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Summary
The Matarbari Phase II power project is a 1,200 (2x600) MW planned coal power project in
Chattogram, Bangladesh, located next to the Phase I of the plant which is already under
construction (GEM 2022a). The project is owned by Coal Power Generation Company
Bangladesh (CPGCBL). The plan was for the Japanese Sumitomo Corporation to build the
project, with JICA considering financing. However, Sumitomo has recently stated that it
wonʼt participate in the bidding .1

CREA obtained the Environmental Impact Assessment of the project and has evaluated the
key air quality-related parts of the document, discovering several instances of erroneous or
false information, as well as unlawful omissions.

● The assessment makes a false claim that baseline air quality in Matarbari is in
compliance with Bangladeshi air quality standards. This is not true even in light of
the measurement data presented in the EIA.

● The EIA employs untenable logic to claim the project would respect the IFC/WB air
quality guidelines, even though the air dispersion modeling indicates that the
1-hour NO2 concentrations from Phases I and II would essentially reach the IFC/WB
guideline of 200 µg/m3. This is before the background concentrations of NO2 and
the emissions of other proposed power plants and other industrial sources in the
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area are even considered, and completely fails to account for the limitations and
uncertainties of the modeling carried out.

● Failure to consider cumulative impacts with other under-construction or planned
projects, even when pollution levels from the Matarbari Phase I and II plants alone
are close to the limit values. Planned projects in the vicinity include Matarbari Port,
with extensive ship and road traffic and the SPCL petrochemical complex.
Additionally, several power projects are being proposed, including the CPGCBL gas
power station (600 MW), Matarbari Summit gas power station (2,400 MW),
Maheshkhali ACWA gas power station (3,600 MW), and the and the Banskhali coal
power station (1,200 MW) which is only 30 km away.

● Grossly inadequate air quality monitoring: air pollutant concentrations have been
sampled only for six 24-hour periods at two different locations, which is a
completely insufficient basis for assessing compliance with both short-term (1-hour
and 24-hour) and annual air quality standards.

● There is only a passing mention of the health impacts of air pollutant emissions
under the impact assessment, with no description of what these impacts will be.

● The impacts of mercury deposition are omitted, while focusing on air
concentrations, which are a complete non-issue.

● The air quality modeling is flawed, resulting in predicted pollution levels multiple
times lower than would be obtained with appropriate modeling.

● The project plans to apply very weak emissions standards, which exceed the
requirements placed on new projects in Japan by a factor of three, and the flaws
and omissions in the EIA help justify this.

CREA carried out a health impact assessment for the phases I and II, based on emissions
information provided in the EIA. We find that air pollutant emissions from the plant would
significantly increase acute and chronic diseases and symptoms. The emissions would be
responsible for an estimated 4,700 air pollution-related deaths over an operating life of 30
years. Other health impacts include approximately 6,000 asthma-related emergency room
visits, and 2.6 million work absences because of the need to take sick leave. The scale of
these impacts shows the severity of the omissions made in the preparation of the EIA.
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Details of the shortcomings
Legal requirements for an EIA

The legal requirement for an EIA is established in Environmental Conservation Rules (MoEF
1997a). These rules classify coal power plants as “Red list” projects (on a scale of
Green-Orange-Red), requiring the most stringent permitting procedure due to their
potential environmental impact.

The requirements for an EIA for an industrial project were laid down in the EIA Guidelines
for Industries (MoEF 1997b). The EIA has to identify “the projectʼs key impacts on the
environment”, and “predict the impacts using qualitative and, if possible, quantitative
methods”.

The Guidelines recognize that heavy industrial projects have “major” impacts on both air
quality and public health and therefore these impacts should, following the guidelines, be
assessed and described in detail.

The Guidelines list emissions of dust and smoke, as well as emissions of heavy metals,
among “activities of major concern”, with the principal effects including the effect on
human health, the first item on the list.

The need to address cumulative impacts is clearly stated in the Guidelines: “consider the
cumulative impact of the project with respect to other past, ongoing and potential projects
in the region”.

Updated Guidelines were published in February 2021, but since the preparation of the
Matarbari II EIA was started before that date, we referred to the 1997 Guidelines in our
assessment.
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False statement on air quality at the site and inadequate
measurements

The assessment claims that air quality around the project site currently complies with the
Bangladesh ambient air quality standards (p. 108). However, on the very next page, the
assessment presents data on air quality monitoring carried out in the vicinity of the plant
which shows that every single measurement during the dry season exceeded the
Bangladesh standards set in 2015 (DoE 2018a, p. 19) for annual average PM2.5 (Table 1).
Taking the average of the values for the wet and the dry season, it is likely that annual
average concentrations are at least 40% higher than the annual standard (Figure 1).

