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Rapid Assessment of Impacts of Proposed Sanjiyasar Bandhara 
Near Kajarda Village on Adjoining Wildlife Values 

 

 

1. Context 

The Little Rann of Kachchh is a unique landscape in the sense that it has the characteristics of 

both deserts and wetlands. It is a low lying area where altitude varies between 1 - 9 m above 

sea level. During the monsoon, several ephemeral rivers drain their water into the Rann and 

thus function as hydrological ‘sink’. At the same time, saline sea-water from Gulf of Kachchh 

enters the south-western part of the Rann through Hadakiya Creek (commonly known as 

Surajbari creek). Such inflow of water, transformed the Rann into a large shallow brackish-

water wetland. In subsequent warmer months, however, the flooded water used to evaporate 

and Rann gradually transformed into a saline, dusty desert. Due to its seasonal dynamics (dry 

and wet phases), the LRK support a rich diversity in faunal species. Thus, while the LRK is 

the last home for the only surviving population of highly endangered wild ass (Equus 

hemionus khur), it also supports more than 200 species of birds including many species of 

winter migratory ones. During the wet phase, it also supports a rich diversity of Fish and 

prawn species. 

For above defined reasons, and also to conserve wide spectrum of arid biodiversity, an area 

of about 4953 sq km, mostly of the LRK, was notified as Wild Ass Sanctuary (WAS). The 

sanctuary was notified first in 1973 and included 4840.90 km2 area of LRK. An area of 

112.81 km2 along the Greater Rann of Kachchh and also near the Surajbari Creek was further 

added through a second notification in 1978. In total, the WAS extends in 4953.71 km2 area. 

Importantly, while the LRK is free from human habitation, 108 villages surround it. Salt-

farming, prawn fishing, livestock rearing and rainfed farming are the four major livelihood 

base of majority of population living in these villages.  

As described earlier, every year most part of the LRK normally turned into a saline, brackish 

water wetland due to its inundation by mixing of tidal water with rains and run-off water. 

Due to brackish water, the soil as well as ground water salinity is quite high along the 

boundary of LRK. Often, these saline water spread beyond the boundary of LRK through the 

narrow stream channels (or small creeks) and low lying areas, causing substantial damage to 

the productivity of common lands as well as private agriculture fields. In long run, this is 

considered to have serious economic losses to local communities. At hind sight, due to 

proximity with tidal inlet (i.e. Surajbari creek) and presence of slightly deeper channels, this 

problem is more prominent in the areas adjoining to southern boundary of LRK. 

One of the technological solutions to arrest this problem of surface salinity ingression is to 

make a bund to stop brackish water flow from Rann to land side, especially in the low lying 
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areas or narrow, small water channels. Construction of such bunds would thus arrest the 

progress of salinity in landward side. Importantly, such bunds would also store substantial 

fresh water run-off during the monsoon, which can be used for other economic purpose like 

irrigation. 

2. Present Project Setting 

As discussed earlier that due to geo-physiographical situations of the Rann, its boundary had 

many small inward water channels or low-lying areas and are the source of problem of 

surface salinity ingression. One similar low lying channel is naturally formed near the 

boundary of Kajarda, Hanjiyasar and Chikhli villages. In natural condition the brackish water 

normally gets stored in this depression for more than seven months (i.e. from June end to 

January). In a sense, the stored water formed a large brackish water pool or talav which local 

people commonly called as Kajarda talav (or Mulvadar talav or Jilashan Talav).  The large 

spread of saline water and that too for longer duration actually causes the increase in the level 

of salinity along the boundary of Kajarda talav, which ultimately reduced the quality of land, 

especially that of agriculture lands.  

Keeping the above in view, Irrigation Department through its Salinity Ingression Prevention 

Scheme (SIPS) circle proposes the construction of an earthen bund to halt the progress of 

salinity in the mainland of Kajarda, Hanjiyasar, Chikhli and Khiri villages. While the main 

purpose of this project is to improve the land quality by stopping salinity ingression toward 

mainland (the environmental benefits!), it also aims to generate other social and economical 

spin-offs by storing freshwater runoffs during monsoon. The stored fresh water can be used 

for irrigation purpose by farmers in the adjoining areas of Kajarda talav. It is important to 

note that the adjoining areas of Kajarda talav support good amount of agriculture lands. 

