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Introduction

1. Projeet Location

2.  Review on Stakcholder Meeting 2-1

3. Objectives of Stakeholder Meeting 2-2

4. Explanation on Bulletin Board System of

Website

1. Project Location (2)

Lao People's
Demacratic Republlc

Thatland

At

" asian Righwsy Bouto Wan i Cambodis

| 1. Project Location (3)

T

2. Review on Stakeholder Meeting 2-1

m October 7, 2004 : The Stakeholder Mecting 2-1 at Phnom Penh

m October 28, 2004 : The Special Stakeholder Meeting for
Minority People (Stakeholder Meeting 2-1-a) at Neak Locung

= The main outcomes of these mectings are that:

-- preliminary allernatives to cross the Mekong river were
explained by MPWT;

— the terms of reference and scoping for the IEE-level social
and environmental considerations studies were agreed
among all the stakeholders; and

— the workshop for the village stakeholders was held in order
to identify the positive and negative impacts by each
alternative,




|3_.Ohjectivcs of Stakeholder Meeting 2-2

3. Objectives of Stakecholder Meeting 2-2

e | Stwkelollers Meeting Venue | Study Majur Ohjectives Timing
N, Tevel
ftakehnlder Meeting 1.1 | Pluwn | Kick-off | Tutraduction of the Praject, Muy 24, 2104
" Feali explunation of the JICA'S
tFuideline awil Seoping for [EE
Stakehulders Meeling 1-2 | Neak Kiek-off | Same as ghove June 21, 2004
Taeung
2| Stakehoblers Mectng 21 | Phnom | [EE Diiscusstuar on Seaplng mul TOR | October T anid 28,
and 2-1-a Penlt for 1EE 2
Stakehullers Mecting -2 | Fluom | TEE Fresentation af Interim Results | December 27-2H,
Penlt of IEE 2004
Stalehollers Meeting2-3 | Ploun | 1EE Fresentaton of Draft Final Fehruury 20015
Penili Repurtaf L1 und Interim {Vhanned)
Siudy Report
30| Stakelwhlees Meethyg3-1 | Phonm | EIA Discussion of Scuping and TOR | May 205
Penh for KLY Suhject 1o Resulta uf
IEE
Stakehollers Meotlng3-2 | Phanm | EIA Presentation uf nterin Results | Fuly 2005
'enly of ETA Subjeet ts Teawlis ol
IEE
Stakehollers Meeting3-3 | Phoum | EIA Presentntlon of Dratt Flual Suplanlicr 15
Penly Reports of TTA and Overall Subjuct ta esulls ol
Study TRE

m  To share vicws among all the stakeholders on the

proper evaluation method and procedure as well as
evaluation criteria for selecting the best allernative to
cross the Mekong River

m  To preliminarily explain the interim results for IEE

(Initial Environmental Examination) —level social and
environmental considerations studies

ﬁ. Explanation on Bulletin Board System of Website

m URL

— www . 2Zndmekongbridge.com

m Function of BBS (Bulletin Board

Service)

— The [unction of the BRS (Bulletin Board Service) which
enables all the stakeholders to exchange views on the
internet is available.

m Sample Pages
Sample 1: Page for Bulletin Board System (Khmer)
Samn g ::. :EE{; fﬂ[ 3!" EII-II BSMIEI S: ‘Iﬂm {EDE 'sh}

THANK YOU !

for your attention and patience.

Ministry of Public Waorks and Transport
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Evaluation Method and Procedure for Selecting the Best
Alternative to Cross the Mekong River

December 27-28, 2004
Conference Hall, MP'WT

Ministry of Public Works and Transport (MPWT
in cooperation with JI'.CS o )

Partl

1. Review on Alternatives to Cross the Mekong
River

2. Explanation on Evaluation Method and
Procedure for Selecting the Best Alternative

s
Na. | Option Remarks
1 Ferry Option
1-1 | Ferry | Existing Ferry with Proper Maintenance Zero Option
12 | verry Upslzlng ofFerl:): Bnntsrnr Additional Ferry
Boats with Additional Pier
2 Bridge Option

2-1 | Bridge | Route A

2-2 | Bridge |Route B

2-3 | Bridge | Route C

3. Ferry Option + Bridge Option (The Best Combination of 1-1
£1-2 and 2-1/2-2/2-3)

| 1. Review on Alternatives to Cross the Mekong River (2)

m Ferry option will cover the following two
alternatives:

—Ferry capacity remains unchanged but the
maintenance should be undertaken properly.(“Do
Nothing” or “Zere Option”)

—Ferry capacity is improved as the traffic demand
increases. The improvement may cover such plans as

up-sizing the existing ferry or additional ferry boats
with additional pier.

