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This report is a sequel to my visit to Laos (29-01-95 to 12-02-95), ASRO and scrutiny 

of the relevant project documents made available to me. During this visit I met with Laos 

officials (Central, Provincial and District administrations), Laos and expatriate project personnel 

and a number of Advisors (expatriate) of various foreign funded projects and visited all the sites 

of project activities. As a result of extensive discussions and visits to the sites I believe that I 

obtained a reasonable insight into the project and an appreciation of the arduous task of collating 

research data, the latter task being made more difficult as a result of the relatively low level of 

competence of Laos researchers (which I am made to understand has improved considerably 

over the project period). 

1.0 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

1.1 The project objectives are very broad based and in a sense too ambitious. Perhaps it had to 

be so because the project was venturing into 'virgin territory' in a country where there was 

extremely limited technical capabilitiesy in the sector concerned, and which had never 

undertaken research in this sector. Therefore a more focussed definition of the objectives at the 

initiation of the project would have been probably impossible. 

1.2 There is reason to believe the project and all the supplements were somewhat 'rushed' 

through the IDRC System; in certain instances the process of initial documentation, approval 

and co~nmunication to the receipient was completed in a day or two. Obviously the system 

functions supra efficiently or does not receive the scrutiny it deseives. It is difficult to determine 

what impact this would have had on the research output of the project up todate, but as would 

be apparent later this undoubtedly contributed significantly to the budget 'blowout' as well as a 

degree of uncertainity of the continuation of the project. 

1.3 As the project developed the individual activities and/or research components began to be 

defined and undertaken. It is unfortunate that some of the activities which were undertaken later 

and were perfectly within the project objectives were not foreseen at the formulation stage. A 

case in point is the training component. It is hard to conceive that a project was folmulated and 



approved, that did not incorporate a fisheries related formal training component when one of the 

major objectives was building national capabilities in that sector. 

I am pleased that this is being rectified. However, a considerable degree of 

misunderstanding and hardship could have been avoided if the initial project formulation had 

been pragmatic, or if at least its need was realised at the first revision. 

1.4 There is no evidence to construde that the objectives changed over the last four years; as 

mentioned earlier the activities began to be identified and executed through this phase. 

Obviously it is too early to expect to have achieved all the project objectives, particularly 

in view of the rather ambitious and the complex nature of the project, the difficulties involved in 

collating data and the relatively low level of competence of the Laos counterparts in fisheries 

related research. However, there is little doubt that this phase of the project has laid a firm 

foundation to build upon, some of the important elements of this foundation being: 

(a) the acceptance by the Laos authorities that the project has a bearing on effective 

management of aquatic resource(s) in the long term, 

(b) the significant increase in the level of competence of Laos project personnel in the 

collation of data, aspects of induced breeding etc., 

(c) initiation of formal training for Laos personnel, which would in the long run 

provide man power for sustainable management and development of an important aquatic 

resource, 

(d) obvious and rather intense commitment of Laos authorities to the project and the 

immense enthusiasm of the project personnel in the provinces, which over a period of time has 

given them the confidence to be innovative and upfront in trying simple and appropriate 

techniques related to the research, 

(e) initial breakthroughs in the artificial propagation and identification of spawning sites 

of three indigenous (one of which is endangered) species, which are of relevance to issues of 

biodiversity, 

(f) the potential use of findings and expertise generated in the project in other related 

activities (development and research); for e.g. rice-fish culture (IRRI-Laos, Swedish funded), 

AIT-Outreach Project (Danida funded) and CARE School Nutrition Programme, 



(g) increasing the general awareness among people on the need to adopt new strategies 

to sustain indigenous natural resources, and 

(h) acceptance by other countries in the region that Laos is playing a key role in the 

conservation and management of indigenous resources of the Mekong as evident by the request 

of the King of Thailand for the procurement of the young of 8 indigenous fish species some of 

which are the focal point of the present project. 

