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INTRODUCTION
The M-POWER 2011 Working Group (WG) meeting was held in Chiang Mai,
Thailand from 7-8 March and comprised both plenary sessions and working
group parallel sessions (see Annex 1 for the Program).
The meeting objectives were to:
−

Provide opportunities for collective learning, sharing and exploring
governance issues throughout the Mekong Region;

−

Encourage and motivate participants to interact and share their
experiences and research learning; and

−

Design, develop and refine specific products and develop associated action
plans, such as use of assessment tools, and production of policy briefs,
books and Journal special issues.

The meeting provided an opportunity to share our practical experiences and
research findings with interested colleagues across the Mekong Region. This
focused on particular projects of the network and involved a high degree of
reflection on some of the significant engagements and discoveries of M-POWER
researchers and their implications for water governance in the Mekong Region in
the context of rapid change.
M-POWER stands for the Mekong Program on Water, Environment and
Resilience. The network brings together people committed to improving local,
national and regional water governance in Cambodia, China, Laos,
Burma/Myanmar, Thailand and Vietnam.
Our strategic objectives include: (1) convening, facilitating and supporting
inclusive forums; (2) supporting and establishing mechanisms to better
represent politically marginalised groups; (3) analysing, proposing and
promoting institutional changes; (4) synthesising understanding about how to
democratise water governance; and (5) supporting regional networks of
researchers committed to critical analyses and actions to support democratising
water governance.
M-POWER convenes an annual meeting for network members and invited guests.
These meetings are conducted in different locations within the Mekong Region in
order to provide opportunities for membership engagement and for exploring
issues throughout the region. The annual meetings encourage and motivate
participants to interact and share their experiences and research learning.
Meetings are utilised to design, develop and refine specific products, such as
assessment tools, policy briefs, books and special issues.
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LETTER TO M-POWER1
Dear M-POWER,
When participants gathered outside the meeting rooms early yesterday morning,
chatting, laughing and catching up, it had the feel of old friends coming together
after a short absence. I had no idea I was about to step into a meeting of
Scientists Anonymous.
Judging by the opening debate on the complexities of the role of scientists, it
seems to me the whole scientific community desperately needs psychiatric help.
You are riddled with multiple personalities and suffer severe identity crises –Am
I a researcher or an advocate? Am I a government official or a consultant?
Perhaps I’m an activist - Who am I!!!
It’s no wonder you suffer these deep psychological disorders; as scientists, we
were told you live in cages behind double reinforced doors unable to
communicate to anyone from the “outside” except, according to Dipak, the 3.6
people who read your journal articles.
As would be expected of a fancy hotel, the meeting room was inviting, dining
style tables arranged to encourage discussion, reducing the staid environment of
the usual meeting hall style seating and Lu Xing, our MC, paced around the
tables collecting his thoughts and the names of people he needed to introduce.
This was a “milestone” meeting. It was the end of one five-year planning period
and the ushering in of the next five years with the help of you, the M-POWER
members, over the next day and a half.
Before the meeting got underway, Ajarn Surichai delivered a heartfelt eulogy to
David Hall, an innovative social researcher and someone many called a friend.
A short but beautiful photo montage of David at work in the Mekong, with his
family and with his friends followed by a moments silence encapsulated the love
and the loss felt by many from David’s passing.
Dipak Gyawali led the opening debate that canvassed the complexity of the role
of the researcher/scientist, by posing the question: was the glass of water he
held in his hand half full? The answer is maybe, not, as some of us thought, half
empty. Dipak’s metaphor highlighted the role of “values” on what are considered
“facts” to expose the problematic environment within which many field
researchers operate.
Assisted by knowledgeable and experienced panelists and respondents, the
debate drew out the numerous complexities of undertaking research and being a
researcher.
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  During the M-POWER Working Group meeting, Steve Mullins, a Chiang Mai-based writer, listened,
observed and interviewed participants about the meeting focus and discussions. He wrote this
letter to share his perspectives.
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It is no longer enough to produce quality research, modern researchers need to:
be politically savvy; be good communicators and deliver research findings
effectively; be good negotiators; work outside their “comfort zone”; think about
the impact of their research in 20 to 30 years time; keep in mind the advocacy
potential of their research; find solutions not just problems; be research
teachers;….oh! And don’t forget to translate your research into the local
language.
One participant sagely asked whether researchers were simply being asked to do
too many things, some of which they may not be particularly skilled at
undertaking, suggesting instead that links be improved with the change agents
better equipped to undertake the work.
Nevertheless, these demands are a reality faced by researchers and it was noted
that science and policy are fundamentally linked requiring the researcher to be
involved in the powerful and complex interaction between knowledge and action.
Dipak issued this final challenge of the debate saying scientists aren’t brilliant or
intellectuals simply by the fact that they do the work they do – it is when they
step outside their work and effectively apply and communicate their work that
they then can be called intellectuals.
After a short break, and having consumed several delicious cakes, we returned
to begin the first two of ten working group sessions that would fill the rest of the
day.
All forms of workshop tools were used: PowerPoint presentations, case studies,
group discussions, break-out groups, mind maps, idea cards, butchers paper and
flip boards. Of the seven flip boards John Dore used in his session Improving
Mekong Water Allocation, he only managed to knock over two in a domino effect
despite trying to get all seven. Other working group participants were so keen,
there were times four people adding notes to butchers paper while intensely
debating the pros and cons of each addition.
The innovative approaches used in the sessions reaped rewards with lively
discussion and debate filling the meeting rooms. And in as much as the working
groups were about problem solving, they were also importantly about knowledge
sharing. Many meeting participants operating in the Mekong, hadn’t had the
opportunity to discuss their work with each other for some time, and the value
of the insights provided will give colleagues new ideas to take back to their
places of research.
While you will get the opportunity to read the full working group summaries in
the final report, it is worth noting a number of the key themes that emerged out
of the sessions.
A recurring issue was how to successfully engage stakeholders in dialogue to
achieve a shared vision and shared outcomes. Dialogue is a multifaceted beast.
National scale dialogue is different to local scale dialogue, which is again
different from regional dialogue and the expectations of the participants differ
from forum to forum. It was noted in the session on Multi-Stakeholder Platforms,
dialogue is culturally embedded and is affected by the experiences of people
involved. Sometimes offering the dialogue is not enough as there are also issues
of trust and how the dialogue will be used – perhaps politically. The challenge
then, is how to engage all relevant groups and even those who choose not to
participate in formal dialogue.
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Other dialogues are more sensitive. For example, while everyone appreciates
that implementing the ‘prior consultation’ of the MRC Procedures for Notification,
Prior Consultation, and Agreement (PNPCA) is a sensitive issue, the task of the
PNPCA is to ensure high quality conversations between Mekong countries about
water resources development. M-POWER understands that individual network
members play very different roles – some as part of government, some as part
of research organisations, some as NGOs or advocacy bodies. The task for
individual members is work out how to best to contribute to informed and open
processes.
The session on the Hydropower Sustainability Assessment Protocol (HSAP) held
a lively discussion on how to encourage governments, developers and civil
society to trust and believe in the HSAP protocol as a sustainability assessment
tool.
Trust emerged in the discussions as a critical issue across the region. For
researchers to effectively engage it is always important to understand the
political environment, because stakeholders are influenced by many factors and
demands from their own communities, governments and constituencies.
In terms of institutionalising quality dialogue, it was noted there was still a “long
way to go” but the networks across the region and the many interfaces and
experiments being undertaken were very important.
Effectively communicating your research was a priority issue or as it was put,
how can researchers from a galaxy far, far away talk to humans, particularly
humans who don’t necessarily agree with your research.
The session on Making Your Research Travel discussed the good, the bad and
the ugly of communicating research. Talking directly with stakeholders was a
good experience, and even if the research was uncomfortable for some to hear,
there can occasionally be surprisingly positive outcomes when people are
confronted with difficult questions and evidence. Also utilising the media as an
opportunity, not a threat, was discussed.
Of course there are challenges including institutional filtering of information and
a reluctance of some people and institutions, including the media, to refuse to
accept research that challenges common thinking or entrenched beliefs. This will
require innovative techniques to get your message across.
The Publishing for Impact session highlighted how to use media, like newspaper
opinion columns to communicate your research. The session discussed methods
such as timing your op. ed. around current events to get your message out; but
be careful, you will need to change your research writing style to grab your
readers.
And there are also useful tools available to make relatively dry topics, like
environmental modelling, interesting enough to grab the eye of key decision
makers. The graphic techniques successfully used by the Hon. Al Gore in his
documentary, An Inconvenient Truth is a prime example and work is being done
to make raw data about the environmental state of the Mekong, visually
engaging to those decision makers.
And in much the same way as Al Gore was a spokesperson on climate change,
the Mekong needs trusted spokespersons to deliver messages.
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While there is a clear crossover between the issues of dialogue and
communication and that of influence and impact, a number of sessions
canvassed research methodologies designed to achieve maximum impact and
influence.
Impact too, is multifaceted. Discussion in the session on Improving Mekong
Water Allocation kept coming back to the issue of “impact”, highlighting that
from time to time the impact hoped for and the impact actually achieved can be
very different. Also, of all the stages in a research project, measuring the impact
in terms of the influence of the research and the actual outcomes generated by a
project can be difficult.
Sometimes there is a disconnect between high level water planning and water
use, and the session exploring Sustainable Water Use for Agriculture in the Asia
Pacific used many examples where high level planning had a negative impact on
local agriculture.
The question then for those farmers is how to get better organised and better
resourced to have more influence over the high-level decision makers who are
currently favouring the well-organised industry groups. Perhaps this is
something that could be discussed at the regional Food and Agriculture
Organisation (FAO) online conference.
Essentially, friends, an understanding of the political and personal motivations of
decision makers will help you influence those decision makers.
Power relations was commonly discussed in the context of research
methodologies, from using innovative techniques to engage local communities
and people about how to most effectively access and influence power structures;
through to engaging the most influential high level government and corporate
decision makers.
Sometimes the seemingly obvious person or government institution within a
complex political environment may not be the final decision maker, as the group
discussing water governance and reservoir management found in their mapping
exercise of Cambodian governance power structures.
And finally, dear Network, the power of sharing of experiences cannot be
undervalued: from project overviews; to sharing research findings; to talking
about experiences as former Research Fellows for potential Fellows to learn
from; to chatting over a cup of coffee or one or two or three beers at the
Sangdee Gallery, it all promotes and strengthens this Network.
With such passion and enthusiasm shown by the participants over the past day
and a half, the issue of water was never going to be dry.
All the best for your future work and all power to M-POWER.
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DISCUSSION OUTCOMES
Over the day and a half meeting, participants engaged in fourteen parallel
workshops and four open space discussions. The following is a summary of the
workshop outcomes.