Image of Ferry Option 1-1 (Zero Option)

Image of Ferry Option 1-2




1. Review on Alternatives to Cross the Mekoné River (3)

8 The following three alternative routes were set up paying
attention to:
(a) a total crossing distance over the Mckong River
(b} a crossing distance over the main stream of the River, and
{¢) a length of the approach road.
They are considered to significantly affect the cost of
construction,

- Route A Located to the North of N.L.Ferry route and
where the river width of the main streaming is the
shortest in the N.L. area,

— Route B: Located to the North of N.L.Ferry route and
intended to minimize the involuntary rescttlement in
crossing the NR-11 as well as the extension of approach
road.

- Route C:  Located to the South of N.L. Ferry route, and
intended to minimize the crossing distance over the River.

Image of Bridge Option 2-1/2-2/2-3

Image of Bridge Option 2-1/2-2/2-3

1. Review on Alternatives to Cross the Mckong River (4)

® Combined Option

— Combined option of improved ferry and
construction of bridge may pive as a step-by-step
approach. That is, the ferry should be improved o
its maximum extent before the bridge construction
is proved economically feasible.

After a certain period of operating the present and/or
improved ferry services, the bridge will be planned.

2. Explanation on Evaluation Method and Procedure
for Selecting the Best Alternative

Overall Flow Chart for Selecting the Best Alternative

| Setting up Alternatives |

{1

| Study on Critical Aspects I

oy

| Sctting up Alternatives to be Evaluated |

ays

Evaluation on Alternatives |

Ll

| Selection of the Best Alternative |




|Detailed Flow Chart for Selecting the Best Alternative

| Setting up Alternative Methods |

L...Soginl and Economic Framework
|| i
Tunnel Opt | o Lo TE0IMC Demand Survey |
to be Reiected | Critical Aspects :
|—_| Traffic Demand Forecast
Il e —
L 1
Engineering E i Envir tal and
Criteria Criteria Social Criteria

Evaluation Method : AHP ;

!

|Explanation on Evaluation Method (1)

5 AHP (Analytic Ilierarchy Process)

—AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Process) is one of suitable
methods for selecting the best alternative from the
various options under a wide range of criteria.

—ATIP has the following 3-step procedure.

®The importance (weight) of criteria by evaluators
will be relatively examined.

®The importance (weight) of options by evaluators
under cach criterion will be relatively examined.

@®The overall priority evaluation will be conducted
in accordance with the designated method.

|Explﬂnation on Evaluation Method (2)

m AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Process)
~AHP will relatively quantify ihe weight by an
evaluator among a wide range of criteria.
~The important point is that the weight is subject to
change due (o the value of each stakeholder. The
proposed weight for criteria will be explained by
MPWT in the next stakcholder meeting.

—The detailed criteria for weighting will be explained
in the next presentation Part I1.

A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

u  Tor examyple, the selection of the best lunch for today has 3
criteria (taste, price, time to be served),

®  There are 3 options (noodle, chicken rice, beef stake) to be

evaluated.,
Selection of
Lunch
[
I
I Taste l |Pricc I | Time to be Served |
[ [ I |
l | |
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Noodle Chicken Rice Beef Stake

A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

m  In this case, an example of the weighting system for AHP is as
shown in the below table.

Weight Definition Description

1 Same Dath options has the same significance under a certain
Significance | eriteria,

3 A little Bit | A little bit more significant than the option to be
Significant | compared with,

s Considerahly | Considerably more significant than the option to be

b Significant | compared with,

7 Extremely | Extremely more significant than the option to be
Significant | compared with.

9 pletely | Completely sig regardless of the option to be
Significant | compared with,

2,4,6,8 Degree hetween 1 and 3, 3and 5, Sond 7, 7 and 9.

#  The sclection of the best lunch for today has 3 eriteria (taste,
price, time to be served).
m  The weights among 3 criteria by an evaluator arc relatively
evaluated as follows.

Criteria - Pri Time to be
Criter Aste Lie Served
3 T (Extremely
Taste 1 (Same) (ALitleBit | peo o rnortant)
More Important)

. 1/3 (A Little Bit 5 (Considerably
Price Less lmportant) LSt} More Tmportant)
Time to be 1/7 (Extremely | 1/5 (Considerably 1 (Same)
Served Less Important) | Less Important) -




A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

m  For example, the selection of the best lunch for today has 3
options (noodle, chicken rice, beef stake).

m  These 3 options are relatively evaluated under the 1*
criterion (tastc) as follows,

A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

m  For example, the selection of the best lunch for today has 3
options (noodle, chicken rice, beef stake),
m  These 3 options arc relatively cvaluated under the 2m
criterion (price) as follows,