1.5 As such I have no hesitation in recommending, even at this early part of the report, that the 

IDRC should fund a Phase 11, and even perhaps be bold in suggesting that a Phase I11 is likely 

to be needed to accomplish the task set-out. Nine years, in my view, is a realistic time-span to 

enable meaningful results to be achieved and a competent national base be established in regard 

to the management of a very complex and almost unstudied natural resource in a country which 

has not ventured into research on this resource before but on which a greater part of the 

population is dependant for its livelihood, directly or indirectly. 

1.6 When one looks into the future with regard to envisaged developmental activities of the 

Mekong and its tributaries (in Laos, Vietnam and Cambodia in particular) the IDRC project is 

likely to be crucial; it would have generated a lot of baseline information, possibly the only 

source of such relatively reliable data in a reasonable time-span, which would enable planners 

to address the important issues of biodiversity and sustainability of the aquatic resources of the 

Mekong in regard to the influence of such developments. The above in my belief, will be a first 

for the IDRC and will help it to establish itself as a front-runner in such development oriented 

research. 

2.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT: 

2.1 Needless to say the management of this project almost from the point of initiation, has been 

somewhat messy. In fact, I find it difficult to compreheend why the ASRO Office continued to 

act in a particular way without attempting to improve the management after the first supplement 

was approved. To me it should have been somewhat obvious by that stage that activities were 

starting to be defined and therefore some rethinking was needed. 

2.2 The weakest point in the management link was the need to supplement this project three 
times in as many years. Except for the first, supplements had to be provided as the PO 

continued to accede to requests from the Laos side, the Government as well as the Project 

Adviser (PA). 



Such a strategy is undesirable and indicates the lack of vision in regard to the project 

development and its scope of activities ie. lack of planning. It is unfortunate that none of these 

requests for additional funding, and the agreements reached between the PO and the Laos 

counterparts are not documented. I was rather surprised that the files did not contain a single 

travel report! 

I am further surprised that under the new procedures of approval of funds ASRO 

continued to approve three supplements without embarking on a new Phase and/or an 

evaluation (externallinternal) of some sort. In my view the documentation supporting the 

supplements (except the 1st) was rather weak and inadequate. But in spite of this the above 

mentioned course or an alternative was not adopted and even more surprisingly some went 

through the approval processes(es) very quickly implying that either the system in operation is 

supra efficient or it is not scrutinizing project supplements etc. as closely as it should. In regard 

to the present project I am inclined to think it was the latter. 

2.3 Obviously, when such a hand-to-mouth (but a prosperous one in the first three years) 

strategy is in place, it is to be expected that major problems and misunderstandings would crop 

up. Needless to say such situations get more aggravated when discussions/ decisions are not 

followed up with travel reports etc. 

The case in point of an instance of a major mismanagement is the foirnal training component (3 

BSc). 

I do not intend to go into detail in regard to this matter. However, I wish to put my 

observations on record. The formal placement of students, administered by CAP, is an 

acceptance and obligates the IDRC to continue funding until the completion of this training, 

unless the students performance is poor; approval of the continuation of this component 

semester by semester is not acceptable. I will not be surprised if this uncertainity has already 

affected the students' performance. 

In this regard, in my view, the letter from the Regional Director, IDRC to DG of DLSV 

dated 16-01-95 is redundant. After all, the action of POs is not the concein of the Govt. of 
Laos; that is a matter for the IDRC. The fact remains that by virtue of placing the students the 
IDRC, explicitly and implicitly, has accepted the provision of this training to fruition. 



I also find it difficult to understand why a more formal agreement was not reached with 

KKU, as is done with student placements elsewhere. If this was done KKU would not have 

been able to demand "unrealistic" fees at their will. 

2.4 I am informed of many other lapses and those which I think are important are enumerated 

below: 

: the treatment meted out to the Project Advisor in regard to his contract, notice 

of termination etc., Some of this treatment I would not hesitate to consider rather 

unprofessional and is not expected of an international organization. 

: a contract has not been issued to the National Project Director (Mr.Onideth 

Soukaavat), in spite of the fact that the terms of reference were drafted by the Project Advisor 

and delivered in April to the PO. 

