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Summary of Proceedings 

Overview 

The Core Environment Program Technical Workshop was held on 25 June in Bangkok, 

Thailand. It followed the 21st Annual Meeting of the GMS Working Group on Environment (23 

June) and a Joint Knowledge Event (24 June) held with the GMS Working Group on 

Agriculture titled ‘Developing Inclusive and Sustainable Agricultural Value Chains in the 

Greater Mekong Subregion.’ 

Seventy participants attended the workshop, including the Working Group on Environment 

(WGE) and representatives from other ministries, development partners, the Asian 

Development Bank (ADB), and the Environment Operations Center (EOC). The list of 

participants is in Appendix 1. 

The workshop had three aims: (i) to garner country and partner views on mapping out the 

future of the GMS Core Environment Program (CEP) and EOC; (ii) review follow-up actions 

from the 4th GMS Environment Ministers’ Meeting; and (iii) solicit the views of other GMS 

sector working groups on how to integrate environment within their GMS Regional 

Investment Framework (RIF) projects. The program is attached as Appendix 2. 

Welcome remarks were made by Dr. Wijarn Simachaya, Deputy Permanent Secretary, 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE), Thailand. Dr. Rungapar 

Pattanavibool, MONRE, and Mr. Sanath Ranawana, ADB, co-chaired the event. 

Below is a summary of presentations and discussions. The full presentations and other 

materials from the workshop can be accessed online: http://www.gms-eoc.org/events/core-

environment-program-technical-workshop  

Session I: Institutional Development – EOC and CEP 

Moderated by Mr. Peter Thomas, Institutional Development Specialist, EOC, this session 

had two objectives: 

i. Engage participants in dialogue addressing the future of the regional coordination 

and facilitation institutions. 

ii. Secure commitment to progressing the institutional strengthening strategy and 

agreement on a consultation process and next steps. 

http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/Participants%20list-Technical%20Session.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/Agenda-CEP%20Technical%20Workshop.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/events/core-environment-program-technical-workshop
http://www.gms-eoc.org/events/core-environment-program-technical-workshop
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In his overview presentation, Mr. Thomas introduced the objectives and explained how the 

session fitted into his ongoing work facilitating a process for institutional development. He 

then overviewed the institutional history and development of CEP, including the role of EOC 

and its strengths. Examples of regional environmental coordination models were presented 

as were key elements for successful regional entities. A copy of his presentation is in 

Appendix 3. 

Following the presentation, participants were grouped by country plus a development partner 

grouping, to consider the following four questions: 

i. What important lessons (areas for improvement) have emerged from the 

implementation of CEP during Phases I and II which might inform the development of 

the post-2016 institutional framework for CEP? 

ii. What are the important core (and program) functions for a strengthened regional 

coordination institution? 

iii.  How do we take forward the process? (In your country in which ministry(ies) and at 

what level do we need to engage to secure “buy in” to champion the process?) 

iv. What would be purpose (Terms of Reference) of a Task Force for taking forward this 

process?  

Countries presented their answers and were asked to focus on comments not already made 

by another country. The responses to the questions are summarized below.  

Q1. What important lessons have emerged from the implementation of CEP 

during Phases I and II which might inform the development of the post-2016 

institutional framework for CEP? 

Country Responses 

 Challenges aligning CEP with regional and country priorities. 

 Long process for establishing CEP National Support Units (NSUs) and sometimes 

not embedded in most suitable government department. 

 CEP activity planning takes a long time, including procurement. 

 Limited linkages between CEP and other GMS initiatives/activities. 

 Limited participation of the WGE in CEP activity formulation and implementation. 

 CEP activities are fragmented; they should be more focused on mainstreaming into 

other sectors and working groups. 

 The recent CEP Midterm Review has many lessons and recommendations, providing 

a good basis for working out future direction/arrangements. 

 Need to look at other GMS working group institutional and operational frameworks for 

lessons; also at other regional initiatives. 

 Strong input from ADB and strong ownership of the countries are important. 

 Frequent changes in government organization can be a challenge. 

 Strong leadership for GMS oversight required – WGE and GMS coordination. 

 CEP strong coordination and capacity building support in country, and regionally. 

 CEP needs a more effective role in multisector engagement. 

 CEP work valued/appreciated: good planning and strategy. 

 CEP information and knowledge services well-received – excellent reference data. 

http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/1.%20Strengthening%20Institutional%20Support%20for%20Environmental%20Cooperation.pdf


3 

 

 CEP activities insufficient and slow implementation. 

