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Introduction

and practices. It must be noted up front that local
communities are broadly supportive of the project
and do not oppose it; they do however want to have
their voices heard and their concerns addressed, so
they do not bear the costs of this development. They
also wish to reap some benefits from this multimillion
dollar project in their midst.

As such, it is important that the AIIB takes note of
any issues that arise with the project, addresses
them appropriately and seeks to learn lessons based
on the experience. This briefing note is prepared in
that spirit: to ensure that AIIB staff, management and
Board are aware of questions and concerns around
the implementation of the Myingyan power project.
The report draws on project documents, reports of
CSOs that have visited Myingyan and also correspondence with the IFC and ADB on the project. It
is also based on meetings with affected communities, local and national CSOs, local government and
project officials during visits to the project area, the
power pant construction site, the pipeline routes and
the government-run irrigation canal and pumping
station, in January 2017, May 2017, April 2018 and
June 2018 by CSOs.

Outstanding issues

The Myingyan power project in Myanmar marks a
number of ‘firsts’ for the AIIB. As well as being one
of the bank’s first investments in its first year of operation, it is also the AIIB’s first private sector project
and its first Public Private Partnership. Myingyan is
also the AIIB’s first project in Myanmar.

There are concerns about the project on two levels:
first and foremost about the impacts on local communities; and second about the broader implications
of the Myingyan project in terms of the AIIB’s policies

1. Transparency, consultation, and accountability
There are three main concerns relating to transparency, consultation and accountability regarding the
Myingyan project.
Information disclosure:
The proposal for the AIIB to contribute funding towards the Myingyan gas power project was made
public only five days before the Board approved it.
This did not allow time for civil society in Myanmar
and globally to contribute their views on the project.1
•

This failure to provide adequate notice on a high
risk, Category A project, arises from the lack of
a time-bound commitment to information disclosure in the AIIB’s Environmental and Social
Framework (ESF)2 , which only commits to disclosure “in a timely and accessible manner”. This
already weak commitment is further undermined
by the ESF stating that crucial documents such

Pumping station and pipelines for the Myingyan project run through local farmers’ land.

as resettlement plans, environmental impact assessments and
indigenous peoples plans will only be provided “prior to, or as
early as possible during the Bank’s appraisal of the Project” which leaves the timeframe wide open. The AIIB’s commitments
in this regard are far weaker than other IFIs which disclose project
documents for high risk projects between 120 days to 60 days
in advance. In addition, the bank’s new draft Public Information
Policy does not guarantee time bound disclosure of project documents, nor of proposals going before the Board.3
An important aspect of information disclosure in terms of accountability to local communities, is to ensure they are aware of the investors involved and that they are informed of the availability of an
accountability mechanism in case of harm. However, local communities report that there was no such explanation of the safeguard
policies or performance standards of either IFC, ADB or AIIB, nor
of the availability of relevant accountability mechanisms, during the
project consultation or community meetings organised by the project developers.

“We are only informed
that the project is run
by the State. If it is
the government, then
we do not dare at all
to ask questions and
ask for compensation for what we have
lost.”
- Local farmer, Myingyan
area