: remittance of funds being irregular and delivered in cash by hand (more often 

than desirable) and cash advances being drawn from other projects etc., 

: Laos counterparts not being informed of the point of contact after restructuring 

in the IDRC, creating confusion and also affecting the confidence of Laos officials with respect 

to the importance that the IDRC places on the project. 

2.4 Non-preparation of Phase I1 documents, in spite of many discussions with the PO plus 

other visitations from IDRC personnel(John Graham, Ken MaCkay); 

The Phase I1 documents should have been drafted in mid- 1993 or at least in the course 

of 1994. It is difficult for me to understand why this was not done; perhaps the PO originally 

concerned with the project will be able to furnish an explanation. (Note;one could not have by 

any strength of the imagination expected the counterpart to prepare the documents. The PA sent 

his observations, presumably incorporating the ideas of the Laos counterpart as far back as 

Aug.'94). 

As I detailed earlier, this project has all the reasons to move into a Phase I1 and in my 

view this postponement has created a lot of uncertainity amongst project personnel, Laos Govt. 
and expatriate project staff. Note should also be taken of the fact that some of the Lao staff 

have made long -term commitments to the project by opting 'out of their normal positions in 

the administration. 



2.5 Through out this phase there was no indication that the services of the PA and the long 

term consultant were to tail off. As far as I am aware this is contrary to the accepted IDRC 

policy. In fact the signals that were given were that the PA would continue and the other would 

be absorbed full time into the project. As such no preparations were made for Laos counterparts 

to take over and obviously this will have repercussions in the next Phase. 

2.6 I also believe that there was a lack of appreciation of the scope and the difficulties in the 

execution of this project amongst POs at ASRO. For e.g. this lack of appreciation and 

sensitivity resulted in the precipitation of the "formal training" issue 

As such I might take the liberty to suggest that in 'difficult countries and difficult projects' it 

will be useful to coincide project monitoring visits of PO'S, to a reasonable degree, and each 

PO arranges to spend 5 to 10% of the time sitting through discussions of other projects. I fully 

realise the logistical and time commitment problems, but it is perhaps worth a try! This 

approach will, I believe, further enhance the effectiveness of the collegiate system of project 

approval etc. that is in place now. After all as the present case seems to prove a collegiate 

system does not necessarily function that well when restricted to the approval process(es) only. 

3.0 LAOS GOVT. COMMITMENT & WIDER IMPLICATIONS: 

This is the first research project undertaken by the Laos Govt. in this sector and they 

appear to be very proud of it and recognise the importance of it. 

3.1 The project has created an increased awareness of the importance of research and 

conservation aspects of aquatic resources. In this sense it has influenced the thinking of the 

Govt. at all levels, but there is no evidence that the project has resulted in policy development/ 

foimulation per se, as yet. For instance, the project has had an influence on the content of the 

Govt.documents, "Inland Fisheries Development and Policies and Strategies in LAOS, PDR 

with Special Emphasis in the Mekong Basin" (DG-DVLS,1994) and "Research and 

Development Priorities and Needs in the Livestock and Fisheiies Sector" (March1994). This in 

a sense is a reasonable impact of the project on policy making up to now. 

3.2 The commitment of the Laos Govt. is best exemplified by the dedication of 15 personnel 

(apart from the three BSc candidates), of which 7 are on a full-time basis, to the project. 

Also the Project Advisor has been able to choose most of the Lao counterparts and on 

occasion the Govt. has gone out of its way to accede to such requests. 



*(It should be noted that if the project is to have a Phase I1 the Laotian personnel 

changes envisaged are only for Vientiane; all present Provincial and District staff will continue 

in the project; this emphasises the point that the great bulk of already trained staff continue to 

perform and improve). 

3.3 As indicated in para 1.0 the project is expected to yield results which are likely to be 

invaluable in the future. The Laos Govt. emphasis on the preservation of the indigenous aquatic 

fauna is well known in the region and is further exemplified by the request for indigenous fish 

by the King of Thailand. 