The EIA also claims the measured values are “insignificant”, despite being multiple times
higher than the World Health Organization guidelines and significantly higher than
Bangladesh standards, which shows complete disregard for the health risks associated
with air pollution.

Air quality sampling carried out for the EIA was extremely patchy, only consisting of three
samples per sampling location collected during the wet and three during the dry season.

A total of six 24-hour measurements cannot be used as the basis to evaluate compliance
with the 24-hour standards, as done in the EIA, as these values have to be complied with
every day of the year, not just on a few random days.

Establishing compliance with standards for 24-hour and annual pollutant concentrations,
a full year of daily sampling would be required, to obtain annual average values and the
number of days per year when the 24-hour standards are exceeded. Since far more limited
sampling was carried out, the results should be interpreted conservatively, at the very
least.

Using results from six 24-hour samples to claim that air quality is in compliance with
standards shows that the authors of the EIA either did not understand how ambient air
quality standards work or knowingly presented false claims. Either possibility should have
disqualified the EIA if proper oversight was applied.
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Furthermore, analysis of daily satellite-based readings of aerosol optical depth suggests2

that the sampling times were chosen so that the months with the highest particulate
pollution levels were excluded from the sampling (Figure 2), further undermining any
information value that the sampling might have.

Satellite-based readings also indicate that there is an increasing trend in particulate matter
levels in the area (Figure 3), making the attainment of air quality standards a challenge
even in the absence of new projects with large emissions volumes. Neither the fact that
current PM2.5 levels are not in compliance with national standards nor the apparent
increasing trend was addressed in the EIA.

Figure 1. 24-hour PM2.5 measurements reported in the EIA compared to Bangladesh air quality
standards.

2 NASA MOD08_D3 v6.1 and MYD08_D3 v6.1 daily data products from the MODIS Terra and Aqua satellites.
Obtained from https://ladsweb.modaps.eosdis.nasa.gov/
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Figure 2. Daily satellite-observed aerosol optical depth around the project site and the sampling
times used for baseline air quality assessment in the EIA.
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Figure 3. Annual average satellite-observed aerosol optical depth around the project site and the
long-term trend.
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Table 1. Results of ambient air quality measurements at locations around the project site, as given
in the EIA. Bangladesh standards for annual average PM2.5 and PM10 concentrations are 15µg/m3 and
50µg/m3, respectively — not a single one of the short-term measurements during the dry season is
within the prescribed standards.

Measured Concentrations of Ambient Air Quality
Parameters

Sample location Coordinates PM10 PM2.5 SO2 NOx CO

AQ-4, Sampling: 1
Date: 07-08.01.2021

21°42'47.4"N,
91°52'40.56"E

67.13 23.15 <2.5 <5.0 2

AQ-4, Sampling: 2
Date: 04-05.03.2021

21°42'47.4"N,
91°52'40.56"E

75.92 30.19 <2.5 <5.0 3

AQ-4, Sampling: 3
Date: 05-06.03.2021

21°42'47.4"N,
91°52'40.56"E 52.78 27.88 <2.5 <5.0 3.3

AQ-5, Sampling: 1 Date:
07-08.01.2021

21°41'09.70"N,
91°52'15.60"E 27.29 32.41 <2.5 <5.0 6.0

AQ-5, Sampling: 2
Date: 04-05.03.2021

21°41'09.70"N,
91°52'15.60"E 57.94 27.22 <2.5 <5.0 6.3

AQ-5, Sampling: 3
Date: 05-06.03.2021

21°41'09.70"N,
91°52'15.60"E 47.17 24.03 <2.5 <5.0 5.6

Averages 54.71 27.48 5.3
Unit µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 ppm

Bangladesh Standard 50 15 80 100 93

Table 2. Ambient air at different locations around the project site, wet season.
Measured Concentrations of Ambient Air Quality