Although in majority of cases, the agriculture is rainfed in nature, but due to coming of 

Narmada water through pipeline and canals (passing near the Chikhli and Khiri), the 

frequency of irrigated farming increased in this area. Farmers are also expecting to get some 

water for irrigation purpose from proposed project. 

 The location and approximate position of proposed earthen bund is presented in Fig. 1. 

Importantly, the proposed site for Bandhara construction and the resultant reservoir, falls 

within the limits of Wild Ass Sanctuary and thus under the administrative jurisdiction of State 

Forest Department. 
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Accordingly, by constructing an earthen bund of approximately 6090 meter length, the 

brackish water from Rann side will stop spreading and will not be in direct contact of 

mainland of Hanjiyasar, Kajarda, Khiri and Chikhli villages. The construction of bund will 

also store approximately 10.93 MCM of runoff water from a catchment area of about 86.40 

sq km. As per the storage capacity of this reservoir, approximately 2000 ha of agriculture 

area can be brought under irrigation. The salient features of the project are given in Table 1. 

Table 1: Salient Features of Sanjiyasar Bandhara Project 

Parameters Details 

Village Hanjiyasar 

Taluka Maliya 

District Rajkot 

Dam Type Rolled filled type earthen dam 

Length of Dam 6090 meter 

Total Submergence Area 1620 ha 

Total Catchment Area 86.40 km2 

FRL 3.00 meter 

Top of Dam RL 5.80 meter 

Gross Storage Capacity 10.93 million cubic meter 

Estimated Cost of the Project Rs. 892 lakhs  

Command area 2000 hectare 

Source: Irrigation Dept. (Project Construction Division No. 3), Rajkot 

Kajarda 

Talav 

Kajarda 

Sanjiyasar  

Khiri 

Chikhli 

Proposed 

Bandhara 

Old 

Bandhara 

Narmada 

Canal 

Fig. 1: Approximate location of proposed Bandhara (thick dark Green line) and Kajarda 

talav. Dashed, grey shaded area is Rann. The dotted blue line in the upper central part is the 

approximate location of old Bandhara. 
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Interestingly, during princely rule a long earthen bund was created between the northern tip 

of Karadiya island to the northern border of Nava Hanjiyasar. Due to this construction of 

bund, the saline water inflow in the areas near Hanjiyasar and Kajarda was fairly controlled 

and the freshwater was collected there (it seems that because of this freshwater collection 

people started recognize and calling it as ‘talav’). However, later, due to lack of maintenance 

and management, the bund was damaged and broken at several places allowing the saline 

water entry into the ‘talav’. The evidences of broken bunds and waste-weir can be seen in the 

area. This further suggests that the concept of proposed Bandhara by Irrigation Dept. has 

already been tested in this site long back, but due to lack of management and maintenance of 

assets created, the desired benefits for local people were not fully realized.  

3. Objectives 

Following were the objectives of this study: 

(i) To assess the potential impacts of proposed Bandhara on wildlife values  

(ii) To suggest measures for mitigating the impacts, if any 

4.  Assessment of Impacts 

With the kind of time and resources available to conduct this study, it was not possible to 

provide a comprehensive account of impacts of proposed Bandhara on wildlife values. 

However, based on existing information and knowledge about wildlife of the area, limited 

field surveys, interaction with villagers and concerned field staff of Forest Department, key 

conservation concerns associated with proposed construction of Bandhara were identified. 

Thus following two approaches were followed to collect information: 

(1) Field visit of proposed site and adjoining areas for the understanding of ecological 

and associated socio-economical issues.  

(2) Meeting and interaction with the local villagers to account knowledge and perception 

of local communities regarding the project and wildlife. The villages like Kajarda, 

Hanjiyasar and Chikhli were covered in this process.  

