or authorities in charge should
help communities to cope with the stresses of life; these trainings
must be sustainable; they must have the capacity to restore the lost
livelihood. Handouts or reliance on compensation money alone
should be highly discouraged.

Unequal Compensation

In the Mohale catchment, communities are resettled in stages: stage
1, stage 2 and stage 3. Stage 1 is for those who had to make way for
construction of the dam; it is normally called pre-construction
resettlement. Stage 2 is for those who had to be moved because of
dam closure and reservoir formation; they are normally called pre-
inundation resettlees. Stage 3 is called post-inundation, that is, those
households who might have to be resettled after the dam has filled.

The communities of Stage 2 have for a long time complained about
the lack of uniformity of garden compensation by LHDA. The
stage 1 of resettlement received cash compensation for their gardens
yet LHDA denies the same option to stage 2 resettlers. In TRC’s
opinion this is a clear violation of the constitution of Lesotho which
bans discrimination. LHDA has been flouting the Lesotho
constitution, particularly subsections: (1), (2), and (3). Subsection (1)
states, “... no law shall make any provision that is discriminatory
either of itself or its effect.”

Subsection (2) reads thus: ".. no person shall be treated in a
discriminatory manner by any person acting by virtue of any written
law or in the performance of the functions of any public office or any
public authority.”

Subsection (3) goes further to say: "In this section, the expression
“discriminatory” means affording different treatment of different

18



persons attributable wholly or mainly to their respective descriptions
by race, color, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion,
national or social origin, property, birth or other status whereby
persons of one such description are subjected to disabilities or
restrictions to which persons of another such description are not
made subject or are accorded privileges or advantages which are not
accorded to persons of another such description.”

The communities of Stage 1 and Stage 2 resettlement have been
treated differently in how they were compensated for their gardens.
This goes against the objectives stated above. Some communities
have been singled out under a "special compensation policy" which
creates further inequalities.

When it comes to choice of options, LHDA has also been
inconsistent. For example, the compensation policy states, “each
household to be resettled/ relocated shall be provided with heating/
cooking facility and shall have the option of accepting this or
choosing a cash payment equivalent to the value of a cooking/
heating facility determined by LHDA.” Many of the affected
communities have not been afforded this opportunity by LHDA.

Article 10 (3) (a) of the treaty provides that “the cost of the project
shall include measures to enable local communities to maintain a
standard of living not inferior to that obtaining at the time of
disturbance as well as compensation.”

The World Bank operational directive of June 1990 states thus about
the involuntary resettlement:

"All involuntary resettlement should be conceived and executed as
development programs with resettlees provided sufficient investment
resources and opportunities to share in project benefits, Displaced
persons should be compensated for their losses at full replacement
cost prior to the actual move....”

19



Lesson Learned:

The situation that existed wherein the Thetsane community was said
to have been compensated under a special compensation Policy
should be avoided; in fact, this is unlawful and an infringement on
the fundamental rights of the communities. Communities should not
agree to something unless that agreement is in writing and binding
on the developer. The institution of a public interest legal center
could also be important in this regard, because there are a number of
grievances which could only be unearthed through a rigorous legal
battle.

Construction Companies:

Often times companies on this project — both large and small — did
not do a thorough job; after companies have left communities still
complain of cracks in walls; culverts take water through community
fields; communities complain that a bypass road has caused great
damage to their property; the blasting activity damaged roofing,
windows and cracked the foundations of houses. There was no direct
supervision of the companies by the LHDA. It was only later that the
companies were claimed to be monitored by the consultants of the
companies themselves. This situation may be likened to being a
judge in one’s own case.

The dam project involved construction of a paved road into the
Highlands. While communities were pleased with the improved
access it brought, its construction also paved over land and damaged
homes. In the seven years since the damage by the road happened,
communities have still not been paid. The Ombudsman has had to
intervene on behalf the communities.

Lesson Learned:

All companies should be closely monitored to ensure that they do a
thorough job of good quality. To do a thorough job, companies
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should be monitored not by company consultants, but by independent
consultants, who have no relations with the construction companies.
It is also advised that workers in these companies or in any work area
related to the project, should be provided with skills while at work so
that after the completion of work they will have been prepared for
future jobs in that field. Grievances or concerns from the
communities should be worked out immediately; they should not be
allowed to accumulate in the hope of attending to them some time
later. We have seen that this did not normally happen; the Rumdell
company, which was contracted by LHDA, for example, left Mohale
while there were still a host of grievances to attend to.