A broader issue relating to the transparency of the project to Myanmar citizens is the secrecy surrounding the Power Purchase Agreement. As this contract not only relates to the cost of the electricity tariffs for this project but also since, according to the IFC, “The
PPA and other project agreements are also expected to be used as
templates for future power projects in the country”4 , disclosing the
terms of the contract would enable vital public scrutiny. However, to
date, the contracts for the project remain secret.
Accountability
The AIIB’s Environmental and Social Framework commits that people who have suffered harm have the right to complain to the Bank’s
accountability mechanism. However, this commitment is directly contradicted by the AIIB’s proposed ‘Project Affected People’s
Mechanism’, which will deny the right to file a complaint to communities affected by a project co-financed by AIIB and other investors.5
This is a shocking denial and one which sets the AIIB apart from
other multilateral development banks. If the proposal is accepted
by the Board, it will effectively rule out the option for communities
affected by the Myingyan project to hold the AIIB to account for its
investment.
There also appears to be confusion and disagreement among the
AIIB’s co-financiers about this exclusion. The International Finance
Corporation’s country manager in Myanmar, Vikram Kumar, when
asked to confirm that the AIIB was not to be held accountable for
the project, wrote “Please note that each MDB is independently accountable and responsible for monitoring to ensure that the project complies with its own E&S standards, or with the E&S standard
which it applies to the project.”6 In turn the Asian Development
Bank’s Kiron Nath, Investment Specialist with the Private Sector Operations Department, declined to comment on whether AIIB would
be accountable but stressed that the ADB’s accountability was not
in question: “where ADB provides finance, ADB has its own policies,
standards and mechanisms that are applicable. These are applicable irrespective of whether ADB is lead financier or otherwise.”7
The AIIB’s two co-financiers in the Myingyan project are clear that
they can be held accountable by communities for any adverse impacts of the project. Additionally, the project’s Environmental and
Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) makes clear that both ADB and
IFC standards are being applied to the project. Why then should
the AIIB be different, and hold itself exempt from responsibility and
accountability for its investment?
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Bearing in mind that the majority of AIIB’s portfolio consists of co-financed projects—with other
IFIs such as the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, World Bank, and Asian
Development Bank—it is imperative that the AIIB
bears responsibility for the social and environmental outcomes of those projects. Excluding
communities affected by co-financed projects
from access to the Project-affected People’s
Mechanism is to deny them the opportunity to
hold the AIIB accountable for its social and environmental commitments.
It is common for co-financiers’ accountability
mechanisms to collaborate when receiving complaints from communities, or for them to carry
out separate reviews and procedures — as in
the case of the Tata Mundra Ultra Mega Power
Project, which was considered by both the IFC’s
Compliance Adviser/Ombudsman and the ADB’s
Compliance Review Panel.8
Not only would such an exclusion deny communities the opportunity for redress from the AIIB, it
would also deny the AIIB the opportunity to learn
from its mistakes. This contradicts the stated
purpose of the PPM as set out in para. 11 to “enhance institutional accountability and continuous
learning within AIIB to improve Project quality, effectiveness and sustainability.”
Not all accountability mechanisms have the same
functions. For example, the World Bank’s Inspection Panel does not offer mediation/dialogue, nor

•

does it have the authority to monitor its findings
following an investigation. Complainants should
have the option to choose the accountability
mechanism that best fits their interests.
Communities who may suffer harm due to the
Myingyan project should have the right to hold
the AIIB accountable for its investment in the
project.

Consultation
The AIIB ESF commits to “meaningful” consultation
with local communities to ensure broad community
support for a project. Project documents report consultations with ‘stakeholders’ held in July, August and
September 2015; six focus groups held in each of six
villages in the project area; 300 household surveys;
and questionnaires. IFC’s Vikram Kumar states:
“In November 2017, IFC joined one of the annual
community engagement sessions organized by Sembcorp at the Sa Khar village near the project site,
which was attended by about 200 community members. During the session, Sembcorp presented details on the status of the project, key E&S impacts and
mitigation measures being put in place to address
impacts. The presentation was followed by a question and answer session during which inquiries raised
by community members were answered in detail.
“As well as the in-depth community sessions, the
company has been in regular day to day contact
with village leaders and community members…”,

Complaints and suggestions box set up by the company. Villagers report that two complaints they posted received no
response from the company.