Parameters
Sample location Coordinates PM10 PM2.5 SO2 NOx CO

POINT-1: AQ-4, Sampling:
1. Date: 04 - 05.06.2021

21°42'47.4"N,
91°52'40.56"E 13.89 9.67 <2.5 <5.0 3.0

POINT-1: AQ-4, Sampling:
2. Date: 05 - 06.06.2021

21°42'47.4"N,
91°52'40.56"E 8.80 18.16 <2.5 <5.0 2.4

POINT-1: AQ-4, Sampling:
3. Date: 06 - 07.06.2021

21°42'47.4"N,
91°52'40.56"E 12.54 10.61 <2.5 <5.0 2.7

POINT-2: AQ-5, Sampling
1. Date: 01-02.06.2021

21°41'09.70"N,
91°52'15.60"E 9.26 12.23 <2.5 <5.0 5.1

POINT-2: AQ-5, Sampling:
2. Date: 02 - 03.06.2021

21°41'09.70"N,
91°52'15.60"E 13.43 5.66 <2.5 <5.0 5.4

POINT-2: AQ-5, Sampling:
3. Date: 03 - 04.06.2021

21°41'09.70"N,
91°52'15.60"E 11.32 7.12 <2.5 <5.0 6.0

Averages 11.54 10.58 4.1
Unit µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 ppm

Bangladesh Standard 50 15 80 100 9

3 8-hour standard for CO
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Complete omission of public health impacts from air pollution

There is only a passing mention of the health impacts of air pollutant emissions under the
impact assessment part of the EIA (p. 227). This is not compatible with the regulation in
Bangladesh that requires that significant impacts of the project have to be identified and
assessed.

The proposed coal-fired power plant, once in operation, would release very large amounts
of toxic air pollutants, making it one of the largest point sources of air pollution in the
country.

Exposure to particulate matter increases the risk of death from diseases such as acute
lower respiratory diseases in children, and lung cancer, stroke, heart diseases and
respiratory diseases in adults. These serious health impacts are not even mentioned let
alone quantified in the EIA.

Particulate matter pollution is a major environmental health risk globally and in
Bangladesh, responsible for an estimated 200 premature deaths per day in the country
(IHME 2020).

The EIA completely fails to assess the impact of air pollutant emissions on human health,
despite the fact that the tools and methods to do so are well established.

Compliance with discharge and ambient air quality standards cannot be used as a basis for
not assessing the human health impact, as air pollutant concentrations in the area already
exceed standards. More fundamentally, any increase in air pollution levels increases health
risks, including at levels well below Bangladesh ambient standards.

CREA studies (Myllyvirta 2020a, 2020b) projecting the health impacts of planned coal
power projects in Bangladesh have demonstrated that the public health impacts of the
projects are likely to be very substantial, amounting to tens of thousands of deaths from
air pollution during the operating life of the plants, as well as a range of other negative
health outcomes.

Failure to assess cumulative impacts with other projects

The Matarbari Phase II project would be developed at the Moheskhali Deep Sea Port and
Economic Zone area, where a large petrochemical complex (SPCL) has already completed
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its Environmental Impact Assessment (Shahidul Consultant 2019). The operation of the
Deep Sea Port itself will involve substantial ship and heavy vehicle traffic, and the port has
already obtained an environmental clearance in 2018 (DoE 2018b). Furthermore, at least
6,600 MW of gas-fired power capacity is in various stages of development (see Table 4).
Other industries such as cement, steel, fertilized and higher value-added manufacturing
are also envisioned, as seen in JICAʼs long-term plan for the port area (Figure 4). The
Banskhali coal power station (1,200 MW) is permitted and under construction 30 km away.

The Bangladesh EIA Guidelines for Industry stipulate that “If the emissions from an
industrial complex are released at higher heights (say 150 metres and above), then the
airshed under examination should be stretched to at least 20 km to observe the
transportation of the pollutants. This means that the minimum airsheds of the Matarbari
and Banskhali projects overlap and the plant should have been included in the
consideration of cumulative impacts.

The need to address cumulative impacts is clearly stated in the EIA Guidelines: “consider
the cumulative impact of the project with respect to other past, ongoing and potential
projects in the region”. The issue of siting multiple industrial plants in the same estate is
addressed very specifically: “For example in a large industrial estate, while individual
industrial emissions may be within the tolerance limits, the cumulative effects of emissions
from all the units can lead to a serious deterioration of the regional air quality” (MoEF
1997b).