World Bank Panel of Experts.

TRC has not met many times with the project's Panel of Experts, but
the times that we did meet with them we found people who wanted
the dam to be completed within the set deadlines. They would send
only one or two people to meet the NGOs, not the full Team. Their
biases lay with the LHDA. At one time some communities wrote to
the World Bank for intervention between themselves and the LHDA.
The Bank did not meet the communities face to face; even where
they attempted to do so in the field, those who interpreted were
LHDA officials. The Panel of Experts have made a number of
recommendations to LHDA to this effect, but the LHDA has been
slow to effect them or did not take the recommendations from the
panel. (See page for a long essay on lessons learned on the project by
a former member of the project Panel of Experts.)

Lessons Learned:

The World Bank should meet with communities directly, not just
with the NGOs that work with the communities. They should really
respect the communities by listening to them. When they go to
communities they should not have project authorities as mediators;
they should personally and directly meet the people. Those who go to
the communities from the side of the Bank should be people who
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have power to make decisions, not the delegates of the Bank. This is
important as communities will get answers on the spot without
delays. It is important again that the authorities or even governments
listen to expert advice from the Bank; this will not only give
credibility to the whole process, but will ensure continued support of
such projects by the World Bank in the future.

References

LHDA, (1997), Compensation Policy, October (unpublished policy
paper)

World Bank, (1990) The World Bank Operational Manual:
Operational Directive 4.30”, June 01

World Commission on Dams, (2000), Dams and Development: A
New Framework for Decision-making,The Report of the World
Commission on Dams. London Earthscan.

Accessed from http://www.dams.org/report

22



2. The Role of the World Bank: The Perspective of
International NGOs

Korinna Horta and Lori Pottinger

The Lesotho Highlands Water Project is the
largest water project being developed in Africa.
The catalytic role played by the World Bank in
moving this project forward, coupled with the
project's large scale and significant social and
environmental impacts, drew international
organizations to critique the project and try to hold Korinna Horta
the Bank accountable for implementing its social

and environmental policies. Here are some of the
lessons learned from our many years of following
this project.

Lack of Transparency in Project Planning

The LHWP was conceived in secrecy, and its lack
of transparency in the early years contributed to its
failure to solve social problems caused by its
resettlement program. The political context when
the project came into being was repressive. The
Apartheid government in South Africa and a military government in
Lesotho signed the treaty establishing the Lesotho Highlands Water
Project in 1986. Shortly before the signing of the treaty, the military
government in Lesotho came to power through a military coup,
which reportedly was engineered by the Apartheid regime. The
financial package for the project was put together at a time of severe
repression in South Africa by the Apartheid government, when the
country was subject to international economic sanctions. According
to the World Bank's Staff Appraisal Report (July 2, 1991), the Bank
was the key catalyst in the cooperation between the governments of
Lesotho, South Africa and offshore financiers. The World Bank went
so far as to establish a special trust in the United Kingdom to address

Lori Pottinger
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the political sensitivities of financiers who did not wish to be seen as
violating international sanctions imposed on the Apartheid regime.

Lessons Learned:

Using a participatory planning process and ensuring transparency
throughout the process is critical. The World Commission on Dams
provides a new framework for decision-making on large dam
projects based on recognizing the rights of, and assessing the risks to,
all stakeholders. It recommends that those who would be adversely
affected should participate in the planning and decision—making
process and have a share in project benefits. Among other things, the
Commission recommends that no dam should be built without
"demonstrable acceptance" of affected people, and without free, prior
and informed consent of affected indigenous and tribal peoples.