In the context of assessment of impacts, information thus collected were used in two ways: 

first, to prepare a baseline information for wildlife and fisheries and, second, by using those 

baseline information identify important conservation concerns related with proposed 

Bandhara construction. Finally, some measures are suggested to address key conservation 

concerns emerged through proposed project. 
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4.1. Baseline Information 

4.1.1 Existing Wildlife Situation 

Based on the interaction with field staff of Forest Department and interviews with local 

people, it was reveled that the project sites and its adjoining areas support good diversity of 

wildlife1. Important mammalian species include Wild Ass (Equus hemionus khur), Nilgai 

(Boselaphus tragocamelus), Fox (Vulpes bengalensis), Jackal (Canis aureus), Jungle Cat 

(Felis chaus), and Wild Boar (Sus scrofa). In addition to these, it also support many small 

mammals including the Porcupine (Hystrix indica) and Pale Hedgehog (Paraechinus 

micropus). Evidences like dung and pellets of wild ass and Neelgai were recorded frequently 

near Kajarda talav, Karadiya island and village areas of Chikhli and Kajarda.  

Among all the wild animal species, Wild Ass is the flagship species for the entire Little Rann 

of Kachchh landscape. The species is found only in Rann of Kachchh landscape. According 

to wildlife census in 2004, there were about 4000 wild asses in the entire Little Rann of 

Kachchh and surrounding landscape. While, Rann and the bets are the ideal habitats for Wild 

Asses, about one third of total population are also reported inhabiting fringe areas of Rann. 

While precise data on population of wild ass is not available for the proposed Bandhara site 

and its adjoining areas, the wild ass census in year 2004 estimated about 140 wild asses from 

Maliya zones. The discussion with villagers suggested that at present about 50-60 wild asses 

are using various habitats around proposed Bandhara site. Specifically, they are using area 

between Chikhli, Sultanpur and Venasar. The wild asses are also reported from Karadiya 

forest and thus moving very close to the periphery of Kajarda talav. This suggests that the 

area is supporting good population of wild ass. 

The information about herpatofauna, as provided by villagers and forest staff was quite 

sketchy and thus not comprehensive. However, during the filed visits several burrows of 

Spiny Tailed Lizards (locally known as Sanda) were recorded from the areas near Chikhli 

and Kajarda. Among the birds, following species were reported from the area: Lesser 

flamingo, Grater flamingo, Demoiselle cranes, Common cranes, White pelican, Spoonbill,  

Grey partridge, Black-winged kite etc. As a matter of fact, during the field visit, the study 

team counted more than 4000 Demoiselle cranes between Karadiya and Kajarda talav area.  

Other than above, Kajarda talav also support Metapenaeus kutchensis – an endemic prawn 

species that occurs only in the Gulf of Kachchh and used the vast flooded expanse of LRK as 

their nursery ground. The species are caught by large number of fishermen and had very high 

 

1 It is important to note that the LRK support 29 species of herpatofauna (reptiles and amphibians), 178 species 

of birds and 33 species of mammals (GEER 1999). Among the birds, a total of 97 aquatic bird species were 

recorded from the landscape of which 73 were winter migratory (GEER 1999).  
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economic value, too. The earlier reports (e.g. GEER 1998) suggested that the flooded LRK 

also support 22 fish and 11 prawn species, which are expected to present in Kajarda talav.  

The surrounding area of Kajarda talav support vegetation which is dominated by Prosopis 

juliflora. The Karadiya bet is fully covered by this species. Similarly, most of the stream beds 

are covered by dense thickets of Prosopis juliflora.  The summary of status of important 

wildlife species is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 : Status of important wildlife near project site 

Wild Ass Not reported from around Kajarda and Hanjiyasar area. However, a 

population of about 50-60 wild asses were reported using area between 

Chikhli, Sultanpur and Venasar. The Karadiya bet is also regularly 

used by some wild asses 

Neelgai A population of about 50-60 Neelgai are reported from the area, mostly 

located around Chikhli and Kajarda. Karadiya bet also regularly 

support some Neelgai.  

Wild Boar According to local forester there are about 30-35 wild boars are using 

area between Karadiya bet and Chikhli. However, villagers reported 

more than 250 wild boars near Kajarda talav. 

Aquatic Avifauna Between 200 and 400 flamingoes were reported from the waters near 

the Kajarda talav (including the vast stretches of Rann). Large numbers 

of Demoiselle Cranes were reported using areas that are close to 

Kajarda talav. 

Spiny tailed lizards Good population is reported in the open scrublands near the Kajarda 

talav. Some burrows were observed between Chikhli and Karadiya bet. 

Vegetation Mostly Prosopis juliflora dominated vegetation.  