However, local communities around the Myingyan
project report a lack of project information disclosure
and consultation, and are unclear about the project’s
impacts on their lives and livelihoods.
Before project construction started, local communities reported that they were not sure how could
they access information, from whom and who was
accountable for the project. One very concerning
aspect reported by local communities was that an
agreement paper for compensation was signed by
local farmers but no one explained to them what was
written on it and in some cases they claim the paper
was blank. Given the political context in Myanmar,
no-one dared to ask a question or take a photo of
these papers. Local villagers claimed that project
consultation was carried out with a scant representation from the community. In addition, there was no
systematic distribution of the project related information, and no explanation of the safeguard policies
or performance standards of the project financiers,
the IFC, ADB or AIIB during the project consultation
meetings. Local people also told researchers that
there was no consultation with some of the fishing
communities who live downstream of the project,
despite the fact that local villagers encouraged them
to carry out consultations with those fishing communities.
After the project’s completion, in April 2018, local
communities report that formal consultation with
them has ceased and their only interaction is now
with a public relations officer who does not fully address their questions and concerns. The communities remain unsure of how they can have their voices
heard and concerns addressed. They told researchers that no written information has been distributed.
Moreover, the project documentation is not available
in Burmese, only in English, and a summary of the
ESIA was only released in Burmese in November
2017, when the project was almost complete.9
The AIIB’s Chuanzhi Su responded to a question
about how local people could raise issues to the project developers as follows: “The grievance redress
mechanism established for the project includes village level grievance committees and grievance drop
boxes in each of the villages with contact information
of SMPC representative. An audit of the functioning
of the GRM confirms that the grievance mechanism
is functional on ground. The key grievances raised
have been related to employment opportunities in the
project, construction related environmental impacts,
payment of compensation for the electric poles and
water pipeline burial within private lands. The grievance log and the satisfactory redress of grievances
by SMPC has been/will be reviewed by the external
consultant on a semi-annual basis”10

•

It is absolutely vital that comprehensive information about the project’s impacts and especially about arrangements for compensation are
available to local communities in a form and language accessible to them. They must also have
the opportunity to engage effectively to defend
their interests through meaningful consultation throughout the project implementation and
beyond. The AIIB commits to this much in the
ESF: “The Bank believes that transparency and
meaningful consultation is essential for the design and implementation of a Project and works
closely with its Clients to achieve this objective.
Meaningful consultation is a process that begins
early and is ongoing throughout the Project. It is
inclusive, accessible, timely and undertaken in
an open manner.” Allegations that consultations
have been limited and information scarce must
be investigated and rectified if found to be correct.

2. Social and environmental impacts of the
Myingyan project
The AIIB is not applying its own standards to the
Myingyan project but rather using those of the IFC,
the lead financier. This means it is also relying upon
the project documents required by the IFC and ADB,
including the Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) and Management Plan (ESMP).11

Despite their over 1,705 pages (and 14 hefty annexes), these project documents have several significant shortcomings in terms of assessing the impact
of the project on the lives and livelihoods of local
communities. The following is not an exhaustive examination of the impacts of the project but an overview of some the main areas of concern raised by
local communities, both to the project developers
and during our field visits. These include: confusion
around impacts on the Ayeyarwady river and fisheres; underestimation of the economic impacts on
local communities; and compensation and land take.
Impacts on the Ayeyarwady River and fisheries
One of the main questions raised by communities
consistently over the past two years since the project began has been around the impact of the project
on the Ayeyarwady River. The power project requires
both water take from the river - over 400 cubic meters per hour according to the ESIA12 - and discharge
from the plant.
Local communities have consistently told CSO researchers that one of their greatest concerns is
around the release of waste water from the cooling plant, and the potential impact this would have
on fisheries and agriculture - and hence their livelihoods. The ESIA states that “The Project’s cooling
water discharge may cause impacts from release of
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water with significantly higher temperature than the
ambient temperature in the surrounding surface water.” The volume of such high-temperature water to
be released is “70.5 m3/hr on a continuous basis.”
Given this fact, and the deep concerns of communities, the exact location of the water discharge point
should be subject to extensive environmental and
social assessment. However, when the ESIA was
first undertaken in 2015, the project plans identified a
different discharge point to the one eventually used.
Original project maps show the water discharge
pipeline running 3km from the plant to a nearby irrigation canal, and the 2015 ESIA stated that “The
cooling water and all other effluents will be disposed
to the irrigation canal.”
In a stakeholder engagement presentation in July
2015, no mention at all was made of the wastewater
discharge pipeline and the project map shown did
not feature the waste pipeline.
Then, in a stakeholder engagement meeting in
August 2015, Sembcorp, the project proponent,
claimed: “Cooling water will be discharged to the
Ayeyarwady River”13 - confirming the villagers’ worst
fears. However, the very next month Sembcorp then
told local communities that “All treated waste water
will be discharged to the irrigation canal.”