 Need to enhance linkages between CEP and other programs/working groups, i.e. for 

special economic zones in the Thailand context. 

 NSUs are important for the implementation of CEP. 

 Alignment with country priorities is essential. 

 Sector-focused support approach is required. 

 Synergies with other initiatives are important. 

 Regional coordination required for relevant activities needs to be stronger – 

mechanism for this needs to be in place. 

 Human resources/capacity strengthening required. 

Development Partner Reponses 

 Not enough interaction and cooperation with other sectors – agriculture, energy, 

tourism, etc. 

 CEP has silo or project-based approach, not programmatic, reduces ability to 

address key drivers of change in landscapes.  

 Long-term sustainability of CEP – no exit strategy or future clarity. 

 Government involvement and ownership could be stronger. 

 CEP not linking properly to other regional mechanisms and bodies, such as ASEAN. 

 Not enough liaising with other financial institutions such as the World Bank. 

 A lack of focus for CEP – more emphasis needed on theory of change approach. 

 Clarity needed over roles of WGE, EOC, etc. – change agents, facilitator, or 

knowledge holder? Need to define clearly its value addition. 

 Focal agencies need to be more empowered to be effective conveners. 

 A lack of an impact monitoring system. 

 

Q2. What are the important core (and program) functions for a strengthened 

regional coordination institution?  

Country Responses 

 Coordination and facilitation among GMS countries. 

 Networking and coordination with different initiatives from the GMS and beyond. 

 A natural capital lens important for future CEP work. 

 Mainstreaming environment in the GMS Regional Investment Framework.  

 EOC entity to provide services.  

 Act as secretariat to WGE. 

 Environment knowledge hub for GMS. 

 Continue implementation of activities such as those under CEP currently. 

 All program activities should be implemented effectively. 

 Public relations – within GMS and broader. 

 Coordinate regionally but also cross sector. 

 Set environmental strategic frameworks for the GMS. 

 Bridge environment with other sectors and also development partners/funders. 

 Prioritize activities and fund flows. 
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 Close coordination with other regional bodies – ASEAN, etc. 

 CEP should have more regional perspective and activities. 

 Environmental management from regional perspective focus. 

Development Partner Responses 

 Need to clarify expectations and understand stakeholder needs. 

 More proactive and regular engagement with stakeholders, including private sector 

and civil society (somewhat limited currently) 

 Facilitation and coordination, knowledge hub and service provider – tools, data, 

information, etc. 

 Mobilize technical support especially to influence investment decisions. 

Q3. How do we take forward the process? (In your country in which 

ministry(ies) and at what level do we need to engage to secure “buy in” to 

champion the process?) 

Q4. What would be purpose (Terms of Reference) of a Task Force for taking 

forward this process? 

Country Responses 

 Process which should be led by ADB with the GMS countries.  

 Engagement with other ministries will depend on what needs to be discussed – not 

an issue to engage with other ministries but if on the institutional arrangements, topic 

might be sensitive and needs more thinking and deliberation.  

 We do need a detailed TOR to proceed, first clearly answer the first two questions –

what are we looking for and the results we need from the task force. 

 CEP future needs to be focused on greater efficiency and effectiveness.  

 In Lao PDR, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment is the key agency 

and Director General level is appropriate. 

 Ensure mainstreaming of environment in national policy. 

 Give focused inputs to planned activities. 

 Better monitoring and reporting. 

 CEP needs to be ‘broad-minded’ reflecting the cross cutting/sector nature of 

environment. 

 In Myanmar, the Ministry of Environmental Conservation and Forestry is the main 

ministry to take the process forward and there are committees at Union and State 

levels, as well as other ministries – some ministries will need to be involved in some 

projects, others won’t. 

 In Thailand, specify responsible ministries and agencies such as MONRE, the 

National Economic and Social Development Board, interior, and agriculture. Budget 

considerations and anything with legal implications requires Cabinet approval. 

 Agree a task force needed to take the institutional development process forward – 

comprising members of the countries ++ 

 Core functions of taskforce – inclusive approach (maybe also private sector); explore 

options for the coordination body/institution; work out organizational arrangements. 

 Clear timeframes for the taskforce needed. 
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 In Viet Nam, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment and Ministry of 

Planning and Investment are the key ministries for the process but also need to 

involve the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Finance, and the Ministry of 

Transport. 

 Need consultation with the relevant ministries on draft institutional arrangements. 

 For the task force – brainstorming, help draft TOR, ensure timelines, implement 

process, and ensure monitoring. 