Development Benefits For Affected Communities
Rural Development Plan (RDP):

The RDP was set up to make sure that the affected communities in
the Highlands would have access to training and micro-credit to re-
establish their livelihoods (which, ironically, were destroyed by a
development project). But it was poorly conceived, under-funded,
badly implemented and, ultimately, ineffectual in addressing the
needs of local people (who were not consulted for Katse, and only
minimally so for Mohale). The RDP was widely criticized; even
World Bank reports called it “the sick man of the project,” a
statement that attests not only to the difficulty of the task at hand, but
also to the ineffectiveness of its implementation. A June 1996 World
Bank report stated, "After about eight years of implementation of
RDP progress, a recent evaluation shows that, although there is some
potential for this program in the Highlands, it cannot be trusted to
restore incomes and sources of livelihoods as required by the treaty
and Bank resettlement policy." In a submission to the World
Commission on Dams in 1999, an affected person stated, “Our future
is uncertain because we have not been trained on things that would
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sustain our lives once compensation comes to an end. The project
had initially promised that we would be trained on self-reliant
projects that would include income-generating activities. Nothing is
happening.” Yet the RDP represented the project’s primary effort to
re-establish income-generating opportunities for those who had lost
their homes, land and other resources.

Another problem was that the costs of the plan were negotiated
separately, after the project was already under construction. During
protracted negotiations on funding the plan, the Lesotho and South
African governments finally agreed in 1993 to divide the costs
evenly. Each government would pay approximately $18 million over
a ten-year period — far less than the amount project consultants had
originally proposed. South Africa’s overwhelming political
advantage prevented Lesotho from insisting that the development
budget be included in the compensation costs.

Lessons Learned:

When rural farmers are to be resettled for development projects, it is
critical that they be offered replacement land of at least an equal
quality to what they had.

Project-affected people must be part of the process that determines
how their livelihoods will be restored in order to ensure that they
benefit from development projects. Participatory rural development
planning with negotiated outcomes would have led to better results.

The RDP's full costs should have been included as part of the
original project budget, not negotiated between unequal players after
construction was already under way. This is the only realistic way to
evaluate a project's real costs, and to avoid politicizing the process.
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The Development Fund:

The Development Fund — into which royalties and receipts from
customs were paid — was to be the centerpiece of Lesotho’s overall
poverty reduction strategy. According to the World Bank, the
Development Fund would be community-driven to finance the
priority areas of local communities.

In practice, the Development Fund became an instrument of political
patronage, and the World Bank attempted to restructure the fund
after concluding that its activities were highly unsatisfactory. In
September 2003, the failed Development Fund was closed.

Lesson Learned:

The Development Fund was set up by the World Bank to ensure that
the LHWP was a poverty-reduction project, thereby justifying the
Bank’s financing. An analysis of Lesotho politics and government
capacity to handle such a project might have indicated early on that
simply setting up such a Fund would be insufficient to the task.

Specific rules on ensuring transparency in the management of the
Fund, and public information on its activities and programs should
have been put in place. An independent oversight committee with the
participation of civil society representatives could have helped
ensure that the funds would have been allocated to benefit the
population of Lesotho and in particular the affected communities in
the Highlands.

When Development Brings Disease:
According to UNICEF's January 2005 Humanitarian Action Report,
"Progress made in [Lesotho's] human development and poverty

alleviation over the past decades is being rapidly reversed by one of
the most severe HIV/AIDS pandemics in the world. National

26



prevalence rates are estimated at 31 percent and over 40 percent in
the capital district of Maseru."

According to medical researchers, AIDS took off in the Lesotho
Highlands because of infected construction workers on the project,
who moved into communities that were already socially traumatized
by their impending resettlement. An August 7, 1995 report in the
medical journal Archives of Internal Medicine describes the startling
changes brought on by the project. "In the early years of the
worldwide pandemic, there were no reported cases of AIDS in
Lesotho," the authors note. Since construction began in 1986, the
HIV virus that causes AIDS had been introduced by dam workers
and quickly made inroads into local populations. By 1992, HIV
infection rates in villages around the dam were 0.5 percent, and
infection rates in the dams’ work camps were over 20 times higher
(5.3%). The town of Leribe, which is a gateway to LHWP project
areas, had a low HIV infection rate in the early stages of project
construction. By 1993, it had the highest rate in the country. The rate
among Leribe’s 15-24 year-olds skyrocketed from 3 percent in 1991
to 12.6 percent in 1993. By the year 1999, tests of antenatal women
living in the mountains around Katse Dam indicated 22 percent of
them were HIV positive. LHDA acknowledged the problem: "It is
apparent that the impact of the Phase 1A construction workforce on
local communities has been much greater than was originally
anticipated. While many of the economic benefits have not
materialized, most of the social disbenefits have, leaving the social
fabric of these communities visibly disintegrating.""'