This is a critical issue, given the potential for significant impacts of high-temperature, potentially polluted waste water being discharged into the Ayeyarwady River. The original ESIA consistently claimed
that the wastewater pipe would not run to the river, but rather to the irrigation canal - and so largely
dismissed its potential impacts on agriculture. This
claim also enabled the original ESIA to ignore any
potential impacts on fisheries.
Once project construction started however, a major
re-design occurred with the waste water pipeline being re-routed to discharge into the Ayeyarwady River.
Sembcorp was instructed by investors that it must
re-do the ESIA to account for this design change.14
Accordingly a new ‘Thermal Discharge Modelling’
study was carried out by ERM, the original project
consultants.15
The standard the IFC guidelines require for such operations is to “ensure the discharge water temperature does not result in an increase greater than 3°C
of ambient temperature at the edge of a scientifically
established mixing zone.” The modelling study for
Myingyan concluded that “the mixing zone for the
cooling water discharge is of a very small extent, and
thus the planned discharge is considered to meet
IFC’s General Guidelines and Myanmar Environmen-

Township level land registration officer and company public relations officer arguing over land compensation with local
farmers.

tal Quality (Emissions) Guidelines.” The AIIB’s Chuanzhi Su added
“The Ayeyarwady River has an estimated dry season low flow of 64
cubic meters/second, while the volume of cooling water discharge
is about 0.02 cubic meter/second, which is less than 0.5% of the
volume of the river flow during the dry season. The point of discharge will be in a location which is sufficiently deep and diffusers
will be used to ensure proper dispersion. Moreover, water quality
will be monitored on a bi-annual basis, throughout the life of the
project, both upstream and downstream of the discharge point in
the Ayeyarwady River. Thus, this change in discharge point is acceptable.”16
However, the updated ESIA gives rise to several concerns. First, the
ESIA consultants ERM did not themselves assess the temperature
of the cooling water discharge; instead, “Sembcorp itself provided
the data to ERM so that it could carry out its modelling exercise.”
These temperatures ranged from 17°C to 42°C. Baseline studies for
the original ESIA carried out by ERM found that the ambient temperature of the Ayeyarwady River in wet season ranged from 22.4°C
to 29.4°C. ERM concludes: “Overall, the model predicted that the
difference between the thermal plume and ambient river water temperature will be less than 3°C within a very short distance (0.27 m
to 1.4 m) downstream of the discharge location.” Such a conclusion
brings the discharge water within IFC standards. However, this conclusion is based on temperature readings provided by the project
developer - not by the independent ESIA consultant.
The new Environmental and Social Management Plan, based on this
finding, pledges to “conduct monitoring of temperature at the cooling water discharge point at a frequency of once every 15 days.” Local communities raised concerns about how the company planned
to monitor the temperature of the discharged water and its pollutions levels, since the pipeline discharges into the middle of the wide
Ayeyarwady.
The updated ESIA also lacks detailed study of the impacts on biodiversity, fisheries and downstream communities’ livelihoods following
the change in project design. AIIB’s Chuanzhi Su states “The revised
ESIA confirms that there are no impacts to downstream communities due to wastewater discharge. Concerns with fisherman and
downstream communities will be managed through the project’s
grievance redress mechanisms.”

“I can’t understand
at all why are they
acting like a charity
organisation by distributing some funny
things like caps and
shirts during village
festivals and not project related information”
- Local villager, Myingyan
area