Completed Projects: Sharing and Discussing Findings

WG1: Enhancing Multi-Scale Mekong Water Governance
Background
The CPWF Project PN50 “Enhancing multi-scale water governance” (that ended
in June 2010) has been a flagship activity of M-POWER to support its goal of
helping improve livelihood security, human and ecosystem health in the Mekong
Region through democratising water governance. The democratisation agenda
has been viewed broadly encompassing issues of public participation and
deliberation, separation of powers, accountability of public institutions, social
and gender justice, protection of rights, representation, decentralisation, and the
dissemination of information.
Discussion points
The PN50 program was pursued through critical research and direct engagement
with stakeholders involved in managing fisheries, floods, irrigation, hydropower,
watersheds, urban water works and integrated water management at various
scales. In each policy domain we identified common, shared, problems with
current patterns of governance and made suggestions on how they could be
addressed. We also wanted to create a cohort of people across the region able to
undertake governance research and engage with policymaking. The program’s
research has spanned from the very local scale, viz. a sub-watershed, to the
global scale. As a network project, many different PN50 activities were shared
and many excellent research outputs have emerged.
Key conclusions
The following key priorities were identified:

	
  

−

Analysing deliberation in situations where there are substantial power
inequalities.

−

Removing institutional bottlenecks and arranging effective deliberation.

−

Changing norms from conventional to alternative governance.

−

Influencing interactions between different governance levels and scales.

−

Creating an interface between scientific and local knowledge.