Source: Interviews of villagers and Forest Guards;  Field Survey 

4.1.2 Fisheries Scenario 

In LRK landscape, a lucrative monsoon fishery, especially of prawn species (mainly the 

Metapaenus kutchensis), flourishes and provides livelihoods to sufficiently large number of 

fishermen families belonging mostly to Miyana Muslims. With the onset of rainy season, 

there is an upswing of tidal water in the creeks of Gulf of Kachchh that facilitate movement 

of juveniles of different species of fishes and crustaceans from the Gulf of Kachchh, into the 

Rann. After the first spate of heavy rains, freshwater influx from the mainland inundates the 

Rann and mixes with saline tidal water to create suitable nursery ground for M. kutchensis.  

The Hadakiya and Chachh creeks (commonly known as Surajbari creek) assume greater 

significance for the prawns’ lifecycle as they provide live linkages for their movement  from 

high saline sea water towards the lesser saline brackish water system- a necessary 

requirement for their growth. On an average, fishing season in LRK goes between 

July/August to September/October, depends upon the amount of rainfall. The fishing 

activities are mostly concentrated in the southern boundary of LRK. During this period, the 

fishermen, along with their families, set up camps near water.  
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There are about 16 major fishing centers in LRK (Dixit et al 2008). Of these, Kajarda, 

Karadiya and Hanjiyasar centers are located in the close surroundings of proposed Bandhara. 

Importantly, these sites are used by large number of fishermen since last many decades. As a 

matter of fact, Rao (1983) reported a total of 730 active fishermen from these sites. Recently, 

Dixit et al (2008) reported a total of about 200 families are fishing from these sites during the 

monsoon. The Kajarda talav is one of the major fishing sites in LRK. Three fishing centers 

namely Hanjiyasar, Kajarda and Karadiya are found located along the Kajarda talav where 

fishing activities are in operation since more than 20 years. In the context of notification of 

Wild Ass Sanctuary, however, fishing rights of fishermen of these villages had yet not been 

settled. After monsoon, while most of the areas of Rann get dried-up, interestingly Kajarda 

talav retain sufficient depth of water for longer duration and thus prawn fishing season in this 

area is extended up to December.  

There are two types of fishermen operating in the Kajarda talav. First, those who have 

traditional rights of fishing space and thus fixed their nets for entire season. Second, those 

who do not have rights over the space but can catch prawn by using hand held nets. The first 

type of fishermen used long barrier nets (locally called as Kattar) for driving and 

concentrating the prawns into their fishing area and later by using long bag nets (gunja) catch 

the prawn. While, the second type of fishermen are using gunja nets. 

Furthermore, it is important to record that currently during monsoon season, when the most 

parts of the Rann gets inundated, only about 10-15 families are catching the fish and prawn 

from the Kajarda talav waters (as majority fishermen are operating in the Rann waters). 

However, in post monsoon seasons, when the water in Rann gets dried-up, about 150 fishing 

families are operating in Kajarda talav, of these between 30-40 families are setting-up their 

Kattar nets while rest are engaged in fish catch with their hand-held nets. Experienced 

fishermen also informed that, being located very close to Surajbari creek, the Kajarda talav 

normally received saline tidal water till December-January and thus provide suitable 

conditions for prawn growth. However, due to no supply of fresh water in this season, the 

salinity is higher than that of monsoon, reducing the size of prawns2. Thus, while during the 

monsoon the count of prawn-catch in Kajarda talav goes around 150 (i.e. 150 individuals of 

prawn in one kg of their weight), the count can go between 250 and 300 during winter. 

Similarly, from Kajarda talav area, the total catch per day varies between 500-600 dabba (1 

dabba is about 11 kg) in monsoon, while it is reduced to about 350 to 400 dabba in post 

monsoon season3. 

 
2 Recently, due to overflow and leakages of Narmada water, substantial amount of freshwater goes into the 

Kajarda talav, helping in reducing the salinity as well as maintaining the water depth to certain extent. 
3 In the context of prawn fishing in Rann water, it is important to understand that the catch is highly dependent 

upon the phase of the moon. Thus, good catch can be made between 12th and 3rd day of lunar calendar. Thus, 

prawn fishing is mostly active only for about two weeks in a month. 
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4.2. Important Conservation Concerns 

Clearly, the impact of proposed project needs to be assessed in the context of conservation of 

three major animal groups – the fish and prawns, the wild ass, and aquatic birds. During the 

study, following conservation issues were found associated with the construction of 

Bandhara:  

1. That the proposed project will augment and store freshwater in a water scarcity zone, it is 

always considered good for wildlife as well as human and livestock populations. While, 

the water can be used for drinking purpose by wild animals (including wild asses) and 

livestock, the same can also be used by farmers for irrigation purpose, although to a 

limited extent. 