Option Noodle Chicken Rice Beef Stake
173
x . ; | U7 {(Extremely
MNoodle I (Same Taste) | (A Little Bit Less Less Tasty)
Tasty)
A : 3 (A Little Bit 1/5 (Considerably
Chicken Rice More Tasty) L (Same Taste) Less Tasty)

7 (Extremely
More Tasty)}

5 (Considerably

Beef Stake More Tasty)

1 (Same Taste)

Option Noodle Chicken Rice Beef Stake
¥ 7 (Ext 1

Noodle 1 (Same) {A Little Bit EI:‘ reney
i eaper)

Cheaper)
: i 1/3 (A Little Bit . § (Considerably

Chicken Rice More Expensive) 1 (Same) Cheaper)
Beef Stake 1/7 (Extremely | 1/5 (Considerably 1 (Same)

More Expensive)

More Expensive)

A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

m  For example, the selection of the best lunch for today has 3
options: noodle; chicken rice; and beef stake,

m  These 3 options are relatively evaluated under the 3"
criterion (time to be served) as follows.

A Typical Example of AHP (Selection of Lunch)

®  The priority point will be caleulated in accordance with
weights of critcria and priorities of options in order to obtain
the overall priority.

m  The following table is an example of the calculation results.

; y : : Criteria Tast Pri Time to be| Overall
Option Noodle Chicken Rice | Beef Stake Option aste L Served Priority
e
G 3 7 (Extremely il 60% 30% 10%
Noodle I (S8ame Timing) (A Little Bit Faster) 2 (Sample)
Faster) Low High High .
» . . Noodle ) 7 ; 30 priority
Chicken Ri U3 (A Little Bit | | (Same Timing) 5 {Considerably Puint Point Puint
IEXEn-Rice Slower) CIMMIE Faster) Al Al et Aedi
2 A ainsis
Chicken Rice Point Point Toint & Kenity
L7 (Extremely | 1/5 (Considerably i 7
Beef Stake Siavis) Slower) 1 (Same Timing) Becf Stake High Low Low i Priority
Puint Point Point

Application for Actual Evaluation Method

m  The selection of the best alternative to cross the best river has 3

areas of criteria (engineering, economic, environmental/social
criteria).
m  There are 6 options to be evaluated.

Selection of Best
Alternative
|
[ | |
Engineering Economic Environmental and
Criteria Criteria Social Criteria
|
Option Option || Oplion || Option || Option || Option
1-1 1-2 2-1 2-2 2-3 1)

THANK YOU !

for your attention and paticnce.

Ministry of Public Works and Transport
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Part I1 Evaluation Criteria for Selecting the Best
Alternative to Cross the Mckong River

December 27-28, 2004
Conference Hall, MPWT

Minisiry of T'ublic Works and Tl'ausgorf (MPWT)
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Part I1

1. Explanation on Evaluation Criteria
2. Explanation on Traffic Demand Forecast

|l. Explanation _un. Evaluation Criteria (1)

BEvaluation Criteria @ Teclnlesl Appropriateness
& Safory

& Duralilliy

—| Engincering Critcria

@ Couslstency with Interations] Transportati
Neods

@ Comsistency with Nutivmal Transport Pulicies
@ Walling Tiwe to be Saved
® luvesiment Efliciency

Economic Criteria
@ Mai Tt

@ luipacts m Reglona] Economy

@ Dnupaets on Namesl Envhenment

Social and Environm
Criteria

@ Lupacts on Sockal Enviromment
@ Seale und Serd ul Inval ¥ Resett] t

@ Repinnal Accessibility

. Exp]anat_i_(_:_n_ﬁ;luEvaluatian Criteria (2)

| Engineering Criteria J

Technical Apprisprintenuss of Presnt Ferry Buals
Technical Apprispriutencss of Additinal Ferey Buats
Technical Appropriutencss of Additiunul Piers
“Technical i uf Bridge (Ruule 4, B, ©)

—| Technical Appropriateness L‘—___l

Safety uf Operalive of Preseot Ferry Service
Safery of Ciperation af Impeoved Ferry Service
Safety of Opevation of Additinnal Plers

Safety of Operation of Bridge (Roate A, T, )

§

Durabdlity of Present Ferry Tiats

of Additianal Ferry Bvats
Dwrabillity of Additlonnl Piees

Lhirability of Brid ge (Rovte A, I, ) In tevms of
River Conditinns ete.