8

For more information on the project and to access the final project report visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Knowledge_Bank/Key_Reports/Research_Repor
ts/Multi-scale_Water_Governance.html

WG2: Improving Water Allocation in the Mekong Region
Background
The CPWF Project PN67 “Improving Mekong Water Allocation” was another key,
collaborative activity of M-POWER between 2008-2010. The goal of contributing
to water allocation policy and practice which results in a more optimal and
equitable use of water by society was pursued by research across the Mekong
Region and active engagement with policymakers. The project team examined
the use of a wide range of decision-support tools (and processes), in many
decision-making arenas (and places). In doing so, they sought to understand
decision contexts and drivers.
The tools examined were: Scenarios and Modelling, Environmental Flows,
Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) and Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA); and market-based instruments, such as Payments for Ecosystem Services
(PES). The processes examined were: Multi-Stakeholder Platforms (MSPs) and
consensus building. Decisions were explored in Cambodia, China, Laos, Thailand
and Vietnam.
Discussion points
The WG2 session examined the different decisions about water allocation and
investment across the region in different contexts and settings. One focus was
about the impacts of the wide-ranging PN67 research effort that involved over
fifty researchers aimed towards the goal of fairer and more informed water
allocation policy and practice. However, in the area of water governance, impact
is often hard to measure, as it can be both incremental and delayed beyond a
project’s time frame in its materialisation. The number of persons taking farreaching decisions at the upper echelons of power is relatively few, which is why
in many democratic government systems there are often small armies of
lobbyists working to actively influence decisions on behalf of various interest
groups. Water allocation decisions are often reflections of values, and likely to be
highly individual, value-laden and culture-bound.
Similar to “Toyota engineers”, it was proposed that researchers are “experts” at
producing high quality vehicles, but lousy at marketing them, thus having a
relatively poor impact on car sales. Scientists involved in research should be
more like skilled salespersons, appealing to “feelings” rather than only logic, if
opinions are to be changed.
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Power is a key factor in the region in driving decisions and without a thorough
understanding of its mechanisms, processes and the arenas where it is
exercised, the opportunities for influencing water allocation decisions are
constrained. The processes examined during the PN67 project, such as multistakeholder platforms (MSPs) and consensus building were useful and involved
wider involvement of actors than other comparable institutional approaches in
the region for working towards more optimal decision-making. The recent
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for Lower Mekong mainstream dams
featured prominently in the discussion.
Key conclusions
Contributions to Mekong water governance research and practice are:
−

Usefully expanding the conception of water allocation to encompass both
formal and informal interventions in the water cycle that alter the physical
distribution of water – in terms of quantity, quality, timing, and sediment
load – and associated rewards, risks, rights and responsibilities (4Rs).

−

Expanding the understanding of the various tools studied for water
allocation decision-making that may be categorised in their emphasis as:
discursive-, engagement-, advocacy-, knowledge- or managementoriented.

−

Expanding understanding of the political drivers of water allocation –
Mekong institutions, Mekong interests and Mekong discourses.

−

Expanding the understanding of water allocation decisions that may be
categorised in their emphasis as: framing the institutional arrangements
within which other decisions are taken (eg. water law), supplying water
(eg. infrastructure investment for a reservoir), or altering the demand for
water (eg. pricing).

−

Development of an explanatory framework to help make sense of the
relationships between decision-making processes, arenas, political drivers,
tools of influence, decisions and the desirable impact sought of fair water
allocation by society.

−

Proactive, constructive engagement in many decision-making or decisioninfluencing processes, experimenting with ways to improve the fairness of
decisions and the institutionalising of constructive practices. This has
included engaging with inter-government organisations, governments of
Mekong countries, multilateral banks, international donor agencies,
hydropower developers in Laos, civil society organisations and research
networks.

For more information on the project and to access the final project report visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Knowledge_Bank/Key_Reports/Research_Repor
ts/Improving_Water_Allocation.html
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Current Projects: Making Progress

WG3: Hydropower Governance and Sustainability Assessments
Background
With the extensive and increasing water-related development in the Mekong
Region, hydropower projects are high on the infrastructure agenda of the
governments of the region. This is being driven by perceptions of water and
energy needs as well as commercial and political drivers. Large dams can bring
many benefits to national economic growth but can also have profound impacts
on people’s livelihood and natural ecosystems. M-POWER’s hydropower
governance work focuses on the drivers behind the hydropower expansion; the
politics of planning specific projects, in terms of assessment, knowledge
production, and investment decisions; and the identification of tools for
advancing sustainable hydropower.
M-POWER and partners have been leading several projects in the Mekong
Region, which aim to improve and integrate energy and water resources
development policy and advance sustainable hydropower and assessment. In
particular, the project’s aim is to contribute to governments’ energy planning
processes in which hydropower is one of the options; publicly examine the
Mekong mainstream dams and diversions by facilitating deliberative processes
that influence energy and hydropower policy-making and implementation; and,
promote corporate social and environmental responsibility by exploring
application of transnational codes of conduct in Mekong hydropower investment
– namely the International Hydropower Association’s Hydropower Sustainability
Assessment Protocol (HSAP).
Discussion points
Stakeholder discussions on the HSAP have taken place in Vietnam, Cambodia,
Thailand, Laos, Yunnan and China. The tool has facilitated dialogue; pilot trials in
Cambodia, Vietnam and Thailand have been organised to promote improved
hydropower governance in the region.
The HSAP has been largely developed as a tool for developers to conduct a selfassessment to determine the sustainability of their projects at different stages.
In the Mekong, we have used it to explore critical issues related to hydropower
development. A Forum of diverse stakeholders has carefully negotiated each
word in the Protocol and its implementation is meant to be led by trained
assessors. In addition to their own regulatory frameworks and standards,
governments will be able to use the HSAP as a reference tool to determine areas
requiring improvement. But undertaking the Protocol remains a challenge since
the process may be complex, costly and time consuming.
The Rapid Basin-Wide Hydropower Sustainability Assessment Tool (RSAT) was
also discussed during the session. It was developed in 2010 by WWF, ADB and
the MRC. Managed by the MRC, the RSAT trials and capacity building in the
region are ongoing.
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Key conclusions
HSAP and RSAT are not just tools for developers. They may also be of use for
governments, financiers and civil society to improve hydropower decisionmaking and the quality of projects. The WG3 session agreed on the need for
follow-up on some areas of research and policy work including:
−

Training for assessors including civil society representatives;

−

Capacity building for governments, developers, assessors and bankers
including familiarisation of the process of HSAP and understanding the
complex scoring.

−

Communication with governments to use the protocol for comparison with
their existing systems.

−

Formalisation of the tool and assessing incentives in applying the tool.

−

Risk avoidance.

−

Facilitating communication between upper and lower Mekong Basin
stakeholders.

−

Public disclosure versus useful internal improvement of projects.

−

Assessing data for carrying out an assessment continues to remain an
issue in the Mekong region; perhaps there needs to be an “HSAP LIGHT”
for different scales/stages of projects.

−

Promoting issues/topics for uptake into national regulations/law
improvements.