Lessons Learned:

It is well known that the construction of transport corridors and large
infrastructure projects are primary catalysts for spreading HIV/AIDS
on the African continent. Desperate poverty of women and girls,
aggravated in the Highlands by the loss of garden plots and other

! LHDA, Mohale Advanced Infrastructure: Draft Social and Environmental Impact
Assessment, April 1995, p. 6-1.
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resources essential to the survival of families, often leaves
prostitution as the only alternative. In addition to effective public
information campaigns and education directed specifically at women
and girls about the dangers of HIV/AIDS, this type of project needs
to include specific measures to ensure that women have the means to
feed their families. Permanent public health services accessible to
local communities, especially women and children, are essential, as
is permanent monitoring of the public health situation.

In view of the large numbers of people now already infected, the
project must ensure access to free care and to retroviral drugs of all
people in the affected communities.

Putting Engineering Before People:

In 1995, a Lesotho NGO wrote to World Bank President James
Wolfensohn: “The World Bank should make any future contribution
in Phase 1B dependent on the satisfactory solution of the relatively
simpler social and environmental problems created by Phase
1A.”Two years later, NGOs again wrote the World Bank urging a
delay until the social problems were dealt with: "We are writing to
you because we are concerned that pressure to advance with the
appraisal process of Phase 1B of the Lesotho Highlands Water
Project will undercut the World Bank’s stated commitment to
address the disturbing social and environmental problems left behind
in the Phase 1A area. Another result of rushing the loan is that it does
not allow sufficient time to put in place institutions and structures
that could prevent a repeat of these problems in the Phase 1B area."

But when the time came to consider loans for the next phase,
numerous outstanding problems at Phase 1A remained, especially the
lack of income restoration for the affected people, serious delays in
compensation (such as replacement for lost garden fields), and many
other unfulfilled promises. Still, the World Bank decided to go ahead
with financing Phase 1B before these issues were resolved. The
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reasoning was that Lesotho could not afford to lose an estimated $55
million in water royalties for poverty alleviation.

Lessons Learned:

Specific conditions — including evidence for the establishment of
income generating opportunities — should have been met before
advancing with the next phase of the project. Structures and
institutions should have been in place to prevent a repeat of the
problems in Phase 1A.

Environmental Impacts/Field Research:

The feasibility study for the project concluded that there were no
major "environmental obstacles” to the project, so the LHWP began
without an environmental impact assessment (EIA) for either Phase
1A or for the overall project. In addition, there were no studies on
problems such as erosion and sedimentation although these issues are
critical to the project’s long-term viability.

There is still no EIA for Phase 1A, although some 35 baseline studies
of the area’s flora and fauna were done after construction began. A
full EIA has been done for Phase 1B, and an Environmental Action
Plan, but neither addresses outstanding problems from Phase 1A. An
"environmental flows" study, which analyzes how much water is
needed in areas downstream of a dam to support life and livelihoods,
was not completed before the second dam was begun, thus greatly
reducing its effectiveness. Phase 1B was also begun without critical
studies on limnology and seismicity.

Critical environmental and social studies appear to have been an
afterthought on the LHWP. As a result, large numbers of studies
were carried out too late to influence project design or to add
meaningfully to the debate about project viability. It also appears that
many of these studies were simply done as a pretext to win World
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Bank approval, but resulting in few concrete improvements in the
situation on the ground.

As a requirement of World Bank environmental policy, the Bank
established an Environmental Panel of Experts to monitor project
impacts. The reports produced by this Panel have not been made
consistently publicly available, and not subject to public debate.
Occasionally, a leaked copy of a Panel report confirmed the Panel’s
doubts about the project’s ability to prevent impoverishment of the
Highlands communities, the degradation of downstream ecosystems
and severe impacts on the livelihoods of downstream populations.
But it is unclear to what degree the Panel was able to influence the
project design and implementation.

Lessons Learned:

A full and cumulative environmental impact assessment — including
plans to address public health and social impacts — must be carried
out in a timely and participatory manner and taken into account in
project design and implementation.

It is insufficient to have an Environmental Panel of Experts follow
the project for years if its reports (and implementation of its
recommendations) are not made public and not debated by the
affected communities and the larger public.