 To take the process forward we definitely need a taskforce—key ministries but led by 

WGE representatives. Consultations – both national and regional, involving key 

sectors.  

 Work plan and timeframes essential and then endorsement and approval from the 

ministries needed.  

 Need a liaison focal point (between government and CEP), to develop work, conduct 

consultations, and prepare institutional arrangements plan/draft. 

Development Partner Responses 

 Review current institutional structures in the GMS. 

 High-level political ‘buy in’ important. 

 Assess and identify institutional gaps within the GMS – come up with 

recommendations to fill –  a stakeholder analysis would be useful. 

 Define a program focus – based on clear theory of change, perhaps two levels, 

incremental change or transformation?  

 Task force TOR - must have the ability to coordinate, and be temporary for this 

process. Must be able to present to higher decision makers. Explore and advise 

options on stakeholder engagement, and source lessons learned/arrangements from 

similar initiatives outside/inside the GMS. 

Session II: Increasing Investments in Natural Capital 

Part I: Opportunities within other sectors arising from the GMS Regional 

Investment Framework 

Moderated by Mr. Sanath Ranawana, the session began with a series of presentations 
describing projects under the GMS Regional Investment Framework. The presenters 
highlighted investment projects from the urban, transport, agriculture, and environment 
sectors, which are being developed nationally and regionally, as well as technical assistance 
projects. Areas of collaboration between these RIF projects and the WGE were identified, 
including application of strategic environment assessments (SEA), awareness raising and 
capacity building to integrate the values of natural capital in the investments, and 
development of pilot projects, or so called “model investments,” to demonstrate best 
practices on environmentally friendly investments under the RIF. See Appendixes 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, and 9.  
 
In addition, a representative from the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification 
(UNCDD) shared information about the large-scale financing mechanism to be launched by 
the UNCDD. The fund will finance projects that present natural capital opportunities and 
reduce land use footprints across sectors. The fund could provide an additional source of 
funding for the GMS projects being presented at this workshop. 
 

http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.1.a.Investing%20in%20Natural%20Capital-RIF.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.1.b.Investing%20Nature%20capital%20GMS-Vietnam.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.1.c.Urban%20TF.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.1.d.%20China.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.1e.Thailand-WGT.pdf
http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.1.f.%20WGA.pdf
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Following the presentations, country representatives were separated into sector breakout 
groups to discuss the following guiding questions. 
 

i. Within your sector, in what ways or which RIF project is contributing investments to 
maintain/enhance natural capital? 

ii. How is environment being integrated into sector planning and projects? 
iii. Give examples of other non-RIF projects which are contributing investments to 

maintain/enhance natural capital. 
iv. What are possible areas of collaboration between your working group and the WGE? 
v. How can WGE assist in integrating environment into country projects (both RIF and 

non-RIF)? 
 

Agriculture and Environment 
 
Participants identified several challenges to integrating natural capital considerations into 
investment projects, including the lack of political commitment, limited understanding of the 
values of natural capital, limited knowledge and experience in integrating natural capital into 
the sector, the lack of integrated planning in practice, and the difficulty in applying standard 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and SEA procedures to cross border issues. 
However, some model projects exist such as the ADB-financed Biodiversity Conservation 
Corridors (BCC) project. Looking ahead, participants identified two actions to promote 
stronger integration of natural capital and climate change considerations into the agricultural 
and environment sectors: (i) the strengthening of sector legal frameworks and (ii) robust 
environmental requirements for donor financing.  
 
Tourism 
 
Participants highlighted key RIF investment projects in the tourism sector, including the 
following: (i) GMS Tourism Infrastructure for Inclusive Growth Project in Cambodia, Lao PDR 
and Viet Nam (USD 120 million); (ii) the Construction of the Sino-Vietnamese Detian-Ban 
Gioc Waterfalls International Tourism Cooperation Zone in PRC (Guangxi Province) and in 
Viet Nam ($200 million); and (iii) the GMS Tourism Infrastructure for Inclusive Growth II in 
Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar, and Viet Nam ($130 million).   
 
RIF Tourism TA projects were also identified: (i) Strengthening the Mekong Tourism 
Coordinating Office Project in all GMS countries ($200,000); (ii) the Preparation of the New 
GMS Tourism Sector Strategy 2016–2026 Project in all GMS countries ($800,000); and (iii) 
the Preparation of the GMS Tourism Infrastructure for Inclusive Growth II project in 
Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar, and Viet Nam ($1.4 million).  
 