Eﬁib[anaﬁnn on Evaluation Criteria (3)

1. Explanat.id.n on Evaluation .éritel_'_ia___(al} -

| Economic Criteria l

@ Copacity tu Meed Intecnational Transportation
Newls

Envir t and Social Criteria___|

Cunsistency with Lilermalivial T @ Cumsistency with develogment of Asdan Highway
Cranspartation Needs

@ Consistency wilh Relabilitathon of Nativnal
Rowte Noul

Conaisteney with Nalivnal = — & Conectivily with Other National Rontes
Transport policies

@ Wailing Tioe i case of Present Forry Servies,
Improved Ferry Borvien, Dridpe Optinn, and
- Cmbined Cptinn

Waiting Time to be Saved

ST d___-—-—~—' @ Cost-Benefit Indleators (RTRE, AT, ete)
Lnvestment Biiciaicy @ Seale of Reshinal Value anid Sunk Cost, cie,

B, €, Aol Combined Optian

@ Maintenance Cost of Present Ferry Service,
Mainlenance Cost Aidironal Ferry Boats f Flers, amil Bridge (Route A,

@ [ncrewse in Inceme

@ Ineveasc in Lond Value

lmpacts oo Repional
Eeonomy

& Cilier fvopable [upacts

@ 12 Criterin far Tmpocts pn Nutural Enviranment

Tmpaets on Natural

: (The details are us per the neat skide.}
Environment

@ 12 Cylterdn fow Tiipacts om Snclal Eavironment
except for Invaluntury Resedilement

Tmpacts on Social

Bt { (The detoils arc as rer the subsequent slide.}

@ Scale ainl Berl of R [
in case of the canstruction of Additional Uier

@ Seale ond af ¥

in case af the construction of Bridge (Houle A, B, )

Scale and Seriousness of
Involuntary Resettlement

i» Mativnal Houle Nw.l

I_' = ] l Accons
Regional Accessibility A iis

® A
@ Accesshility with the contral isle

hetween buth river sides




[1. Explanation on Evaluation Criteria (5)

| Description of Environmental Criteria

Ra, Impact {o be assessed Agreed Impacts ta be Assessed Category of Criterls
(Stakehalder Meetng 2.1}
1 Alrgualley x Environmandal Criteria
2 Water quallty x i Criteria
3 Soil and sedimentatian quality x Environmantal Criteria
. Waste dispasal x Enviranmantal Criteria
5 Molse 2nd Vibration X Envlranmental Critaria
5 Subsldence X Environmental Critaria
T Bad smalls LS Enwlrotimental Criteria
B Topegraphy and Gealogy X Enirenmentel Criterla
2 River bed alerials # Envirenmentel Crierla
Ll Fauna and flara L3 Envlrenments! Criterla
" Use of waler resaurcas & Envirenmental Critaria
L Agidents A Criterla
1 Greanhousa sffect gas £ Criterla

1. Explanation on Evaluation Criteria (6)
Description of Social Criteria
Ha. Impeeta ba be arsessed Agreed |mpacis b be Category of Criteria
Assassad
{Slabieholder Meeting 2-1]
1 | Migralien of population inveluntary resstllemant X Saclal Crieda
2 | Impact an bacal eeanamy {employment, ivellhoad, X Examined as Economie
ate) Criterla {tmpact on
Repional Econcmy]
3 | Utilization of land and local resaurcss X Soclal Crileria
4 | Soclal Inetitutlons (aoclal eaphal and local declslan- X Social Critarla
making institution]
6 | Existing social infrastruciure and services x Soclal Criteria
6 | Vulmersble sochal groups X Sogial Critarla
7 Equality of benefils and loases and equality in X Gncial Criterla
development process
B | Looal canfliats of interesis X Goclal Criterls
9 | Gendar X Social Criteria
10 | Children's rights LS Social Criberia
11 | Cultural hesitage X Goclal Criteria
12 | Infectlous diasases [HIVIAIDS] X Sacial Criteria

Ll. Explanation on Evaluation Criteria (7)

m Weights on Evaluation Criteria

—The weight of each evaluation criteria will be
different from stakcholder to stakeholder.

—The proposed optimum weight of each criterion will
be explained by MPWT and the optimum weight of

each criterion will be discussed in the next
stakeholder meeting.

2. Explanation on Traffic Demand Forecast (1)

8 The traffic demand forecast will be the key presumption to the
economic criteria.
m Based on the traffic volume survey, the high, low, and medium
scenarios will be forecasted in accordance with the following
socio-gconomic factors.
— GRDP (Gross Regional Domestic Products) in Neighboring
Areas
— Population in Meighboring Arcas
— MNumber of Employees in Neighboring Areas
The result of each scenario will lead to the traffic demand
forecast which will be explained by MPWT in the next
stakeholder meeting 2-3.
The subsequent slide will be an image of the comparison
between the traffic demand forecast and the capacity of cach
allernative.

2. Explanation on Traffic Demand Forecast (2)

| Dption 2-1/2-272-3 (Eridge Optian) )—]

i
H
i

L oanag
7 dwag
[-JRLEFS
boamay
5 JEag
LT
LT
B AEug
LT

oL dmmg

THANK YOU !

for your attention and patience.

Ministry of Public Works and Transport
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