There is a need for consistent on-the-ground participatory research to
document project impacts on local communities and the
environment. This information is vital to put pressure on decision-
makers to fulfill their promises.

Corruption:
The Lesotho Courts have shown that the project was marred by

corruption from its earliest days. A dozen major multinational firms
and consortia on the project were accused of bribing the CEO of
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LHDA; the agency in charge of the project, after a Swiss bank
account in his name was discovered. Starting in 1999, the Lesotho
courts have waged an unprecedented fight against corruption, which
represents a path-breaking model for the courts in other countries. So
far Lesotho has successfully convicted three of the world’s leading
construction and dam building companies: Acres of Canada,
Lahmeyer GmbH of Germany and Spie Batignolles of France. The
Canadian and German companies have also lost their appeals in the
Lesotho Courts. Other major international companies are still being
investigated.

The Lesotho government remains undaunted by the vested interests
behind the big companies it has chosen to prosecute. It is essential to
show “zero tolerance” for bribery, says Leaba Thetsane of Public
Prosecutions. “We have demonstrated to the international community
that corruption is not just a Third World problem,” he said. But the
cost of prosecuting these companies has been high. According to the
Lesotho Attorney General, Fine Maema, the court cases have cost the
government $4.3 million as of 2004 — 2% of the country’s annual
budget for public services. Lesotho believed that international donors
like the World Bank had promised to provide financial assistance to
fund the cases, but no such funding has been given to date, and the
World Bank denies that it ever promised financial support.

The Lesotho court case is the only national-level prosecution
involving multinational companies building a World Bank-financed
projects that we know of. So how has the World Bank reacted to the
bribery convictions in Lesotho?

After initially declaring that there was too little evidence to debar
Acres International, the Bank finally debarred the company in July
2004 — barely a week after testimony by the chief prosecutor for the
Lesotho courts in front of the United States Senate, and two years
after the Lesotho courts had found Acres guilty.
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The U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee states that, since
1946, the World Bank has lost to corruption $100 billion slated for
development in the world’s poorest countries. Not only have millions
of people living in poverty lost opportunities to improve their health,
education and economic conditions, they are also stuck with repaying
the stolen funds since they are part of debts owed to the World Bank.

Lessons Learned:

A small country such as Lesotho can teach the whole world a lesson
about fighting corruption. In view of the emphasis of the G8 and
northern countries more broadly on “corruption in Africa” being an
obstacle to development, the Lesotho court cases make it very clear
that northern companies play a key role in this corruption and may
often initiate it in the first place.

The World Bank has been painfully slow in debarring major
companies found guilty of corruption. Despite all the talk about the
need to fight corruption, the Bank’s efforts concerning corruption in
the projects it finances continue to be very limited. To date, the Bank
only considers debarment of companies directly involved in project
components paid for by the Bank. This is not enough, and sends the
wrong message about corruption. The Bank should debar all
companies found guilty of corruption even if their contracts were not
directly related to a World Bank contract. There also should be cross-
debarment — a debarred company should not be able to obtain
funding support from other publicly financed institutions such as the
regional development banks or export-credit agencies.

Ombudsman:

Another important attempt by Lesotho to right the many social
wrongs associated with the LHWP was the government
Ombudsman’s inquiry into the complaints of the dam-affected
people. The need for an independent Ombudsman arose when it
became clear that LHDA had been negligent in its obligation to

32



properly compensate and resettle dam-affected people, and, in some
cases, had broken Lesotho’s laws governing compensation.
Lesotho’s Ombudsman has the power to investigate citizens’
complaints against governmental bodies and to recommend fair
settlements of these disputes.

The grievances
presented to the

Ombudsman
captured the

pervasiveness
of the impacts
the multi-dam
scheme has
brought upon
the people of
the highlands.

LA v A AN Those who
During the Ombudsman’s hearings, members of the broyght com-
affected communities could voice their grievances. plaints spoke of

inadequate, de-
layed, and unpaid compensation payments. They listed numerous
unfulfilled promises of development schemes intended to help their
communities cope with the dams' impacts: roads, water supplies,
health facilities, schools, electricity and bridges. They described
painful resettlement experiences resulting from shoddy house
construction, polluted and eroding resettlement sites, and damaged

property.