In fact, the revised ESIA pays scant attention to the project design
change. Important parts of the study do not even acknowledge it:
the ESIA of August 2016 repeats the claim that the discharge water will flow to the irrigation canal and the therefore “a well-defined
mixing zone in the Ayeyarwady River is not necessary.” Similarly, the
cumulative impact assessment included in the updated ESIA still
considers only the old project design. Nor does the ‘Risk and Disaster Management Plan’ - which includes study of the risk of “Water/
gas pipeline leaks’ - acknowledge the design change.
The studies most closely related to the impact of the release of
wastewater into the Ayeyarwady River on fisheries and on local
communities’ livelihoods do take note of the project design, however. Despite this, the biodiversity study contains no mention at all of
the potential impact of hot water discharging into a river with a rich
fishery.
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A recent publication looking at the impacts of cooling
water discharge at power plants in the United States
points to a range of possible biodiversity impacts:
“Discharged cooling water is almost always higher
in temperature than intake waters, making electric
utilities the largest thermal discharger in the U.S.
Large temperature differences between intake and
discharge waters (temperature deltas) can contribute to destruction of vegetation, increased algae
growth, oxygen depletion and strain the temperature
range tolerance of organisms. Impacts can be multiple and widespread, affecting numerous species,
at numerous life cycle stages. In some cases, plants
and animals will simply not be able to survive in or
adapt to the higher temperatures; warmer temperatures can send the wrong temperature signal to species, thus allowing life stages to get out of sync with
normal cycles. In other cases, species that can handle (and thrive in) the warmer waters move into the
warm-water plume and then become susceptible to
the “cold shocks” that occur during periodic plant
shutdowns.”17
Just as no study was carried out on the impact on
aquatic life in the Ayeyarwady of the design change,
so the ESIA ignores its potential impact on fishing
communities. Six additional villages were added to
the ESIA scope in 2016 to account for the routing
of the pipeline through farmers’ land; however, additional fishing communities downstream of the pipeline were not consulted or addressed. Therefore,
rather than the ESIA confirming that there will be
“no impact to downstream communities” as the AIIB
claims, it is more the case that the updated ESIA
failed adequately to assess the potential impacts.
•

Now the plant is in operation, the results of regular monitoring of the cooling water discharge
point and its impact on the Ayeyarwady River
should be communicated with local communities. There should be independent assessment of
the Impacts on fish catch; local livelihoods and
on biodiversity in the Ayeyarwady, in consultation
with local communities.

On the issue of water take, local communities are
concerned that their groundwater and water supply
for irrigation will be negatively affected18 ; a major
concern given the local communities’ reliance on agriculture for their livelihoods. As the ESIA notes, the
project is being constructed in Dry Zone, and “this
region is the most susceptible to drought in Myanmar.”
However, project documents claim that the impact of
the water take will be minimal: at less than 2 percent
of the river’s lowest flow19 . In addition, the ESMP

makes an important commitment: “The Project
commits to comply with following IFC EHS guideline
measures or equivalent of them that are pertinent to
river water intake systems: Reduction of intake flow
to such a level that there is sufficient flow in the river
to maintain resource use (i.e., irrigation and fisheries)
as well as biodiversity during annual mean low flow
conditions.”
Economic and livelihood impacts
The ESIA baseline studies identify the importance of
agriculture to local communities’ livelihoods - recognising that “Agriculture is the primary employer/
source of income in local villages”. Given this recognition, it is then surprising that the ESMP talks of
economic impacts on local communities only in beneficial terms; “The resulting impacts (e.g. increase in
employment opportunities, increase in income for local people employed by the Project) were assessed
as a positive – i.e. beneficial to the local villages.”20
Employment of villagers is indeed recognised by local communities as an important potential project
benefit. The ESIA estimates significant employment
opportunities for local people; for example during
construction phase, figures are given as in the graph
on ‘Anticpiated Workforce’ on page 12.
Local villagers report that job opportunities have
been scarce and that only 20 casual jobs were created, since that the company informed them that
they were not qualified to work at the project. Most
workers have been brought from elsewhere - so
the project’s contribution to local employment is
questionable. The AIIB’s project lead for Myingyan
responded to questions regarding the lack of employment opportunities for local people, saying “The
engagement of local community members would be
based on their skills and willingness to take up available employment opportunities. SMPC [Sembcorp]
and its contractors... hired workers from the 13 villages in the project area in the construction phase.
Due to shortage of skills available within the local
communities the contractors had to hire external
workers (including from other regions of Myanmar)
during construction... Majority of the employment
generated was for Myanmar nationals, of which
about 20% were from the local villages. The employment opportunities during the operation phase
is expected to be limited, and few individuals from
the local communities are expected to be engaged
during the plant operations”21.
However, economically, the impact of other aspects
of the project on villagers’ livelihoods deserve more
attention in the ESIA. For example, the disruption to
crop cycles by the construction of the pipelines and
transmission lines. This is discussed in the ESIA but
villagers report that compensation for the impacts