2. Prawn Fishing: The Bandhara construction would cause submergence of about 1620 ha 

area. This also means that the construction of Bandhara would carve out an area of about 

1620 ha from the Rann. In the context of nursery and growth of many species of fish and 

prawns, the carved out or submerged area is quite negligible compared to vast, open 

stretch of the Rann. Thus, the project would not affect the species diversity and 

productivity of fish and prawns in the LRK, in any obvious and significant manner. 

Actually, the project would not affect the ecology of fish and prawn species in the LRK 

area. Rather, if use judicially, this can be developed into a freshwater fishing ground and 

thus can contribute to the livelihood of local communities in Kajarda, Hanjiyasar and 

Chikhli villages.  

It is reported elsewhere (Dixit et al. 2008) that over the years fishing activities in the 

Rann is increased significantly and majority of fishermen are adopting unsustainable 

fishing practices. This is one of the serious conservation concerns for LRK (and WAS). 

Actually, most of the prawn species complete their life cycle in the Rann and Gulf of 

Kachchh. So, in order to maintain the population of these species, it is important to 

ensure that sufficient number of sub-adult prawns from Rann must go-back to Gulf of 

Kachchh to breed in subsequent season. Reducing the number of fishermen (and thus the 

total catch) in Rann is one important measure to ensure the above.  

As a matter of fact, by developing community based freshwater fishing in Kajarda Talav, 

the existing pressure on prawn catch in the LRK can be reduced at least by some degree 

and help in population recovery and conservation of prawn species, especially that of  

endemic M. kutchensis. By replicating the ‘Kajarda Talav’ kind of projects in other 

suitable sites along the boundary of LRK, a substantial number of fishing population can 

be taken out from LRK (and thus from WAS) without much diversion or loss in their 

traditional livelihood or occupation system (i.e. fisheries).  
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Interestingly, discussion with fishermen also highlighted a fact that it is quite likely that 

the local fishermen, who can get alternative freshwater fishing in Kajarda talav (or other 

similar talavs), agree to refrain going into LRK for fishing. But, due to inadequate 

regulatory mechanisms, probability of new group of fishermen occupying vacant fishing 

spaces, are quite high. This gives no net gain for conservation. Furthermore, it is also 

highlighted by some villagers that the stored freshwater can be excessively utilized for 

irrigation purpose leaving very little water for fish farming within Kajarda Talav, 

undermining the conservation gains from the project.  

3. Aquatic Birds: As described earlier, the flooded phase of LRK supports many species of 

winter migratory aquatic birds. Thus, many of these migratory aquatic birds would likely 

to use shallow water reservoir, created as a result of Bandhara, and colonize there. This 

would help in enhancing the biodiversity values of area. However, due to operation of 

fishing activities on most part of the winter, it would cause substantial disturbance to the 

birds, undermining the conservation gains of creating shallow fresh water reservoir. 

4. Human-Wildlife Conflicts: It was reported that Forest Department, as part of their 

regular management activities, constructed water-holes in the fringe areas of Rann. These 

are regularly filled with water by tankers. However, lack of adequate fund and other 

constraints forced this activity to go in low scale, undermining the requirements of wild 

animals. Wild Ass and many other wild animal species, inhabiting and using nearby areas 

of project site (see Table 2), would get benefit of improvement in availability of 

freshwater for drinking purpose. This would likely to help in building their population in 

the region. Similarly, as described earlier, in post project period, the augmented 

freshwater in Kajarda Talav can extensively be used for irrigation purpose and thus 

increasing the cropping area in the vicinity to Kajarda Talav.  