3.4 I am however, worried about the apparent over enthusiasm on the part of the Laos 

administration in regard to the consellration of the indigenous fish resources. There is some 

evidence to believe that there is a 'rush' to formulate and implement fishery regulations without 

a proper scientific basis and/or socio-economic considerations, which could affect the 

Livelihood of whole villages. 

All or most fishing practices are very traditional and are artisanal. There is very little 

data/ information to suggest that the resources are over exploited and/or vice versa. Hopefully, 

Laos administrators will act cautiously in introducing fishery regulations and also seek advice 

from the project when such a need arises (see 6.3.f ). 

3.5 I am impressed with the cooperation extended by the villagers/ fishers at all sites of 

activity. Obviously, both Laos and expatriate Project staff have worked hard towards this end 

and they need to be commended; the present work would not have been possible without this 

interaction, understanding and cooperation between the villagers and the project staff. 

3.6 In spite of the uncertainity of Phase I1 and the formal training issue, the Laos authorities 

are keen to continue this work. In the event IDRC fails to fund Phase 11, I will not be surprised 

if the Laos Govt.'s persistence will induce other donors to 'move in'. During my last 

discussion with the DG-DLVS the Laos Govt.'s commitment to development oriented research 

in the sector was reiterated and reconfirmed. 

4.0 Scientific Accomplishments: 

The logistics of collating data in this project is easily the most difficult I have 

encountered in my 23 years of experience as a fishery scientist, both in the developing and 

developed world. Some points of access are very risky to ones life and most are strenuous. I 



am inclined to conclude that even under such difficult conditions a significant quantum of data 
has been gathered. 

A total of 14 reports (12 Technical; 2 Progress) were made available to me. The 

Technical reports entailed information on the artificial breeding of 3 indigenous species (1 

endangered), CPUE study etc. 

In my view none of this information is publishable in its present form; some studies 

need more information whilst others need further data analysis and minor changes in direction 

and emphasis in the ensuing Phase. 

These possible changes were discussed with the PA, TW and the relevant Lao counterparts. 

Those that we agreed upon as scientifically appropriate and logistically feasible are enumerated 

below. Basically these entail my technical recommendations apart from those already discussed 

with ST and included in the draft Phase I1 document. 

4.1 CPUE study 
4.1.1 A major flaw in the CPUE studies (for most sites) is the lack of information on 

total effort. CPUE data cannot be meaningfully used for management purposes without total 

effort. Secondly, the sampling is selective. I understand the reasons for this but every effort 

should be made to test the validity of such a sampling technique as frequently as possible. 

4.1.2 When I pointed this out TW and PA indicated the difficulties in making the 

sampling random. However, one needs to realise that the data generated will only be as good as 

the sampling programme. These matters were discussed and some suggestions were made to 

improve the sampling within the existing constraints. 

4.1.3 The Probarbus jullierli CPUE study should be abandoned. In regard to this 

species the problem is primarily to develop management measures which ensure that the 

spawners are fished for, after the act of spawning. 

Obviously, in the ensuing phase the problem has to be addressed by sociologists 

working in conjunction with biologists and come up with suitable management measures/ 

regulations. 

4.1.4 Who Som Yai site (catfish; Li traps); the CPUE to be continued but be 

augmented with analysis on the state of reproductive development of the species concerned 

throughout the study period. The reason for doing so is because it is hypothesised that the 



species in question is caught during their reproductive migration (?). A study of the gonadal 

development through the fishery period will provide information to test the validity of this 

hypothesis and may also shed light on acceptable fishing pressure that could be exerted on the 

populations etc. 

4.1.5 CNY site; Until now at this site the CPUE data collated whilst providing reliable 

and very useful information on the migratory patterns of some important species (likely to be 

publishable when complete), are unlikely to be useful for developing/ recommending 

management measures, or fulfilling the objectives of conducting a CPUE study per se. 

The reasons for this are, 

(a) small sample size (5 fishers), even at the peak when over 100 fishers are operating, 

and 

(b) lack of information on total effort (fishers and gear details). 