For more information on the HSAP project and to access project-related reports
visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Major_Projects/Hydropower_Sustainability/inde
x.html
http://www.hydrosustainability.org

WG4: Exploring Mekong Region Futures
Background
Changes in Mekong countries are shaped by regional factors such as crossborder investment flows, climate change, rapid land use change and
urbanisation, and increasing regionalism. However, the opposite is also true:
national decisions can alter regional factors to cause unintended feedbacks to
their national situation. Understanding this connectivity of the Mekong Region
requires both local and regional studies.
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Exploring Mekong Region Futures (EMRF) aims to improve the sustainability of
the Mekong Region by investigating the complex and dynamic interactions
between the production, distribution, and use of energy, food and water in the
region at local and regional scales. Funded by the CSIRO-AusAID Research for
Development Alliance, the EMRF is a collaborative project conducted on both the
regional and the local scales. The local scale is represented by 5 studies across
the Mekong Region: 1. Rubber futures in Yunnan, China; 2. Nam Ngum futures
in Laos; 3. Future farming in Northeast Thailand; 4. Impact of development on
the Tonle Sap, Cambodia; 5. Sea-level rise and future livelihoods in Vietnam’s
Mekong Delta.
The research explores regional and local factors that affect national decisions,
livelihood outcomes and preferred strategies. The aim is to identify the benefits,
costs and risks of natural resource development options, subject to a regime of
climate change.
Discussion points
WG4 discussed the current status, future development and impact of the EMRF
project. The Thai and China local studies and updates were presented; regional
drivers, such as livelihoods and migration, were discussed. The regional study
will act to integrate the findings of each local study, hence addressing the
different foci of each of the country studies. The regional study will also generate
new data, which will be incorporated into stakeholder workshops at the local
scale.
On the integration of the findings from the different methodologies and sites,
one way is to use the narratives from the scenario building workshops and the
results from the household livelihoods surveys to create trend inputs for the
Bayesian Belief Network (BBN) and Water Evaluation and Planning System
(WEAP) modelling. The models are less able to predict actual future outcomes,
but more a tool used to present possible outcomes to stakeholders to provoke
responses and record beliefs and perspectives.
Key conclusions
The interaction between the local and regional scale results is critical as it
concerns which results will feed into which participation activity. The purpose of
the local and regional feedbacks is to challenge beliefs and consolidate ideas in
an iterative process.
Agreement was not fully reached on the amount of background knowledge or
preliminary regional results that should be provided to stakeholders in the 1st
scenario-building workshop. On one hand, providing such information would
compromise local baseline data collection and it would not be in line with the
project’s methods, but on the other hand, the local scenario-based workshops
can be a valuable opportunity to communicate with the stakeholders as a
cohesive group and so such information should be made accessible.
For more information on the EMRF project and to access project-related reports
visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Major_Projects/Mekong_Futures/index.html
http://www.csiro.au/science/Mekong-Futures.html
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WG5: Comparing Water Governance Regimes: Twin2Go Project
Background
The Twin2Go project reviews, consolidates, and synthesises research on
adaptive and integrated water resources management in basins around the
world. The aim is to draw insights relevant to policy and research on issues
around adaptive water governance in the context of climate change, and to
transfer insights to other basins.
The project has developed a dataset describing 96 different aspects of water
governance in 29 river basins in Europe, Asia, Latin America and Africa. The
dataset was based on a standard questionnaire and a set of expert workshops
held around the world with preparatory and follow-up activities to improve,
validate and help interpret expert judgments and values from global datasets.
The project is also attempting to compile case histories of best-practice
experiences from around the world.
Discussion points
The project is driven by a set of 12 hypothesis ranging from governance regime
measures to performance, and drawn from current literature and understanding
of water governance. Three complementary approaches to analysing the dataset
were pursued, carried out by different researchers and provides a good
crosscheck on the robustness of findings.
The statistical modelling approach, constructing aggregate measures of
performance, regime and context, is based on 2-10 individual indicators from
the questionnaire.
The project showed that: 1) systematic and comprehensive comparison of water
governance regimes is possible and plausible; 2) several features of governance
regimes have an impact on performance, but not all that are postulated to do so
were supported by the study.
Key conclusions
Limitations exist in the dataset and analysis and these could be improved;
nevertheless, several lessons and recommendations emerged:

	
  

−

The group of experts involved in scoring a questionnaire for a particular
basin would certainly have some impact on the values of those indicators
requiring expert-judgment.

−

A possible validation exercise would be to re-score a particular basin with
a different, but competent group of stakeholders to assess levels of
‘reproducibility’.

−

Statistical associations do not imply causality. Qualitative historical
information could help with interpretation of patterns of associations and
guard against misleading claims of causality.

−

Looking ahead there might need to be a mixture of ‘adding more cases’
and ‘adjusting the set of indicators’ as both could lead to a better dataset.

−

Further analysis of the supported associations and individual basin
examples along these lines is needed.

14

For more information on the Twin2Go project and to access project-related
reports visit: http://www.twin2go.uos.de/

WG6: Fellows Corner
Background
As a core activity of the M-POWER network, the research fellowship program
provides an exciting and challenging opportunity for a wide variety of actors to
join a multi-country and multi-disciplinary team of researchers.
In the past, about 25 research fellows have gained a deeper understanding of
water governance issues facing the region, conducted original research, and
become involved in public events and deliberations. Another 60 fellowships will
be awarded by M-POWER over the next three years.
The WG6 brought together former fellows to discuss the following:
−

Sharing of key lessons learned from their fellowships.

−

Sharing of fellows’ findings of how they have applied their research
especially for impact in the public arena.

−

Identifying areas for improvement in the research fellowships program.

−

Collecting ideas for the upcoming rounds of fellowships.

Discussion points
Questions and ideas were raised and constructive criticisms of the research
outputs as well as ideas for improvement of the fellowships were discussed for
the future fellows and the program administrators.

	
  

−

In the past, there was found to be inadequate capacity among research
fellows in terms of technical knowledge, good degree of direct experience,
research and report writing skills.

−

Sometimes, the research from former fellows was merely a collection of
data; there is thus a need for more critical thinking and analysis.

−

In some cases, the host organisation could become a constraint to the
fellows; the roles and responsibilities of the hosts need to be clearly
determined and negotiated.

−

Questions remain on how to scale up the research from local to regional
levels, and also apply the findings in wider public arenas; the introduction
of mentors could provide assistance in this area.

−

There was a lack of good coordination within the M-POWER network;
therefore M-POWER should clearly allocate a management team with
specific roles and responsibilities.

−

The role of M-POWER thematic leaders/mentors and advisors can be
improved to become more pragmatic-oriented.
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−

For fellows in Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam, there are very few host
organisations to support the fellows efficiently; M-POWER may wish to
invite more partner organisations to join the network and to host fellows.

−

The issue of fact disclosure can cause an uncomfortable environment for
the fellows.

−

In the past, there was no M-POWER research fellow who came from a
national government body or agency.