Never before had communities, civil society, and government
officeholders collaborated on such a scale to rectify the failures of a
government project.

When the Ombudsman released his final report, the affected people’s

allegations, including LHDA’s failure to comply with relevant
legislation on compensation, were largely proven. “Where LHDA
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has violated the law, breached the contract or acted negligently ...
LHDA must make good the loss,” states the final report. The
Ombudsman's recommendations were accompanied by specific
timeframes for implementation.

To its credit, LHDA largely conceded that the findings of the
Ombudsman’s inquiry were valid, calling them “fair and balanced,”

and committed to making amends.

Lessons Learned:

Having a local, independent advocate for communities affected by
large development projects helps reveal the scope of the problem,
and can minimize the chance that problems will be swept under the
rug (a situation that is more likely to occur when the monitors are
also part of the team responsible for resolving the problems).

; I e —

Conrete block F{ouses were built td replaced the.tradltlonal stone and
thatch homes of the Highlands’ resettlees. Many complained about the
inadequateness of the new houses.

As with so many large infrastructure projects in developing
countries, those responsible for the LHWP often had limited
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knowledge of local conditions and did not seek a deeper
understanding of the specific difficulties faced by the Highland
communities. For example, LHWP resettlement experts expressed
anger and disbelief that Highlands’s communities were unhappy with
the concrete blockhouses that were replacing their traditional stone
and thatch homes. Not only did this show cultural insensitivity, but it
revealed little understanding about how Highlands’s families live
(cooking inside over open fires, for example). The thatch homes are
also much more appropriate for coping with the harsh Highlands
climate. Having a locally respected ombudsman can go a long way to
ensuring that problems are brought forth and addressed in culturally
appropriate ways.

Finally, as recommended by the WCD, all recognized adversely
affected people should be able to negotiate mutually agreed, formal
and legally enforceable mitigation, resettlement and development
entitlements. Such a plan would likely include some kind of dispute
resolution, such as the Ombudsman performed, but there would be
the added weight of having clear penalties for not addressing the
grievances found to be legitimate.

Institutional Capacity:

The LHWP was the largest engineering scheme in Africa at the time
it was begun, and was built in one of the continent's poorest
countries. A lack of capacity to handle such a hugely problematic,
complicated project (especially the under-funded programs to handle
social and environmental impacts) was an issue from the start. In its
regular evaluations of the project, the World Bank's Panel of Experts
regularly commented on the problems arising from this mismatch
between the project's social-development aspects and the ability of
the LHDA staff to carry it out. For example, just before the second
dam was to begin, the POE wrote: "LHDA had great difficulties in
providing even a small number of replacement houses before the
impoundment of the Katse Dam. With many problems in the Phase
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1A area unresolved, it is difficult to see how LHDA can take on the
additional responsibility for Phase 1B. "

Despite the enormous magnitude of the LHWP and its central role in
Lesotho’s economy, the Lesotho Highlands Development Authority
still lacks the staff and capacity to address the multiple impacts of the
project. Ten years after impoundment of the Katse dam, a World
Bank report of January 2005 refers to the fact that only four of
twelve senior positions at LHDA were satisfactorily filled. The
report recommends that senior management receive help in the form
of management coaching in order to develop a deeper understanding
of the programs they are managing, etc.

Lessons Learned:

Although the World Bank considers institutional capacity building a
priority and an indispensable pre-condition to successful
development programs, World Bank efforts on this project — starting
at initial project planning in the 1980s until today — have not created
the institutional framework necessary to ensure that the
environmental and social impacts of Phase 1A and 1B were
satisfactorily addressed, or that the project would make a
contribution to the positive development for the Basotho people
more broadly. The lesson here is that a measure of institutional
capacity must be in place before a project of this magnitude is
launched.

The World Bank’s Lack of Political Will to Learn:

In a 1994 Back-to-Office report, a World Bank staff person reports
that the LHWP had so far failed to address the needs of the people
negatively affected by the project. The report recommends
immediate actions to improve the compensation program and calls
for a reconsideration of further disbursements if there were no
recognizable improvements by the time of the next supervision
mission.
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Yet disbursements were never suspended, and the Bank proceeded
with financing of Phase 1B of the project. More than ten years after
the 1994 report, numerous compensation problems for the severely
poor population remain unresolved. A World Bank supervision
report of 2005 casts doubts on the project's ability to meet the Treaty
obligation to ensure that affected peoples' living standards do not
deteriorate as a result of the project.

protest march to complain about the delayed payment of compensation.