At the very least, the Deep Sea Port which is under construction and the SPCL
petrochemical complex should have been taken into consideration in the Matarbari Phase
II EIA, as these developments will emit the same pollutants of concern (NOx, SOx, PM) as
the coal-fired project. Had this been done, the project would almost certainly have been
found to violate the IFC EHS guidelines for ambient air quality, considering the razor-thin
compliance margin at which the air dispersion modeling arrived.
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Figure 4. JICA long-term plan for the Moheskhali Deep Sea Port.

https://energyandcleanair.org/


Table 4. Projects under development in the vicinity of the Matarbari coal-fired power plant with
potentially substantial cumulative impacts.

Project Status

Matarbari Port permitted, under construction

CPGCBL power station (gas power, 600
MW)4

proposed

SPL Petrochemical Complex EIA completed

Matarbari Summit power station (gas
power, 2,400 MW)5

proposed

Maheshkhali ACWA power station (gas
power, 3,600 MW)6

proposed

Banskhali coal power station (1,200 MW) permitted, under construction

Risk of violating EHS guidelines for NO2

The 1-hour NO2 concentrations from Phases I and II are projected to effectively reach the
IFC/WB guideline of 200 µg/m3, with the modeled 1-hour maximum concentration
reported as 197 µg/m3. This does not justify the claim that the project would satisfy the
guideline for multiple reasons:

● The baseline monitoring (two 24-hour samples) is entirely inadequate to establish
the likely and worst-case background NO2 concentration during the atmospheric
conditions under which the maximum 1-hour value occurs. A full year of monitoring
data would be required.

● The measurement equipment used by the EIA consultant was not sensitive enough
to detect NO2 at concentrations below 5 µg/m3. The modeling seems to have taken
the <5 µg/m3 reading as zero, while the basic principle of conservative assumptions
would dictate assuming a background concentration of 5 µg/m3. This background

6 ACWA Power 2019

5 GEM 2022b

4 CPGCBL 2022
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concentration would already tip the razor-thin compliance margin into a violation,
leading to a modeled concentration of 202 µg/m3.

● Failure to consider other current and future emissions sources in the area.
● The modeling covers only one year of meteorological conditions. It is highly likely

that if a different year or multiple years of data were used, the guideline value
would be exceeded.

● While dispersion models used for EIAs aim to be conservative, prediction of 1-hour
maximum concentrations involves very high uncertainty and therefore relying on a
razor-thin small margin of error shows a lack of appreciation for these
uncertainties.

The issue of predicting uncertainty is emphasized in the Bangladesh EIA Guidelines for
Industry (MoEF 1997b), but completely ignored in the reporting of atmospheric dispersion
modeling results in the EIA. The Guidelines note: “All prediction techniques, by their
nature, involve some degree of uncertainty. Hence, along with quantifying an impact, the
uncertainty of prediction should be mentioned in terms of probabilities of margins of
error.”

The one-hour maximum values predicted in the EIA are unlikely to be detected by the four
monitoring stations the project proponent plans to put in place. As a bare minimum, if the
project relies on the highly uncertain modeling outcome that the NO2 limit value wonʼt be
breached, a much more comprehensive monitoring network would have to be installed.

A much more responsible approach would be to retrofit SCR equipment in Phase I of the
plant as well in order to substantially reduce the risk of breaching air quality limit values.

Flawed air dispersion modeling

The air dispersion modeling done for the EIA appears to completely ignore the formation
of PM2.5 aerosols from SO2 and NOx emissions, which typically increases the contribution of
the plant to PM2.5 pollution by a factor of five or more.

When emitted into the atmosphere, sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxides form sulfate and
nitrate particles — this is known as secondary particle formation (e.g. Mangia et al. 2015;
Holland et al. 2005). This pathway is the most important contribution of coal-fired power
plants to PM2.5 pollution. Because of this flaw, the maximum ground-level concentrations
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of PM2.5 resulting from the emissions from the power plant are likely underestimated
several times.

For example, a recent modeling study in Italy found that average PM2.5 concentrations
predicted from a coal-fired power plant were four to six times higher when secondary
particle formation was included (Mangia et al. 2015). Another study on a coal-fired power
plant in Poland found an up to 7-fold increase (Oleniacz et al. 2016). There is no justifiable
reason for excluding this effect in the modeling.

The air dispersion modeling in the EIA also uses an excessively high flue gas temperature of
134°C (EIA Table 5.6). The Environmental Management Plan (EIA p. 343) specifies a
temperature of 105ºC–115°C. The incorrect temperature value increases the plume rise
predicted by the model and further reduces the modeled air quality impact.