Key conclusions
Some of the former fellows suggested encouraging more middle level officials
from the public sector to apply for fellowships or for public organisations to host
fellows. It was stressed that the research questions could focus on on-theground issues but still maintain strong policy linkages. Moreover, providing
guidance for the fellows in choosing research topics, research direction and
approaches is critical. It was also felt that the social aspects or community
concerns are not adequately articulated in regional policy debates and the
fellowship must give enough attention to cross-border issues or comparative
studies.
A “Monsoon Workshop” – where successful applicants would attend a workshop
designed to share ideas with resource persons – was mooted to encourage
fellows to work together and build strong networks. Another innovative idea
offered was to link M-POWER fellows with other communication fellows with
media networks like Inter Press Service (IPS) or other journalists. This can also
help the fellows’ research results to access a wider range of communication
products like video, film, radio scripts, stories and newspaper articles.
For more information about the M-POWER fellowship program visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Major_Projects/Fellowship_Program/index.html

WG7: Water Governance and Optimisation of Reservoir Management
Background
The Mekong Project 4 on Water Governance (MK4), focuses on governance
structures and mechanisms needed to enable, support and maintain efficient and
fair management strategies for reservoirs in the fields of livelihoods, water
valuation and dam cascades. One of the six projects under the CGIAR Challenge
Program on Water and Food (CPWF) in the Mekong River Basin, it considers the
ways in which reservoirs are presently being developed, managed or planned to
be managed, and what needs to change if benefits are to be increased, burdens
and risks reduced, and allocation to multiple uses fairly distributed and decided
upon. The WG7 mapped out key institutions directly involved in the issue fields
of selected outputs of MK4.
Discussion points
The group examined the initial information gathered by researchers about the
profile, nature, and workings of relevant public institutions in reservoir
governance in Cambodia, Vietnam and Laos, and identified issues in data
collection and analysis in connection with institutional mapping.
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There are three possible ways to understand the institutions: (1) studying what
is written officially in the legal texts (2) tracing the outcomes to processes of
decision-making and actors involved (3) analysing agencies, and power relations
among them, during crisis events.
Key conclusions
In examining the institutional nodes and mechanisms which determine
hydropower revenue distribution in Vietnam, it is important to take note and
examine the following:
All revenue derived from the hydropower projects is transferred by the Electricity
of Vietnam (EVN) to the national government’s Ministry of Finance (MOF). MOF
on behalf of the central government in turn gives money to EVN for its personnel
salaries and operations. The central government, through the provincial
government, also allocates special compensation funds for affected people and
areas. There is no special mechanism for participation of affected communities in
these decisions.
There is a need to trace resource and revenue flows from the hydropower
operations to the central government (via the Ministry of Finance) and what is in
turn provided to local people as resources or fund transfers in the form of
compensation packages and development programs for affected areas. These
issues are critical to examining distributional and equity outcomes.
In examining the institutional mechanisms addressing transboundary issues visà-vis Cambodia, the following points emerged:
A bilateral body with representatives from Cambodia and Vietnam aims to
address issues of bilateral concern related to hydropower construction and
operation. It is not clear from the discussions how affected people’s problems,
demands, and needs become represented in this bilateral body. It is not also
clear what is the typical agenda set in this bilateral discussions i.e. to what
extent does the agenda go into local people’s own experiences or issues related
to burdens, risks and displacements in their livelihood activities and resource
access in the affected areas on both sides of the border.
Discussions on institutional issues vis a vis livelihoods in Cambodia concluded
that:

	
  

−

Marginalisation of livelihood agendas in decision and policy-making
processes is conditioned and affected by the situation of ministries’
working in isolation from each other. Horizontal linkage between the
ministries concerning hydropower development and those concerning
livelihood activities is virtually absent and therefore the livelihood issue is
hardly integrated into hydropower planning and management.

−

There is also a power hierarchy among these ministries that makes it
difficult to bring livelihood issues onto the Ministerial agenda. The
Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), that has an official mandate on livelihoods,
is comparatively less powerful than the income-generating Ministry of
Industry, Mines and Energy (MIME) which is in charge of hydropower.
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−

The Ministry of Environment which is supposed to be the bridge between
the above-mentioned ministries on livelihood-related concerns in dam
development through its EIA taskforce has not performed its role
effectively. The EIA process is often sub-contracted to a private contractor
who is involved exclusively with hydropower-related agencies.

−

There is a need to adopt an analytical perspective on livelihoods not
exclusively framed by dam impacts (or simply looking at people as
receivers of dam impacts) and examine how their livelihood trajectories
can be improved in this situation. Water storage infrastructure need not
be the only defining element of livelihood trajectories, development and
aspirations of people. Thus, a need exists to look at the historical situation
of livelihoods prior to the dam-construction intervention and look at what
has been replaced or reconfigured, and what should be the development
assistance and policy implied by these occurrences.

For more information about the MK4 project visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Major_Projects/Water_Governance/index.html
http://www.mekong.waterandfood.org

WG8: Mekong Region Modelling
Background
The issues facing the development of the Mekong Region are extremely complex
involving the intersection of the “natural” environment (landscape structure,
hydrologic cycle, fisheries) in the context of social and economic development.
The “modelling” of water resources is a process by which these complexities can
be captured and examined. Models can range from relatively simple assemblage
of stories and GIS images, to operational models to sophisticated dynamic
simulation models, driven by data inputs from multiple sources, from ground to
satellite.
Discussion points
Past and ongoing work has been about models addressing aspects of the
landscape and hydrology of the basin, but there has been little inter-comparison
and information exchange of the sort to advance the application. One question
that emerges is “Where is the Mekong community on development of models
that can inform the Mekong dialogue?” The “Visual Mekong Basin” (VMB) has
been started as a means to promote synthesis of model results.
WG8 discussed in detail the issues of landscape/water resources “modelling” and
the complexities that can be captured and examined. The discussions examined
the current status of hydrology and hydropower and environmental modelling by
various projects/groups such as the WUP-FIN, Decision Support Framework
(DSF) of the Mekong River Commission, and the University of Washington,
Discussions took place around how to incorporate and utilise the modelling
results into work on Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM), the MRC
Toolbox and the Virtual Mekong Basin (VMB).
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Key conclusions
Modelling is well suited to play a rigorous role in Mekong dialogue; however the
validity of this assumption depends on at least four factors:
What are the issues that modelling must address?
−

Resolving the hydrologic cycle is the fundamental underpinning for
managing the basin’s water resources. Modelling is a means to capture
and represent the dynamics of the Mekong Basin in ways that can help the
community understand that complexity; ultimately, modelling can help
make more informed decisions.