As such it was recommended and agreed that whilst the present detailed 

sampling be extended regularly to a few more fishers, at least when the catches are low, and 

once or twice at the peak (but time be saved by not weighing individual fish etc.), and about 25- 

30 fishers be used to obtain individual catch and effort and also the total fishers operating be 

estimated throughout. 

The sampling frequency be increased during the 'peak' season (e.g. thrice per week). 

The data analysis was also discussed and fresh ways of treating the data were indicated. 

4.1.6 One of the most encouraging aspects was the fact that the Head of Livestock - 

Veterinary, Pakse Provincial Govt., volunteering to undertake a CPUE in Champasak District. 

Such participation in independent data collation by Loas personnel should be encouraged to the 

utmost. 

The details need to be worked out between him, PA and TW. Obviously the data 

analysis will have to be handled by someone later in association with the Laos researchers. (In 

the event this is a success, I think it will prove that IDRC is accomplishing what it set out to do 

in Laos). 

4.1.7 A word of caution too. Often and witl~out sufficient data changes in fish catches 

etc. are attributed to reproductive and/or spawning migrations. This is too risky. Apart from the 

fact that such hypothesis need to be tested in some cases such notions may induce regulations to 

be introduced hastily. 

4.2.Breeding of Indigenous Fish: 



4.2.1 These studies to be continued and aimed at perfecting the techniques in regard to 

induced breeding as well as larval and fingerling rearing. Perhaps the project needs to increase 

the emphasis on the latter aspects in the ensuing years; induced breeding has no significance if 

reasonable survival up to the fingerling stage is not accomplished. 

In this regard it will be useful to allocate $ 3500/year for improvement of larval and 

fingerling rearing facilities at selected fisheries stations, to be determined by the PA in 

consultation with the Laos Govt. The study on breeding and nursery grounds of this species is 

to be continued and the features characterised. 

4.3 Market Sampling 
The Mekong is a complicated 'biological /ecological' system, but hardly studied 

hitherto.from these view points Fish perhaps constitute the most important exploitable resource 

of the system. The large number of species and the supposedly extensive migrations undertaken 

by key, commercially important species make the study and understanding of the resource 

doubly difficult. 

I am of the view that introduction of a regular market sampling programme, at key 

points, e.g. Pakse, Savannakhet etc. may shed considerable light on the migratory habits, 

seasonal fluctuations, relative abundance ( or possible interspecific associations) of some of the 

important key species. Also market sampling is often very cost-effective and the personnel can 

be very easily trained. A market sampling programme needs to incorporate both biological and 

marketing aspects, and will be best formulated by social and biological scientists working 

together. 

PA needs to pursue this further and as discussed explore the possible involvement of 

students of agriculture schools in various regions. 

Suggest about $4000 per year be spent on this program. 

4.3 Marketing Aspects: 
I think there are a number of interesting aspects to be studied by a social -science group. 

Again in this instance marketing aspects may have a bearing on the development /introduction 

of regulatory measures with a view to sustainable exploitation of the resource in the long term. 

Equally, studies on tenure of sites for traps, access to fishing grounds etc. are key sociological 

studies which in my view may have relevance to the sustainable management of the aquatic 

resources and associated development of fishery regulations. 

4.4 Future Publishing : 



As indicated earlier there is potentially publishable information that has been collated. This 

information will be useful in future developments of the Mekong and its basin and in studies of 

comparable systems elsewhere. 

As the Editor of Asian Fisheries Science I informed the PA and TW that I will be 

willing to expedite the publication of a series of papers in the Journal (of course subject to 

normal peer-review processes), and suggested to them that they consider starting from the 

simplest ones such as for e.g. "Fish and Fisheries of the Mekong River: the Laos Sector. I 

Traditional Fishing Gear", and so on. 