9

they have endured during pipeline construction has
been inadequate and inconsistent. For example,
three crop cycles (one year’s worth of cultivation) are
being compensated on the land taken for pipeline
construction. However, farmers say that the land
will not be suitable for planting for many months to
come, and there has been no recognition nor compensation for these ongoing losses.
At the same time, the ESIA significantly underestimates the importance of fisheries to local livelihoods, as well as the number of villages potentially
affected, stating: “Fishing is not a popular activity in
the Project area villages, with the exception of Tha
Pyay Thar, as it is the village located closest to the
Ayeyarwady River, and Gyoke Pin.” According to villagers, around five communities in fact rely on the
Ayeyarwady River for their livelihoods and any disruption to the fisheries would have significant impacts on their ability to make a living. The ESIA notes
an abundance of fish species locally in the river: “A
total of 26 fish species were recorded from the River. Three near-threatened species, Ompok bimaculatus, Wallago attuwere and Bagarius bagarius were
found in the River. Commercially important fish species recorded in the area were Catla catla, Mystus
gulio, and Cirrhinus mrigala.” The potential impacts
of hot waste discharge water into the river on such a
rich fishery, as well as any impact of the water take,
should be the subject of intensive study, including on
the impact to fisherfolk’s livelihoods.

Though the ESIA claims that consultations focused
on women, as well as other vulnerable or marginalised members of local communities, mitigation measures specifically targeting women are not detailed.
Such an approach risks ignoring the particular gendered impacts of the project, and so missing the opportunity to remedy them.
Compensation
The studies carried out for the project’s Social Impact Assessment identified several ways in which
communities would be affected by the project construction activities. These included loss of access
to land, loss of crops and loss of income. The study
notes:
“Sembcorp is committed to minimizing the impacts
associated with land acquisition/ land use required
as part of the Project. In instances where impacts
cannot be avoided, compensation (cash or in-kind)
will be provided.”
The construction of the project pipelines has impacted on local farmers’ lands, and sparked conflicts
around compensation. When researchers first visited
the communities in early 2017, the farmers reported
that the company was not offering compensation for
land, but rather for crops. This compensation would
be for just three crop cycles, but the farmers were
concerned that the impacts of pipeline construction on the land would last longer than this, as the

The waste discharge pipeline that is buried underground and discharges into the middle of the Ayeyarwady River.

Fishing boats moored near the water pumping station on the Ayeyarwady River.

soil takes time to recover. Moreover, the company
based the crop compensation amount on the price
of paddy - which is the lowest value crop. The farmers would prefer to have compensation based on the
price of onions, which is their primary crop.
During the construction of the pipelines, it became
clear the company required land and so land compensation would be needed. Local communities report that the company will only recognise land that is
registered with the local authorities; however, much
rural land in Myanmar - as elsewhere in the developing world - is not titled. The process of titling is
complex and long, so the issue of compensation is
causing ongoing disputes locally.
Local communities also report that the project has
sparked conflict between farmers, as the project
developer has insisted that previously informal arrangements regarding who grew which crops and
where be formalised, through registering formal land
claims in order to receive compensation. This unanticipated impact of the project should be noted and
addressed in a revised ESMP. This would fulfil the
ESMP’s promise that “in the event of an unanticipated impact and design change with respect to the
Project Standards (including Myanmar Government,
ADB and IFC requirements), the ESMP would be updated as necessary.”