A basic requirement of EIAs to use conservative values for modeling to establish the
impacts under a worst-case scenario. This principle is violated by the chosen input
parameters.

Very weak air emissions standards

The flawed assessment of current air quality, and future impacts on air quality from the
plant, help justify emissions limits for the plant that are multiple times higher than those
allowed, for example, in Japan.

The EIA reports (p. 238) “proposed concentrations” of 200, 200 and 25 µg/m3 for SO2, NOx

and particulate matter emissions. The values are weak compared with what is required in
new coal power projects in Japan, where typical values are 20 ppm, 20 ppm and 5 µg/m3 ,
respectively, converted to 50, 40 and 5 µg/m3. The European Union requires emission
limits of 75, 85 and 5µg/m3.

In other words, Matarbari II would emit four to five times as much of each of the key air
pollutants as typically allowed in Japan (Figure 5 and 6). Compared to the legal
requirements in the EU, SO2 emissions would be three times as high, NOx emissions two
times as high and particulate matter emissions five times as high. These weak emissions
standards imply that air quality and public health impacts are correspondingly several as
high as if the plant was built to Japanese or European standards.
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Furthermore, these are only “proposed” values, which implies no legal obligation for the
plant operator to comply with them. Even if the required emission control equipment was
installed at the plant, compliance requires maintenance and constant provision of costly
reactants to the plant. There is therefore no guarantee that the plantʼs emissions will not
be substantially higher than assumed in the EIA.

Figure 5. Emissions limits or target values adopted in the Matarbari II project, compared with
permit conditions and legal limits for new coal power plants in Japan. The values are the median of
emission limits for coal power projects with capacity >200MW in Japan from the Kiko Network coal
power project database, with the error bars showing the full range of values. For mercury, the value is
based on the Air Pollution Control Act. Values for Matarbari II are taken from the EIA.
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Figure 6. Estimated annual mean PM2.5 and SO2 concentrations from Matarbari Phase II
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Complete omission of heavy metal deposition and its impacts

Coal-fired power plants are the main source of mercury emissions into the air globally.
Coal power plant emissions also contain a long list of other toxic heavy metals, many of
which are carcinogenic (e.g. arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and nickel).

Some of the emitted mercury gets deposited locally and can increase mercury levels in fish
and crops (see e.g. Sullivan et al. 2006). Exposure to mercury harms the cognitive and
neurological development of children. The main route of exposure is through mercury
deposition and take-up into fish and crops (E.g. Spadaro & Rabl 2008). Yet the EIA failed to
even mention the impact of mercury deposition, let alone assess and quantify it.

A CREA study evaluating and modeling the impacts of planned coal power clusters around
Matarbari (Myllyvirta 2020a) demonstrated that at these emissions rates, if all proposed
plants are built, mercury deposition could reach dangerous levels in large areas around
the power cluster, including in ecologically sensitive protected areas and important coastal
fisheries (Figure 7).

The EIA presents data on projected mercury emissions (Tables 5.11 and 5.12 in the EIA),
which is an improvement compared with earlier EIAs. CREA estimated the annual total
mercury deposition separately for Matarbari II and for Matarbari I and II (Figure 8).

The emissions are very close to what CREA estimated in our report. At 80% utilization, and
using the midpoint of the low and high values given in the EIA, the plant would emit 176
kg/year of mercury, with a range of 67–286 kg/year. The CREA report estimated 182
kg/year.

The EIA has no data on the content of other toxic heavy metals in coal planned to be
burned, nor on the expected emissions of these toxic pollutants.
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Figure 7. Predicted mercury deposition from planned coal-fired power plants around Coxʼs Bazar.
Boundaries of protected areas are shown in light blue. Mercury deposition levels exceeding
125mg/ha/yr can lead to unsafe concentrations of mercury in fish. (Myllyvirta 2020a)
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Figure 8. Estimated annual total mercury deposition from Matarbari Phase II, and Matarbari I and II
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Health Impact Assessment for the Project
Due to the failure of the project proponent to assess the health impacts of the project,
CREA carried out a health impact assessment based on the emissions data contained in
the EIA. The methodology followed in the assessment is detailed in Myllyvirta (2020a).