There are, however, serious conservation concerns associated with the improvement in 

availability of both drinking water and irrigation water. In fact, it is reported elsewhere 

(CESC, 2007) that almost on the entire periphery of LRK the Wild Ass and other 

ungulates are dispersing out in search of water and food and in the process damage the 

crops in the nearby agriculture fields. This is identified as one of the most critical issues 

in conservation of wildlife species in LRK in general and in Wild Ass Sanctuary in 

particular. As described above, the environs of present project area support a population 

of about 50-60 Wild Asses and almost similar population of Neelgai. The enhanced 

availability of drinking water and irrigated crops, after the construction of Bandhara, 

would likely to attract more number of wild asses, Neelgai and wild boars in the area and 

thereby damaging the crop, especially in those farms which are located close to the 

Kajarda Talav.  
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Although, discussion with farmers in surrounding villages (like Hanjiyasar, Kajarda, 

Chikhli and Khiri) suggest that at present crop damage by these animals are limited and 

restricted to certain locations around Chikhli. It is therefore, quite likely that the 

frequency and magnitude of problem of crop damage would increase by some factor after 

the completion of this Bandhara, especially near the Chikhli area. Thus human-wildlife 

conflicts in the peripheral areas of the reservoir would be on rise, a situation not 

warranted for the wildlife conservation in LRK and Wild Ass Sanctuary4.  A summary of 

current status of farming and perceived benefits from proposed Bandhara is presented in 

Table 3. 

Table 3: Status of Farming Related Issues vis-à-vis Bandhara Construction 

 Name of Village 

Parameters Hanjiyasar Kajarda Chikhli Sultanpur Khiri 

Scale of Agriculture 

Potential  (1 to 10) 

4 5 7 7 7 

Scale of Crop Damage  

(1 to 10) 

0 0 7 5 5 

Wild Ass/ Neelgai 

Occurrence 

Occasional Few Wild Ass;  

10-15 Neelgai  

~50-60 Wild Ass & Neelgai   Not  

found 

Irrigated Farming  Very few 

farmers 

Few farmers Many farmers use 

Narmada  water 

Very few  

farmers 

Few  

farmers 

Perceived increase in crop 

damage  after the project 

Very less Less Medium Medium Less 

Perceived agriculture 

benefits after the project 

High High Moderate Low Low 

5. Water for Irrigation or Fisheries?: That other than environmental benefits of 

improving the quality of low productive (mostly saline) lands, one of the social 

objectives of constructing the Bandhara was to store the monsoonal run-off water and 

makes it available for the purpose of irrigation to adjoining farms. Thus, in a post project 

scenario, agricultural productivity in adjoining lands is likely to increase by some factors. 

However, the benefits of augmenting and providing water for irrigation purpose also 

need to review in the context of developing freshwater fishing within the Kajarda Talav 

(see above). As a matter of fact, water requirement for both these benefits are cross 

purpose- while agriculture needs to ‘draw’ water from Kajarda talav, the fish 

development activities need to ‘retain’ water in the talav for maximum period. Since 

critical period of fish-farming and water requirements for farm irrigation, are quite 

overlapping (especially, during late winter and summer months), there are bound to be 

some conflicts for its allocation. In all probability farmers’ group will use most of the 

water for farming purpose, leaving limited or almost no water for fisheries purpose. In 

this context, it is also important to note that majority of fishermen families in the 

adjoining areas of Kajarda talav, also own agriculture lands and thus would preferably 

 
4 On the contrary, many farmers suggested that once they start cultivating their land for most part of the year, 

their continuous presence in the field will drive away wild asses and Neelgai, and thus there will be no increase 

in the frequency of crop raiding events.  
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like to use augmented water for irrigation purpose, not for fish farming. In that case the 

fishermen would likely to continue fishing in the Rann. This ultimately defeats one of the 

desired conservation gains of constructing the Bandhara- the reduction of number of 

fishermen in the LRK (or Wild Ass Sanctuary)5. Thus, in the absence of any management 

system, most of the water in the reservoir will be used for farming purpose and 

inadequate water will be left for fisheries purpose. Consequently, the conservation 

benefits from the augmented water may be realized in limited extent.  