−

There are a number of problem areas that modelling, combined with field
measurements, must address. Overall, what is the net water balance of
the basin, including not only surface water, but also snow and
groundwater?

−

At the point where the water itself can be accounted for, the next
challenge is to understand how the hydrologic regime mobilises sediment.

What is the modelling “culture” in the Mekong?
−

Models cover a range of issues from the 1-D modeling of river flow, to the
2-D modeling of the lower basin, to the 3-D modeling of the Tonle Sap.

−

The obvious question is, are these models living up to their promise? The
reality is, “not really, but they could.”

How can information be transmitted to potential users, to the media and to
decision makers?
−

Environmental, including modelling, information is, by its very nature
complex. How to marshal that information and focus it on the “big”
questions isn’t easy. It is even more difficult to convey that information
through to the broader, non-specialist community. But failure to do so can
mean that the basis for sound decisions is missing. The process of how to
represent this “information food chain” becomes a priority.

−

A Virtual Mekong Basin (VMB) is being developed, to provide the engine
for the integration of information into addressing the big questions of the
region.

What are the directions forward for the Mekong modelling community?
−

Modelling by different groups addresses multiple aspects of the landscape
and hydrology of the basin. But it has to be said that the enterprise is not
as far along on informing efforts at Mekong dialogue as it should be. Yet,
it is very clear that the models are on the brink of very substantial
contributions.

For more information about modelling and a list of relevant reports visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Knowledge_Bank/Key_Reports/index.html
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WG9: Roundtables and Multi-stakeholder Platforms
Background
As a mechanism for informing policy changes and representing diverse
stakeholder groups, M-POWER has been actively organising and engaging in
various dialogues at local, national, regional and global levels. WG9 shared the
lessons and experiences of these dialogues, to assess their effectiveness, and to
identify critical issues that should be included in future dialogues.
Discussion points
Experiences were drawn from the 2006 Exploring Water Futures Together
dialogue, HSAP roundtables, Cambodia Irrigation Working Group, LancangMekong Dialogue among others.
Key discussion points included:
−

Trust building and sincerity is the key for dialogue and negotiation
especially when working with local stakeholders.

−

The project owner needs to be crystal clear on what benefits stakeholders
should receive.

−

The use of terms like “dialogue”, “consultation” “forum”,
“partnership””expert consultation” etc should be used appropriately
according to the approach and action as these terms carry different
meanings.

−

Using different language in working with different partners has resulted in
very good impacts.

−

Stakeholders critical to a dialogue require time to develop their comfort
levels to join dialogues.

−

The objective of the dialogue must be clearly set and expectations should
be set at a minimum.

Key conclusions

	
  

−

Stakeholder identification is key to ensure that those attending dialogues
have a critical stake in the issues.

−

Dialogues or consultations at regional or broad levels can provide a space
for discussion but can rarely support real negotiations.

−

Power domination and confrontational issues are important in this region.
New participation approaches should be carefully designed and
implemented.

−

How can we balance official and unofficial dialogues; or legitimate and
non-legitimate platforms?

−

Successful dialogues or negotiations often happen behind closed doors.
What roles can we play to influence them?

−

National interests could be a topic for critical dialogue. Dialogue should
start at a smaller scale to ensure meaningful dialogue.
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−

How can genuine participation take place and ensure that the voices from
the impacted groups (especially in Laos) can be heard such as around the
Xayabouri Dam?

−

How can we address “conflicts” or “differences” during dialogue efforts?

For more information about M-POWER dialogues work please visit:
http://www.mpowernetwork.org/Major_Projects/Deliberative_Dialogues/index.html

http://www.mekong.waterandfood.org

WG10: Sustainable Water Resource Use for Agriculture in the Asia
Pacific
Background
In May 2009 the FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific launched a threeyear ‘Study on Analysis of Sustainable Water Resource Use’ project. Funded by
the Government of Japan (Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries –
MAFF), the project’s immediate objective is to promote sustainable water
resource use for agriculture in the Asia-Pacific region through capacity
development and policy recommendations; analyses of water allocation policies,
strategies and practices in the selected river basins; and make available a
comprehensive set of technical and policy assistance instruments.
Discussion points
WG10 discussed the main outputs of the project:
−

Creating centres of excellence established in a number of river basins.

−

Establishing a knowledge network on water allocation for agriculture.

−

Initiating case studies - containing issues, experience, changes and
options related to water allocation and water use - with supporting
analysis and dialogue in representative countries/basins.

−

Reviewing the existing status, challenges and issues related to water
allocation and water resources use.

−

Publishing the synthesis of recommendations.

The project’s first Regional Email Conference from March to May 2011 brought
together project participants, partner organisations and industry experts to
discuss current themes in agricultural water management. FAO collaborated with
many regional partners to bolster the technical content of the project and
broaden the scope of topics covered. FAO utilised the specialised expertise within
M-POWER to improve project outcomes for the Mekong Region.
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Key conclusions
Part 1: Experiences of agricultural water management versus high level planning
−

Discussion results clearly emphasised the challenges of water allocation
and agricultural water management including: top-down planning, lack of
stakeholder involvement in the planning and decision making processes,
lack of integration between sectoral development plans, and inappropriate
demand estimation.

−

It cannot be assumed that decreasing allocations/water scarcity is the
main driver of farmers leaving their farms or irrigation infrastructure
falling into disrepair. Changes in agriculture stem from a wide range of
social, economic and natural factors such as access to markets, cultural
attitudes, soil quality, low farmer incomes and opportunities elsewhere.
Governments that try to force people to stay in farming without
addressing these issues are unlikely to be successful.

−

Areas for improvement in agricultural water management and water
allocation (these were also mooted as topics for the Online Conference):

−

Demand estimation: how much water needs to be used for agriculture
productions (do farmers really needs irrigation system to do second rice
farming? In what’s scale? When?)

−

Improve capabilities of the existing irrigation systems.

−

Labour migration and livelihood strategy during a time series (different
seasons).

−

Issues of food security.

−

How to help rural farmers to improve their agriculture production during
wet and dry seasons? Which tools should be used? Where is further
research needed?

−

Improvement in the transparency and accountability of the related
government agencies.

−

What technology/tools are to be used to promote multi-stakeholder
discussion/dialogue?

Part 2: Online Conference – new partnerships and logistics
Participants were asked to consider the current draft of the online conference
program and make suggestions to improve it and to incentivise participation.

	
  

−

The following suggestions were made regarding the draft online
conference:

−

The schedule is currently too ‘busy’ and will discourage participation.

−

Moderators would prefer a ‘one topic, one week, one moderator’ scenario,
much simpler than the current program.