Emissions from the Matarbari Phase II coal plant would contribute to high concentrations
of PM2.5, NO2 and SO2 leading to a wide range of health impacts to those living not only in
Chittagong but other regions as well. As the Guideline states that cumulative impacts need
to be addressed, CREA estimated the cumulative health impacts of both the Matarbari I
and Matarbari II of the power plant over 30 years of operation. The cumulative health
impacts are seen in full in Table 5 which shows the health outcome caused by which
pollutant and the values for both Matarbari I and II.

Following national ambient air quality standards and IFC guideline values for ambient air
quality, CREAʼs estimates found that the Phase II extension of the power plant would
contribute to an estimated 1,159 (95% Confidence Interval: 749–1,868) deaths making the
total cumulative premature death count of Matarbari I and II 4,714 (CI: 3,084–7,403). PM2.5

from Matarbari I and II would cause 6,141 (3,744–8,515) asthma-related hospitalizations in
both adults and children. PM2.5 would also be linked to 6,157 (CI: 2,131–12,061) years lived
with a disability as a result of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, diabetes and stroke.
All of these health impairments lead to people needing to take sick leave amounting to
2.65 million (CI: 2.25–3.04) days of work absences. All the Matarbari Phase II health impacts
could be avoided were the project to be halted.
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Table 5. Cumulative health impacts of Matarbari Phase I and Matarbari Phase II over a 30-year
operating life, parentheses indicate the 95% confidence interval

Cause Pollutant Matarbari Phase I Matarbari Phase II

deaths Total 3,555 (2,335 – 5,535) 1,159 (749 – 1,868)

of which due to:

chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease

PM2.5 451 (148 – 978) 141 (46 – 304)

diabetes PM2.5 32 (10 – 73) 10 (3 – 21)

ischaemic heart disease PM2.5 972 (684 – 1,322) 305 (215 – 414)

lower respiratory infections in adults PM2.5 394 (141 – 766) 120 (43 – 233)

lower respiratory infections in
children

PM2.5 21 (11 – 32) 6 (3 – 9)

lung cancer PM2.5 121 (45 – 262) 36 (13 – 78)

stroke PM2.5 965 (355 – 1,809) 292 (107 – 548)

all causes NO2 499 (234 – 1,265) 219 (103 – 556)

asthma emergency room visits,
adults

PM2.5 3,085 (2,020 – 4,141) 952 (623 – 1,278)

asthma emergency room visits,
children

PM2.5 1,610 (842 – 2,369) 494 (259 – 727)

new cases of asthma in children NO2 1,529 (329 – 3,469) 674 (145 – 1,528)

preterm births PM2.5 2,625 (1,271 – 2,697) 821 (397 – 872)

work absence (sick leave days),
millions

PM2.5 2.02 (1.72 – 2.32) 0.63 (0.53 – 0.72)

years lived with disability, chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease

PM2.5 2,706 (1,000 – 4,939) 839 (310 – 1,529)

years lived with disability, diabetes PM2.5 463 (125 – 1,175) 142 (38 – 359)

years lived with disability, stroke PM2.5 1,539 (505 – 3,113) 468 (153 – 946)
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Recommendations
Bangladesh government

Strengthen the oversight and enforcement of Environmental Impact Assessments and
environmental permits in Bangladesh. Relevant government agencies have a duty to check
and ensure that any projectʼs Environmental Impact Assessment is complete, consistent
and fulfills the criteria laid out by the Bangladeshi law. Favorable assumptions made in the
Environmental Impact Assessments e.g. about emission rates and environmental
management measures must be adopted as legally binding and enforceable permit
conditions.

Incorporate public health impact assessment in energy planning and permitting. CREA
research has demonstrated the potential for substantial negative impacts on public health,
fisheries and ecosystems from coal power projects in Bangladesh. However, these impacts
have not been assessed as a part of the energy planning process or the project permitting
processes. Such an assessment should be urgently carried out and used to inform
decisions about future power generating capacity.

Financiers and suppliers

Require compliance with local law and international best practices in overseas power
projects. Financiers, in this case JICA and Sumitomo, also have a duty to check the veracity
and legality of a projectʼs EIA and environmental management plan before agreeing to
participate in it via financing and construction services.

For companies and banks involved in such a project, an EIA is a key mechanism by which
to assess and avoid environmental, social, political and, ultimately, investment risk. Good
risk management entails following international best practice and not exploiting the
loopholes afforded by weak regulation and regulatory oversight in Bangladesh. It is
imperative that foreign backers of projects take environmental and social risks seriously
and not consider the EIA process as a box-ticking exercise.
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