Participants agreed that the RIF projects are investments contributing to natural capital in 
two significant ways. First, the projects strengthened multisector linkages between climate 
change, food security, and agricultural issues, and by improving environmental services in 
cross-border tourism centers (e.g., sanitation and solid waste management).  Second, the 
projects also promote sustainable tourism development in biodiversity conservation 
corridors, urban development centers, and coastal marine areas. In addition to the RIF 
projects, several non-RIF projects were identified as contributing to natural capital: (i) the 
Mekong Tourism Project (2004–2009); (ii) the Water Treatment Project in Seam Reap, 
Cambodia; (iii) community-based tourism initiatives; and (iv) the development of ecotourism 
policy and management strategies in many countries. 
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Transport  
 
Participants discussed similarities and differences in how GMS countries currently integrate 
environmental considerations into transport planning. In Lao PDR, a law issued by the 
Ministry of Public Works and Transport mandates the conduct of EIA and social assessment 
for the transport sector, but still lacks consideration of climate change and adaptation issues. 
In Thailand, the Ministry of Transport (MOT) plays a key role in transport planning, which is 
based on the National Development Plan developed by the National Economic and Social 
Development Board. MOT translates the National Development Plan into a Master Plan for 
the transport sector, including marine, road, aerial subsectors, etc. The Master Plan then 
guides the development of a strategic plan which in turn guides projects. The transport 
projects in Thailand are subject to health and environmental impact assessment. SEA is not 
a regulatory requirement in Thailand so its use is ad hoc. However, efforts are underway to 
promote the development of SEA regulations. Currently, SEA is being applied to major 
projects that raise conflict with local communities. In Viet Nam, SEA is utilized to help identify 
key environmental risks from policies, while EIA is applied to projects.   
 
As for the RIF projects contributing to natural capital, Lao PDR has set up the “corridor of 
impact” project, while Viet Nam is identifying opportunities to invest in natural capital in its 
RIF transport projects. In Thailand, most RIF projects will improve the highways, but no 
natural capital projects have been identified as of now. Participants concluded by identifying 
the following areas of collaboration between the WGE and the transport sector: (i) 
mainstreaming of approaches and tools to assess natural capital; (ii) awareness raising 
about natural capital; (iii) technical assistance to integrate climate change and adaptation 
into transport projects; and (iv) capacity building in SEA and other tools and approaches to 
mainstream environmental considerations in the transport sector. 

 
Urban Development 
 
Participants identified several projects that have contributed to maintaining and enhancing 
natural capital in the GMS. For the RIF projects, these included investments and technical 
assistance under the Greater Mekong Subregion Corridor Towns Development, projects on 
cross border special economic zones, and ongoing technical assistance projects to integrate 
the value of environmental services in infrastructure investments. For non-RIF projects, 
initiatives on climate resilience, green cities, green development, and development of urban 
and rural linkages were highlighted as making an important contribution to enhancing natural 
capital in the GMS. At the sector planning level, land use planning, urban planning, and EIA 
were seen as the main vehicles through which environment is considered in urban sector 
projects. Looking ahead, participants recommended the following roles for the WGE: (i) 
assess the impact of urban developments on the natural landscape; (ii) promote 
environmental considerations in spatial planning, (iii) develop databases, guidelines and 
tools for assessments; and (iv) coordinate regional meetings for information and experience 
sharing.  
 

Part II: Post EMM4 Action Planning 
 
Multisector coordination and planning have been identified as a major barrier for increasing 

investments in natural capital in the GMS, including within GMS the subregion’s 

transboundary biodiversity landscapes. This topic shaped the final session of the workshop, 

and was facilitated by Dr. Michael Green, Technical Program Head, EOC. 

The aim was to explore the challenges and solutions regarding multisector coordination and 

planning, including at the landscape level. Dr. Green began the session with a presentation 

overviewing on the 4th GMS Environment Ministers’ Meeting (EMM4) and side events, held 



8 

 

on 27-29 January in Nay Pyi Taw, Myanmar under the theme “Increasing Investments in 

Natural Capital in the GMS. The presentation overviewed the series of events (business, 

youth, and landscape events as well as the EMM4 proper) and their intended outputs, 

including how they informed the Joint Ministerial Statement. His presentation is provided in 

Appendix 10. 

Breakout groups by country then considered the following three questions: 

i. What are the key challenges to multisector working in your country at national, 

provincial and community levels?  

ii. How would you address these challenges using an appropriate framework and 

systems at national, provincial and community levels?  

iii. How might you embed the systems in existing or new coordinating mechanisms or 

institutions in order to sustain and evolve the framework over time? 