−

The convener (FAO) needs to send personal emails to all participants it
really wants to participate.

−

Registered participants should not have their email inboxes flooded with
all comments; daily summaries of activity would be better.
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−

The role of the moderator is very important, particularly with regard to
removing useless/dangerous comments.

−

Google Groups, or other free web-based platforms, could be used.

Skills and Impacts Pathways

WG11: Making Your Research Travel – Web 2.0, Strategic
Communication and Media
Background
WG11 aimed to share the lessons and experiences in how to more effectively
communicate research findings. It is no longer acceptable to just produce a
research report and expect the findings to be adapted and used by different end
users. The research has to be linked to the changes that are sought and should
be able to inform different decision-making processes. Moreover, it is recognised
that effective internal communication in a research program is a pre-requisite to
achieving and ensuring effective external communication.
Discussion points
The session explored how to make research travel farther and have greater
impacts:
How can we use the social media, reporting and the web more effectively to get
our messages out?
How can we adapt/transform research into other products (comics, videos, nonprint formats) for farmers and other targets?
How do we effectively communicate with policy makers? What kinds of products
would attract them? What other mechanisms need to be combined so such
information can be effectively used.
How can we engage the media better?
Participants discussed and shared their experiences on the good, the bad and
the aspect of communications, risks and advantages of different types of
communication tools, approaches to communicating with media, and approaches
to engage media in the research.
Key conclusions
Suggestions for making your research travel:

	
  

−

Proactively cultivate media: 1) Appoint media liaison/contact 2) Develop
network/expert list and publish on website (also helps south/south) to
create spaces for others not just same ‘experts’ to talk.

−

Develop a Media Kit (balanced information on the Mekong for the media).

−

Employ a part-time communications specialist to identify ways to
repackage results for different audiences.

−

Provide brief summaries of all research in all Mekong languages.
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−

Write up more stories and interim results; don’t wait till the final research
report is finished.

−

Work with alternative media:comic books for students, advertisement in
big local and national magazine, and radio.

−

Use social media for spreading reports and information.

−

Carry out more research on communication and media needs.

WG12: Contrasting Research Methods
Background
Researchers in the Mekong Region employ a huge variety of research methods.
While each method has a specific purpose, researchers often find themselves
confronted with a choice of which methodology to use. One’s own training and
available capacity can be limiting factors in designing the most effective
research. More recent science debates highlight the importance of employing
multiple methods, which can allow for covering multiple scales and complex
research questions. Sharing experiences in using individual or mixed methods
and how these perform is very valuable.
WG12 aimed at assisting early career researchers in employing multiple methods
that may better allow for crossing geographical scale and answering complex
research questions. It highlighted some novel and cutting edge methodological
tools currently being used in various Mekong Region settings and allowed
participants to question their strengths, weaknesses, limitations and potentials
within different contexts.
Discussion points
There are five potential methods that could answer research questions and
reveal deeper or more hidden drivers and “transcripts” that a non-power
relations approach would miss. These include narrative analysis, Rapid Rural
Appraisal (RRA), ‘power games’, social network analysis, and media/literature
review.
Exploring these different approaches, the discussions ranged from the value of
rational choice theory, new institutional economics and predictive modelling to
even what might stimulate someone to buy a new pair of shoes on the streets
from a stranger.
Key conclusions
“What can we learn from the past, that is useful to envisage a more desirable or
better future?” This is a question that all socially engaged researchers both
within and outside the M-POWER network could usefully apply to their work. The
multiple clues and evidence concerning failed water resources interventions in
the past are often a starting point to negotiating improved outcomes in the
future, including employing relevant and novel research methods.
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WG13: Publishing for Impact
Background
In a world where many people struggle to get published, how can the impact of
the message be maximised for both the general public and decision makers?
WG13 aimed to help participants focus their message and target their writing
toward a broad range of audiences and help find the best format to get the
message out to the most appropriate audience. This requires working together
for both writing and editing – “Writing is a craft, while editing is an art” and
imagination is the key”.
Discussion points
Beginning with research results, key messages, and early drafts, WG13 outlined
a step-by-step path to publication providing tips for each step along the way.
The discussions took in the peer review process and the pros and cons of formal
publication, how to find the best journals for particular work and the role of a
journals’ impact factor. For maximum impact on policy, scientific journals may
not provide the best venue for publication. There are also other arenas including
policy briefings, newspaper opinion editorials, online outlets, and popular
magazines.
Key conclusions
Publishing a research paper
−

We need to publish research results to wider audiences if we want to
create impact.

−

Many people read only the abstracts so abstracts must be clear and
concise.

−

Young researchers might need to look at a variety of journals for
publishing their papers. But they should not aim too high.

Publishing a book
International publishing houses require high standards in a book, especially
multi-author edited volumes. Publishing with a smaller publishing house can also
be a good strategy. Sometimes, publishers will consider publishing a book as an
investment if there is an expectation that the subject will be further investigated
by other researchers later on. Books are not for immediate impact since they
take so long to produce, but they have long-lasting benefits.
Op-eds and letters to editors
These fora are good to use for topical issues because they allow for quick
publication and high impact. Scientific writers need to adapt their normal styles
to these active voice formats.
Video documentation
Explore different materials to provide more impact from the research.
Increasingly, researchers are translating their research into video materials. If
done right, this process provides clearer messages and can easily reach wide
target audiences.
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WG14: Engagement in the PNPCA Process
Background
In late 2003, the MRC Council approved the Procedures for Notification, Prior
Consultation and Agreement (PNPCA), which are supposed to ensure that MRC
member countries engage in informed ‘prior consultation’ about any proposed
water use that may significantly impact water quality or flow regimes in the
mainstream Mekong River. The PNPCA provides neither a right to veto or a
unilateral right to ‘use’ without taking into account other nations’ rights of
sovereign equality and territorial integrity; equitable and reasonable utilisation;
respect for rights and legitimate interests; and transparency. The MRC Joint
Committee adopted Guidelines for implementing the PNPCA in August 2005. In
late September 2010, the MRC received an official submission from the
Government of Lao PDR for a proposed mainstream hydropower development
project at Xayaboury. This submission triggered the ‘prior consultation’ element
of the PNPCA process.
WG14 assessed the progress of the PNPCA to better understand the decisionmaking context for the proposed mainstream dams in the lower Mekong River.
The key issues related to PNPCA were presented to ensure that participants
understood the origin and content of the Procedure and its application to date.
Discussion points
The PNPCA is a test of the commitment by MRC’s member countries’ to
sustainable development of water and related resources of the Mekong.
Questions remain as to the extent that the PNPCA process provides genuine
opportunity for governments and civil society groups in the region to fully
examine hydropower plans and explore benefit and costs of various proposals.
Key questions included: What happens if, after ‘prior consultation’, there is no
agreement reached between MRC member countries? Is there enough capacity
within the MRC Secretariat (MRCS) to manage the PNPCA process?
Key conclusions

	
  

−

M-POWER partners should continue to promote multi-stakeholder
dialogues and diplomacy for major water resources development projects
that have national or transboundary impacts.