5.0 EXPATRIATE STAFF: 

5.1 There is little doubt that in the 'Laos setting' in 1990-1991 the Project would not have been 

feasible without a PA; it is not that Laos have not had projects without PAS but in the present 

instance the competence in the sector concerned was relatively low and they have not ventured 

into research in this sector before. Indeed the alternative of using groups of experienced 

persons on a short term basis probably never entered the equation. It was a stroke of luck that 

there was a Canadian biologist fluent in Laos was available for recruitment. I would hate to 

think what would have happened if the person did not speak the language! 

The project, the objectives of which were rather broad and hazy, got more defined and specific 

activities (-sub), which are the 'nuts and bolts' began to be identified and undertaken under the 

guidance of the PA. Personnel in the sector were also given training in the day to day 

management and the IDRC can be proud that in the course of Phase 11 it could leave a project to 

be entirely managed by Laos personnel. 

5.2 It was obvious that a good rapport had been established between PA and Laos personnel at 

all levels. This rapport had obviously been important in making the training relatively effective 

and as a result to be able to cmy on the research. 

The PA is still not satisfied with the trained persons and he attributes this to the poor 

education standards. However, the message I got from other projects was more encouraging. It 

may be the PA needs to rethink about this a bit more and also realise that the ability to impart 

effective training also reflects on the trainer. 

5.3 My discussions with almost every person involved in the project in regard to the 

continuation of the PA and my own judgement makes me conclude and recommend that the PA 

should continue for a further 1.5 years. Mr.Singkham, who initially indicated that the Project 

does not need a PA in Phase 11, during my final discussions with him agreed to the above 



suggestion .Admittedly this is not the ideal approach. But as pointed out earlier there is no way 

out of it currently (see 2.5 and 5.5). 

5.4 I do not think it is fair or even possible to judge whether the advice, work etc. of the PA 

had specifically influenced Laos policy and so on; it is difficult to draw a dividing line between 

project impact and that of the PA. If we concede that the Project has thus far been successful 

then I would argue that the PA has played a positive role. 

5.5. I was rather disheartened to come away with the impression that the Laos officials (high- 

and mid- level) are begining to question the research capabilities of both PA and TW but never 

their commitment. This is a difficult issue and I did not have the heart to openly discuss this 

with the PA. My contention is that if the overall management and monitoring of this project has 

been prudent this issue may not have arisen. Unfortunately, as preparations have not been made 

for a tailing off of expat staff they will have to be continued even in spite of the apparent loss of 

confidence in them. 

5.6 Terry Warren: 
(a) I am impressed with the commitment of TW to the project and his knowledge, 

particularly on fish taxonomy, traditional gear and the village industry per se. He is willing to 

learn. Modifications to the CPUE program that we decided upon have been already dealt with in 

Para 4.0. 

(b) His involvement in the project should be continued, at least for 1995 and 1996 and 

then a judgement be made whether Laos counterparts are able to proceed on their own; the latter 

needs to be encouraged at every opportunity. 

(c) In this instance I was also told by some of the Laos counterparts that the training 

was unsatisfactory. Perhaps the fault here is in attempting to impart to Laos personnel the 

intricacies of CPUE (which quite honestly I do not believe the trainer is equipped to do. I do 

not mean to downgrade TW; his training is in aquaculture and it will be a while before he 

grasps the concepts of CPUE etc.) right from the beginning without gradually building up to it. 

(d) I reviewed the involvement of TW for 1995 and 1996 and the agreed quantum of 

work is as follows; 

(i) May - June (CPUE /Migration/Gonadal studies) 

Field~Training = 40 days 

Data analysis / report writing = 08 days 



(ii) Dec - Feb. (CPUEhligration) 

Fielmraining = 62 days 

Data analysisfreport writing = 12 days 

(iii) Travelling days for CPUE 

Udorn Thani/Khinak/UT) = 08 days 

Total = 130 days 

In addition TW requests 15 days for administration and 30 days for writing up for publications. 

I am unable to recommend the latter as I am of the view that writing up for publication is part 

and parcel of a scientific study and need not be renumerated.Also note that in any case 30 days 

is somewhat excessive because the data should have been mostly analysed previously for the 

reports, and also writing will not recur every year. 