3. Issues relating to the AIIB Energy Sector
Strategy

The AIIB’s Energy Sector Strategy (ESS) - approved
by the Board in June 2017 - commendably affirms
its commitment to the Paris Agreement on climate
change and the Sustainable Development Goals, including on energy access. The ESS also makes much
of its commitment to ensuring access to energy for
poor and underserved communities. It is therefore
disappointing that the Myingyan power project is a
fossil fuel development; and that there is no commitment by the project developers to ensure the electricity produced by the plant will reach energy-poor
communities, including those directly affected by the
project.
Support for fossil fuels
The Myingyan plant is the AIIB’s first investment in
Myanmar, and crucially is directed to the energy sector. Myanmar is in energy poverty: per capita levels
are one-fourth of India’s, one-tenth of Vietnam’s, or
nearly one-hundredth of America’s. The country is
rural and lacks density, making an off-grid component essential. Studies show that Myanmar has huge
solar potential in its central dry zone, with wind also
attractive in parts of Rakhine and Ayeyarwady.22
However, the AIIB’s first investment in Myanmar, instead of supporting a renewables sector with no current investment - solar or wind - is backing a fossil
fuel-based option. This was an opportunity for the
AIIB to help Myanmar forge a new pro-poor and low
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carbon future, but instead the AIIB has followed other banks - including the IFC and ADB - in funding a
gas project which did not lack investors.
The alternatives assessment carried out for the project did not attempt to explore the relative feasibility
of solar or wind power, but rather focused on gas
as an alternative to hydropower. One of the reasons
given is a ‘lack of funds’ to support wind and solar:
“While Myanmar is rich in renewable resources, the
development remains severely limited by availability of funds to support the research and development, lack of a clear renewable energy policy and
lack of talented manpower.”23 For a new MDB, keen
to forge a “clean and green” image, the AIIB could
surely have worked harder to address such a gap,
and seek to challenge and overcome such assumptions as made in the alternatives study that, “Overall,
however, at current costs, solar energy is unaffordable.”
Instead, the AIIB has invested in a gas plant which,
while more efficient than older technologies, will
still result in the emission of nearly three quarters of
a million tonnes of carbon dioxide per year24 - an
amount deemed “significant” under both ADB and
IFC standards.
Support for energy access?
The AIIB’s ESS recognises the importance of energy
access: “Lack of access or unreliable access to energy services deprives the most vulnerable people
from availing of economic and other opportunities to
improve their lives” and commits, in Principle 1 that
“Bank financing for improved energy access and security will support clients in achieving Sustainable
Development Goal 7 (SDG 7). The Bank proposes to
place emphasis on: (i) promoting, directly or indirectly, access to modern energy by those who currently
have little or no access.”
The communities living in the area surrounding the
Myingyan project definitely count as energy poor,
with three of the seven villages surveyed in the ESIA
having access to lighting for only three hours per

day. A consistent request from village consultations,
documented amply in the ESIA, is that the Myingyan project provide electricity to local communities.
In fact, many villagers presume the project will give
them electricity and base their support for the project on this assumption25; with comments such as “I
think that we will get good opportunities and will get
electricity” common in recorded stakeholder feedback.
As the project developers have told some communities in stakeholder consultations, however, they
have no say over where the electricity produced by
Myingyan ends up. The company insists that under
the terms of the contract it signed with the Myanmar
government, it is not responsible for what happens
to the electricity produced by Myingyan; only for
construction and running of the plant itself. In one
of its stakeholder engagement presentations, Sembcorp states: “Please note that the Project will produce and sell electricity to MEPE [Myanmar Electric
Power Enterprise]; and MEPE in turn will be responsible for distribution of electricity.”
IFC country manager Vikram Kumar claims: “The
project is expected to generate 1,500 gigawatt hours
in 2018, meeting the power needs of around 5.3 million people”26 but the plant links to the national grid,
which will not in itself guarantee access for the energy poor. Local communities meanwhile are suspicious that the energy generated will instead be used
to power a nearby, highly controversial industrial
zone: the Myotha Industrial Park. The AIIB’s Chuanzhi Su stated that the Myingyan plant is operational
and has been supplying power to the national grid
since 7 May 2018.27
It is disappointing that the AIIB’s first energy project in a country that is so energy poor, with the vast
majority of the population living in energy poverty,
should not have any objective of providing energy access for local affected populations. The IFC’s
project documents state that “the Project will help to
address the current severe power shortage in Myanmar” but fails to identify the local affected communi-
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Elderly women farmers on land destroyed by dumping of excavated soil due to project construction.

ties as beneficiaries.
Local communities see the pipelines pass through
their farmland, but have no guarantee that they will
benefit from the electricity generated.
Many local people interviewed by local CSOs would
like the electricity generated by the Myingyan plant
to power a government-installed irrigation system.
The pumping station for this scheme is adjacent to
the water-pumping station constructed by the project developers in the Ayeyarwady river to take water to the plant. Extending the electricity supply to
the irrigation scheme pumping station would, local
villagers say, be a simple step and yet would make
an immense difference to their livelihoods - enabling
them to grow crops reliably three times per year.
•

Such small steps - to ensure affected communities who are bearing the cost of the Myingyan development also reap its benefits through access
to the electricity generated and through powering
the irrigation water pumping station - would mark
a real commitment to project benefit-sharing.
AIIB should use its influence with the project developers to ensure such commitments are made
and fulfilled, so the bank can start to live up to its
laudable intentions in the ESS on energy access.