In over a decade, the world’s leading development agency was
unable to ensure that an already impoverished population was not
being made worse off by a project intended to bring benefits to
Lesotho’s poor. The fault here does not lie with individual Bank
staff, but with an institutional culture that is built on incentives to
make loans and keep disbursements flowing rather than on achieving
sustainable development results. This has also been pointed out by
numerous studies carried out by the Bank's own Operations
Evaluation Department (OED), as well as outside critics, but has not
led to the necessary changes. Specific to the LHWP, the project's
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resettlement expert on the Panel of Experts has roundly criticized the
Bank's resettlement policy as being inadequate to the task of
restoring incomes, and urged the Bank to adopt the stronger WCD
guidelines. The Bank has refused to take any steps to either improve
its resettlement policy, or to incorporate the recommendations of the
WCD into its own policies and practices.

Lessons Learned:

It will take political decisions and determination by the Bank’s
shareholding governments from both the North and the South to
change this internal culture. But given the convergence of interests of
the World Bank and of governments in favoring rapid and large
financial flows, it is unlikely that such political action will be
forthcoming without advocacy by civil society organizations and
media coverage documenting the failure of development agencies
such as the World Bank to achieve its stated goals.

The Bank has failed because of the toxic mix of its ideological
insistence that massive development projects have trickle-down
effects, combined with its culture of incentives to move large
amounts of money. There is a lack of willingness to analyze the
political situation in places where the Bank is working, including the
distribution of power within a country and its implications for project
outcomes. If the Bank were able to learn these lessons, it might find
itself either refraining from financing certain projects, or creating
specific, enforceable safeguards to ensure that poverty reduction
objectives are met.

In addition to the Bank's own resettlement policy being weak, the
problem is one of implementation. Had the weak policy been
implemented, the Treaty obligations would have been met, since they
were copied right out of the Bank's policy ("no one should be left
worse off"). But now even this minimal requirement — not making
people poorer — is unlikely to be met.
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3. Assessing the Impacts of the LHWP on Resettled
Households and other Affected People 1986 - 2005

Thayer Scudder

My involvement with the Lesotho Highlands
Water Project (LHWP) began in 1989 when I
was asked to join, at the time of its first visit to
Lesotho, the project’s Independent Panel of
Experts (POE) dealing with environmental and
social issues. | remained on the Panel until April
2002. During those 13 years I missed only one :
of the 19 meetings scheduled for the full panel. ~ Thayer Scudder

- i

Initiated by what were seen at the time as two pariah governments,
LHWP was controversial and problem-prone from the start. On the
other hand, I considered two of the project’s major goals (water
delivery to South Africa and hydropower generation for Lesotho) in
the macro-economic interests of both countries. That conclusion was
reinforced after South Africa’s Independence in 1994 at which time
the project received the support of President Mandela, Kader Asmal,
the Government’s new Minister of Water Affairs and Forestry, and
the African National Congress. I hoped that I could contribute to
implementing the project’s third goal, which was at least to restore
the living standards of project-affected people and to protect “the
existing quality of the environment” (LHWP 1986 Treaty, p71).

Emphasis in this chapter is on LHWP experience with Phase 1A and
Phase 1B resettlers and other project affected people (environmental
issues will only be dealt with where they are linked to social issues).
Resettlers included whole villages or village sections that were
involuntarily moved because of dam construction and reservoir
formation as well as individual households required to move for such
reasons as the construction of road and power lines.
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Other project affected people included villages and households that
were impacted upon in other ways. Though not required to shift their
residence, some were adversely affected because they lost arable
land and/or grazing to the project, or because their livelihood below
project dams could be adversely affected by fundamental changes in
a river’s natural annual regime. Their number far exceeds those
required to relocate. In the Katse impact area, for example, 71
households were to be relocated while 1,100 lost fields to the project
- 365 of whom would lose all their fields according to the POE’s
1991 report.