6.0 PHASE 11: 

6.1 This project is very much in accordance with the objectives and goals of the IDRC. A firm 

foundation has been laid (see 1.4 ) and in the Laotian context progress has been satisfactory. 

The project also is important to neighbouring countries. For these reasons I firmly believe that 

the IDRC should enter into a second phase. 

6.2 It is important that in the current interim period that none of the activities are curtailed and 

indeed any hiatus avoided. This includes the retention of the services of the PA in spite of the 

other factors that I have dealt with earlier. A hiatus in the services of the PA could send a 

different message to Laos project personnel and this may not be good for the project in the long 

run. 

6.3 My initial observations on the components, direction and management of Phase I1 have 

already been communicated to ST in Laos. 

Some of the other appropriate technical recommendations of this report may be 

expanded and incorporated into Phase 11. 

However, I wish to make some more general remarks as well as recommend further 

budgetary considerations. These are: 

(a) The expatriate component in Phase I1 should not exceed 45% of the total budget (in 

the current phase it was 56. I%), 



(b) $2500 per year be allocated for the CPUE work to be undertaken by Laos 

researchers, 

(c) the National Project Officer (Mr.Onideit) be employed full time, a proper contract be 

issued and be renumerated at the present rate($l8 per day= $450 p.m), 

(d) $4000 per year be allocated for market sampling 

(e) positive steps be taken to tail off the involvement of full time and long term 

expatriate staff and 

(f) in the Phase I1 agreement between the IDRC and Laos Gov t a clause to the effect be 

included that in the future, determination of fishery regulations, at all levels of administration, 

in the project area will be done in consultation with the project staff. 

7.0 OTHER MATTERS: 
7.1 Ian Baird; The information I have seem to indicate that IB is an ultra consei-vationist who 

tends to base his ideas on flimsy evidence. He also seems to operate via the village, inducing 

them to believe in what he 'preaches' even at the expense of their traditional livelihood. 

I am inclined to believe that the villagers will soon turn on him. 

The recommendation 6.3.f is made as a result of my discussions with Laos administrators at all 

levels bearing in mind problems such as those created by IB. 

7.2 Study Tour: To date I have received only one response from the participants (18-02). As 

such an addendum will be submitted when and if responses are received. 

In general, I am in favour of sowing the seeds of a potential network for the sustainable 

management of the aquatic resources of the lower Mekong basin countries. In this regard 

perhaps the next exchange should be between planners and higher level administrators of the 

countries concerned. 



8.0 CONCLUSIONS: 

This is a good development oriented research project with a fair quantum of originality. It has a 

good blend of research, development, sociological and resource utilization aspects. It also 

addresses important issues of biodiversity, conservation and sustainability. It is not easy to 

develop and execute projects with such a blend in a country where the research ethos is almost 

non-existant. The progress therefore, is likely to be rather slow, at least initially, and it takes 

time to gather momentum. All evidence seems to indicate that the latter is begining to happen. 

It is unfortunate that the project had to go through some difficult times in the last 18 

months or so. This I am convinced could have been easily avoidable, if only ASRO had posed 

some simple questions when supplement after supplement was being approved; when questions 

of finding funds, semester by semester, for students already placed were cropping up etc. etc. 

However, this is all history now. It is best that relevant lessons be learnt from this experience 

and work on Phase I .  is commenced in earnest. 

I wish to reiterate that the need for a Phase I1 (at least) is based on my scientific 

judgement on the merits of the project, even though I have dealt with in some detail on the 

moral obligations of the IDRC to the Laos people which should not be sneezed at. 

I also like to focus on the importance of this project not only to Laos but to other 

developing countries of the lower basin, as well as to the increasing number of planners and 

developers of the Mekong. It is based on all these considerations, as well as the need to have 

data on a relatively long time scale on such a pristine natural resource that directly provides the 

livelihood for tens of thousands or even perhaps millions of poor people that I was bold in 

suggesting that the IDRC will be pragmatic in accepting rather early that a Phase I11 will also be 

needed. 

end of report; 10th March.95 

Sena S De Silva BSc, PhD, DSc. 