4. Issues with the Public Private Partnership
model

The Myingyan gas plant is a flagship project for the
IFC since it is the first energy PPP project of its kind
in Myanmar. The Power Purchase Agreement (PPA)
developed for the project, as well as other project
agreements, are also expected to be used as templates for future power projects in the country.28 The
IFC’s advisory role on this project was supported
by DevCo, which is affiliated with the Private Infrastructure Development Group, funded by the UK’s
Department for International Development.
Since Myanmar had no structures in place to enable
this kind of deal, the IFC and Allen & Overy drew up
a Power Purchase Agreement based on an initial format developed by the Asian Development Bank, and
precedents from Thailand, Indonesia, and the Middle
East. The 22-year PPA will provide the framework for
all of Myanmar’s Ministry of Electric Power’s subsequent gas-fired IPP projects.
PPPs are a controversial model promoted in particular by the World Bank Group and the UK government, despite many documented failings including
in developed countries such as the UK. Using such
a flawed model in a Least Developed Country such
as Myanmar - which is classed as both fragile and
post-conflict - is highly risky.
Already the private companies which lead the PPP
partnership - Sembcorp from Singapore and the
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“I was only informed
that a very tiny piece
of my land will be
taken, but in reality
it is too big and the
company is actually
destroying my livelihood by dumping all
the excavated soils
on my farmland.”

Myanmar company MMID Utilities Pte Limited - have become embroiled in a legal dispute which threatens to affect the economic
viability of the project.29
• The PPP contracts, given that they relate to the provision of
electricity to the Myanmar public, and the cost of this provision,
should be made publicly available and so be subject to public
scrutiny to see whether they represent good value.

5. Community demands

In addition to the outstanding issues detailed above related to the
environmental and social impacts of the project and transparency, accountability and information disclosure, local communities
shared a list of their demands, that they feel have not yet been
adequately addressed:
•
•
•

Local farmer, Myingyan area.
•
•

The affected communities want electricity for the nearby villages that do not yet have secure energy access;
Project information should be disclosed both in writing and in
the local language;
There is an urgent need to carry out consultations with those
fishing communities who live downstream of the waste discharge pipeline;
More meaningful, genuine and effective consultations are needed with affected communities (rather than claiming the project
is run by the government);
The main livelihood of the area is farming of rice, peas, corns,
betel, banana and other seasonal vegetables. In monsoon season, there is not so much problem accessing water as this is
provided by the government river water pumping station. This
pumping station is mainly run during the monsoon season, but

A local farmer showing the area of his land used by the company.

Government-run irrigation canal which dries up in winter and summer, as there is insufficient electricity for the pumping
station.

•

•

fails during winter and summer due to problems with electricity supply. This water pumping station is around 300-500 meters
away from the company owned water pumping station. Therefore
the local communities are requesting to share a small amount of
electricity from the company-owned water pumping station to the
government-owned pumping station. This would enable the government pumping station to run throughout the year which would
result in the communities being able to access water throughout
the whole year. This would result in increased prosperity for the
around 20 villages.
The communities are also demanding that the company repair
their connection road so that it is at least accessible and usable throughout the year. In April 2018, part of the road was fully
closed, and in other places it remains in poor repair.
The communities have communicated these demands to the
company and its representatives on several occasions, but the
company has not agreed to most of the demands. But since the
project construction started, formal meetings with the company
have ceased so it is getting more and more difficult to have their
concerns heard.

“If they want to take
our land, take it. But,
we just want a small
amount of electricity for the government-owned water
pumping station and
then our life will be
much better than
now.”
Local farmer, Myingyan area.
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