−

Many M-POWER partners were engaging in parts of the PNPCA process,
and would continue to do so.

−

The process to date for the Xayaboury PNPCA has been unsatisfactory in
many ways, particularly the paucity of actual project data available for
public consultations for it to be in anyway meaningful and informing of
national government decision-making.

−

PNPCA is only a part of the decision-making or decision-influencing
activity, whether about Xayaboury dam, or any other hydropower project
in the mainstream Mekong River.
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Annex 1: The Program
	
  
Program, Day 1: Monday 7 March
8.30-9.00

Welcome, Program overview
Pech Sokhem, Chair, M-POWER Steering Committee

9.00-10.30

Debate: Decision-making in the Mekong Region: What role for scientists?
Advisory or Advocacy? Central or Sideshow?
Moderated by Dipak Gyawali
Panelists: Chayanis Krittasudthacheewa, Lilao Bouapao, Suon Seng, Kim
Geheb, Voradeth Phonekeo
Respondents: Juha Sarkkula, Nguy Thi Khanh, Surichai Wun’Gaeo, Yang
Saing Koma

10.30-11.00

Morning tea

Session 1: Completed Projects: Sharing & Discussing Findings
11.00-12.30

12.30-1.30

WG 1: Enhancing multi-scale
Mekong water governance

WG 2: Improving water allocation in
the Mekong Region

Organiser: Louis Lebel

Organiser: John Dore

Lunch

Session 2: Current Projects: Making Progress
1.30-2.00

High-speed introduction to current projects

2.00-3.30

WG 3:
Hydropower
governance and
sustainability
assessments
(Organisers: Pech
Sokhem and Wu
Yusong)

WG 4: Exploring
Mekong Region
Rutures
(Organisers: Alex
Smajgl and Lilao
Bouapao)

(Organisers: Louis
Lebel and Bach
Tan Sinh)

3.30-3.45

Tea Break

3.45-5.15

WG 7: Water
governance and
optimization of
reservoir
management
(Organisers:
Rutmanee
Ongsakul and
Suon Seng)

5.15-5.45

Reflections (David Hasbury + +)

	
  

WG 5: Comparing
water governance
regimes:
Experiences in the
Twin2Go project
and insights from
the Mekong Region

WG 8: Mekong
Region modeling
(Organisers: Jeff
Richey, Jorma
Koponen and
Erland Jensen)

WG 9:
Roundtables and
multi-stakeholder
platforms
(Organisers: Lu
Xing and Kate
Lazarus)

WG 6:
Fellows
Corner:
Research
Fellowship –
Socially
engaged
reserach
(Organisers:
Rajesh Daniel
and Suparerk
Janprasart)
WG 10:
Sustainable
Water
Resource Use
for
Agriculture in
the Asia
Pacific
(Organisers:
Thierry Facon
and Louise
Whiting)
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7.00

M-POWER Reception at Sangdee Gallery
5 Sirimankhalajarn soi 5 A.Muang,
T. Suthep, Chiang Mai 50200 Thailand
Vans depart from the Le Meridien at 6.30pm)

Program, Day 2: Tuesday 8 March
8.30-8.45

Reflections and Overview of Day 2 program
(Chantana Wun’Gaeo)

Session 3: Skills & Impact Pathways
8.45-10.15

10.15-10.45

WG 11: Making
your research
travel: Web 2.0,
strategic
communication
and the media
(Organisers:
Michael Victor and
Lisa Robins)

WG 12:
Contrasting
Research Methods
(Organisers: Alex
Smagl and Edsel
Sajor)

WG 13:
Publishing for
Impact
(Organisers: Xu
Jianchu and Ed
Grumbine)

WG 14:
Research
engagement in
the PNPCA
process
(Organisers:
Pech Sokhem)

Morning tea

Session 4: Your Bright Ideas
10.45-11.45

Open Space: Exploring synergies and compelling ideas for future new
initiatives in democratizing water governance in the Mekong (Yang Saing
Koma and Suparerk Janprasart)
Participants will be asked to propose topics for this session and will have 60
seconds to make their case to get people to join their session. Participants
can move between groups.

11.45-12.30

Bus stops: Leads of the open space topic sessions will remain while other
participants move from group to group to learn about the results of the
discussions.

12.30-1.00

Stop the Press: Sharing of reflections (Johanna Son, David Hasbury
++)

1.00

Close & Lunch
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Annex 2: The Participants
	
  
Name
Alex Marks
Alex Smajgl
Amphavanh
Sisouvanh
Angela Bush
Aura Salmivaara
Bach Tan Sinh
Chantana Wungaeo
Chay Keartha
Chayanis
Krittasudthacheewa
Chitlatda
Keomuongchanh
Dang The Phong
Dang Ngoc Vinh
Dao Trung Tu
David Blake
David Clayton
David Hasbury
Dipak Gyawali
Duong Thi Kim Thu
Ed Grumbine
Edsel Sajor
Erland Jensen
Janet Pontin
Jeff Richey
Johanna Son
John Dore
Jorma Koponen
Juha Sarkkula
Karin Isaksson

	
  

Organisation
AusAID
CSIRO
MRC

Country
Lao PDR
Australia
Lao PDR

Email
Alexander.Marks@ausaid.gov.au
Alex.Smajgl@csiro.au
Amphavanh@mrcmekong.org

Khon Kaen
University
Aalto
University
NISTPASS
Chulalongkorn
University
CENTDOR
Stockholm
Environment
Institute
Mekong River
Commission
NISTPASS
CEWAREC
CEWAREC
University of
East Anglia
CPWF
CoCreation
Nepal Water
Conservation
Foundation
NISTPASS
Kunming
Institute of
Botany
Asian
Institute of
Technology
Mekong River
Commission
CPWF
University of
Washington
InterPress
News
AusAID
EIA
Consultants
SYKE
SENSA/Sida

Thailand

angelalouisebush@gmail.com

Finland

aksalmiv@cc.hut.fi

Vietnam
Thailand

sinhbt@gmail.com
Chantana.B@chula.ac.th

Cambodia
Thailand

keartha@online.com.kh
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