Throughout the LHWP less attention has been paid to restoring the
living standards of other project affected people than to those of
resettlers. Indeed, in some cases the project authorities have
intentionally excluded them as affected people. One example
concerns landless households that sharecropped fields that were
taken over by the project and whose ability to find new fields to
sharecrop would be adversely affected by increasing land scarcity in
both the Katse and Mohale basins. Another example involves
thousands of households living in the distal reaches below the Katse
and Mohale dams (see pp 59-60). If Mohale Stage 3 households
whose land loss to the project is impoverishing are not allowed the
option of resettling outside the basin, they will involve a third
example.

The first of three sections in this chapter will briefly review global
experiences with involuntary resettlement caused by large (15m and
higher) dams and relate that experience to the LHWP case. The
second section will review the strengths and weaknesses of the key
project agencies in the planning and implementation of LHWP
resettlement. Agencies dealt with are the Government of Lesotho, the
Lesotho Highlands Development Authority (LHDA), the Lesotho
Highlands Water Commission (the Commission)’, and the World

2 The Commission changed its name in 2000 from the Joint Permanent

Technical Commission (JPTC) to the Lesotho Highlands Water Commission.
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Bank. Lessons learned will be noted. The third section will deal with
downstream impacts, the Panel of Experts, and lessons learned
during Phase 1A which were applied to Phase 1B. Covered in other
chapters, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are not included.

3.1. The Global Experience with Dam-induced Resettlement

Worldwide the planning and implementation of large dam-induced
resettlement has either worsened the living standards of or literally
impoverished the majority of resettlers. Such a record is
unacceptable for what are often, as in the LHWP case, a country’s
largest single development project. John Gay and 1 recently
completed a statistical analysis of resettlement outcomes associated
with 50 large dams in 32 countries (Scudder 2005). In the 44 cases
where data was sufficient for analysis, at best living standard
improvement occurred in only 3 cases (7 percent) and were restored
in only 5 cases (11 percent). In the remaining 36 cases (82 percent)
the living standards of the majority worsened. That statistical
analysis, the most detailed to date involving dam resettlement,
provides the context within which LHWP’s resettlement record must
be evaluated.

Robert Goodland, former Chief Environmental Adviser for the
World Bank Group, considers resettlement the most difficult and
contentious issue associated with large dam construction. I agree.
Complexity, which includes unexpected events associated with the
long planning and implementation horizon associated with large
dams, is such that even with the best of intentions a failed
resettlement process may result. But complexity has been dealt with
satisfactorily in a number of cases in Africa, Asia and Latin America.
More important in explaining failures are five factors, which are
statistically associated with outcomes that leave a majority of
resettlers worse off. Three of those five relate to the project
authorities. They are (1) lack of political will, (2) insufficient
capacity in staff numbers and expertise for resettlement planning,
implementation and monitoring, and (3) insufficient funding for
implementing resettlement plans. The other two relate to project-
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affected people. They are (4) insufficient development opportunities
to at least restore living standards and (5) insufficient participation.

How adequate is LHWP’s performance in regard to those factors? In
my opinion, political will has been present only within LHDA’s
Environment and Social Services Group (ESSG) and the World
Bank. Initially capacity was inadequate in all of the key institutions
with only the World Bank eventually evolving adequate capacity as
time went on. After a slow start, adequate budgets were available but
only until the recent handing over of LHDA assets to other
ministries. At that time, for example, insufficient funds were
budgeted to sustain necessary agricultural and health services for
LHWP affected people. Moreover, during the early years of
implementation inability to allocate expenses between the
governments of South Africa and Lesotho adversely affected
implementation of Phase 1A resettlement and has remained a
contentious issue between South African members of the
Commission and LHDA throughout.

In regard to opportunities, they continue to be inadequate for Phase
1A resettlers but as time went on commendable, but still insufficient,
efforts were made to make more income generating activities
available for Phase 1B resettlers. Participation of resettling
communities and households remained inadequate throughout Phase
1A, two examples being failure for the Planning with the People
activity to get underway, and delayed commencement of the
Integrated Catchment Management activity which should actively
involve all Phase 1A and 1B communities. As with opportunities,
commendable efforts, but still inadequate, were made to improve
resettler participation during Phase 1B. To sum up, in comparison
with the international record, I would place LHWP in the upper
quarter of projects; a placement, however, that does not warrant
international congratulations as when the project 