6. Other Initiatives and management: Discussion with villagers and representatives of 

Panchayats revealed that under different Government schemes for rainwater harvesting 

and land amelioration, quite a few initiatives had either already taken or in the process of 

being taken (like Sujlam-Sufalam scheme of check-dams constructions and reclamation 

bund making on Ghodatari river mouth by Panchayat’s Dept of Irrigation etc.). As a 

matter of fact, in Chikhli village, Sarpanch reported that the local forester is also 

planning to develop a combined proposal with Panchayat for making check-dams in the 

area under Sujlam-Suflam scheme. Although at operational level these proposals are 

quite small compared to the proposed Sanjiyasar Bandhara, but the purpose of all these 

initiatives are the same i.e. to improve livelihood base for local rural population though 

land and water development.  Importantly, while, most of these schemes had limited 

scope of integrating conservation concerns of the region, schemes like Sanjiyasar 

Bandhara provide ample opportunities to combine some of the conservation agenda in 

Irrigation Department’s various schemes and projects. Lack of cross-sectoral linkages is 

found to be one of the major bottlenecks in pushing conservation agenda in most of the 

human-dominated landscape (CESC, 2007). Further, discussion with local villagers and 

Panchayat representatives and field staff of Forest Dept. revealed that many of the past 

interventions in the area actually failed to provide benefits mainly due to inadequate post-

project maintenance and management system. Thus, in the context of proposed 

Sanjiyasar Bandhara, the role of management of both Bandhara as well as augmented 

water is considered very critical for extracting greater conservation as well as livelihood 

benefits.  

Based on above understanding, although no direct impacts on wildlife values are visualized 

due to construction of Bandhara, augmenting runoff water and creating a freshwater talav,  

yet following three issues are considered important and critical for wildlife conservation, 

which need attention: 

 
5 A few villagers argued that if the fishermen (who also own land) gets secured agriculture productivity by using 

irrigation, they would leave the fishing activities. This would automatically reduce the numbers of fishermen in 

Rann. On the contrary, a few other villagers argued, that even if some fishermen permanently switch over to 

agriculture, there would be no change in the number of fishermen in the Rann as they will be replaced by other 

fishermen. 
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a. The building of wild ass and other wildlife population due to improved water availability 

likely to increase the frequency and magnitude of crop damage and thus the human- 

wildlife conflicts in the area 

b. The uses of stored water for irrigation and fisheries purpose are antagonistic in nature. A 

balance allocation of water between fisheries and agriculture is highly important. Only 

then, some conservation gains can flow from this project.  

c. Inadequate management and maintenance system of Bandhara and augmented water 

would forgo the desired or stated benefits of this project for both conservation and local 

livelihoods. 

5. Mitigation Measures 

Following measures are suggested to address the above issues and thus to mitigate potential 

impacts of Bandhara construction: 

1. To address the issue of increasing crop damage related human-wildlife conflicts, a ‘crop 

compensation fund’ should be created by concerned Irrigation Department by 

contributing about 1-2% of the total cost of the project.  

2. It is important to understand that through this project, two types of assets will be created- 

the physical (the earthen bund and its ancillaries) and stored water. In order to ensure 

equitable sharing of stored water between irrigation and fisheries needs, an efficient 

water sharing system need to be evolved. For effective conservation gains from the 

augmented water following need to be done: (i) Concerned Irrigation Dept.; Wildlife 

Division of Forest Department and village communities should jointly prepare a 

comprehensive irrigation and fisheries resource management plan within the existing 

legal framework (mainly the Wildlife Protection Acts); (ii) In order to achieve maximum 

gain from irrigation water, there is a need to promote stakeholder driven participatory 

irrigation management (PIM) practices with adequate focus on use of water saving 

irrigation devices (like sprinkler, drips etc.); (iii) The augmented water should be 

managed jointly by beneficiary farmers, fishermen and concerned Wildlife Division of 

Forest Department. While, the technical and financial responsibility of maintenance of 

Bandhara should lie with concerned Division of Irrigation Dept. 

3. For long-term conservation gains from fisheries activities in Kajarda Talav and to 

promote community based irrigation management system, Irrigation Department should 

create a ‘fisheries and irrigation management fund’ by contributing between 1-2% of 

total cost of the project.  

4. A ‘wildlife contingency fund’ of about 1-2% of total project cost need to be created for 

addressing any unwarranted issues that can emerge after completion of the project and 
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also to monitor the fish/prawn and wildlife species and their population in and around 

Kajarda talav.  

5. All the above suggested funds should be managed jointly by the concerned Wildlife 

Division of Forest Department and farmers and fishermen of Hanjiyasar, Kajarda and 

Chikhli villages. However, for this, a framework needs to be evolved through a 

consultative process with initial handholding by competent NGO. 
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