Countries presented their answers and were asked to focus on comments not already made 

by another country. The responses to the questions are summarized below.  

Cambodia 

 In Cambodia, there are large national cross-sector mechanisms such as National 

Committee for Subnational Democratic Development, National Councils for 

Sustainable Development, Supreme National Economic Council and other steering 

committees/task force/technical working groups. 

 Challenges for multisector working together include: i) overlapping mandates among 

government ministries/institutions; ii) coordination/cooperation between ministries is 

weak; iii) limited human resource and financial resources; and iv) lack of mechanism 

for inter-agency coordination. 

 In general, it is also lack of understanding of economic values of natural capital that 

benefit to society, and lack of clear boundary of protected areas to avoid land 

encroachment. 

 It is lack of policy frameworks for landscape level planning and management. The 

Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Ministry of 

Land Management, Urban Planning, and Construction, and Ministry of Interior should 

work together on national land use mapping and state land registration initiatives and 

make efforts to enlarge conservation areas. 

 The Ministry of Education should integrate environment into school curriculum and 

public awareness raising activities. 

 

PRC 

 The situation in PRC is similar to Cambodia and Lao PDR. Policies are in place for 

sector coordination, but no effective enforcement.  

 Environment engagement with other sectors is still weak. It is always a challenge for 

environmental agencies to coordinate, communicate and make agreement with other 

more powerful sectors. 

 New, stronger environment legislation needs to be further strengthened. Laws and 

legislations incorporating coordination mechanisms with other sectors should be in 

place and should be followed.   

http://www.gms-eoc.org/uploads/resources/738/attachment/2.2.a.Post-EMM4%20action%20planning.pdf
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Lao PDR  

 Gaps exist between policy on paper and actual implementation. We need to 

harmonize policy and strengthen enforcement of legislation.  

 Better coordination is needed between central and provincial levels on policy 

implementation, and empowers implementing bodies.  

 Improve workable governance systems, and strengthen grassroots and public 

education.  

 Comprehensive/effective legal regulatory framework with community participation is 

central in the development of such process – participatory inclusive legalization 

development. 

 Improvement of inspection quality, and showcase good practices to convince 

communities to the successful pilot results.   

 

Myanmar 

 The system is overloaded as sectors focus on their own work with overlapping 

mandates and multiple priorities, too many meetings, and lack of human resource. 

 Government administrative approach is primarily a top-down approach, though we 

are moving towards a more decentralized/mixed approach – it is a learning-by-doing 

process. 

 There is confusion about roles and responsibilities within the Union Government, with 

rapid changing context. 

 Awareness raising about multi-stakeholder approaches should be held at all levels. 

Information sharing is needed between sectors, etc. The situation is improving 

slowly, more support from international community will help with multisector 

cooperation. 

 Frameworks and mechanisms for multi-sector working are in place such as recent 

ecotourism planning (involving 13 ministries); however, it should be improved and 

made consistent with clear roles and responsibilities. Implementation and monitoring 

should be further strengthened. 

 

Thailand 

 Forums like this are good, bringing different agencies to work together and exchange 

views, etc. 

 We still need enhanced coordination between different agencies. 

 Special task forces, ad hoc working groups could be established to reinforce 

coordination. 

 Embedding coordination in existing systems is difficult, it could be embedded at 

constitutional level, and more realistic at this stage is policy support. National think 

tank could add value to this process. 

 

Viet Nam 

 Coordination of planning processes in landscapes is difficult with different agencies, 

different legislation, and different requirements.  

 Legislation requires sectors planning together, but lacks enforcement, and each 

sector has their own priorities.  

 In the process it is lack of good coordination between central and provincial levels.  
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 In the planning cycle, the social economic development plan will be developed first 

before sector and other planning, but in practice it is not strictly followed. It is not 

easy to bring all the voices to the table. 

 Maybe it is easier to realize at provincial level than national level. We need to identify 

entry points for piloting multi-sector planning process in line with regulations. 

 

Partner (Teak Seng, WWF) 

 The key challenge is coordination of decision making for large development/ 

infrastructure.  

 Also people do not think outside their specific mandate, stuck in their box.  

 On the ground, biodiversity connectivity – fragmentation occurred as no coordinated 

decision making.  

 Benefit sharing is another challenge from large infrastructure and other development. 

How to get the most benefit from engaging with other partners – civil society, local 

level actors, private sector, etc. Private sector plays a key role in shaping the future 

of landscapes.  

 We need to define clearly the vision and direct interventions, through CEP, etc., 

regarding landscape level approach (social, environmental, economic benefits).  
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