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Executive Summary 
The 2020 COVID 19 proved to be a challenge for Malaysia, not just in conducting exercises to help prepare 
the inputs for the SDG 6.5.1 Country Survey Instrument, as it greatly impacted on the safety, health, economy 
and well-being of the country. Addressing the risks, threats and impacts of the pandemic took, and still has, 
priority over all matters in Malaysia.  
 
The Government on the 16th March 2020, gazetted the Movement Control Order (MCO), as provided under 
the Prevention and Control of Infectious Diseases Act 1988 and Police Act 1967, to prohibit mass movements 
and gatherings, closing down amongst others, public and private offices, schools, institutions of learning, 
places of worship and business, except those who were given exemption to operate or those listed as 
essential services.  Travel bans were also imposed. The country in not so many words, came to a halt, in a 
collective effort to flatten the ‘curve’.  
 
The MCO after several extensions, with restrictions being removed for some sectors, entered the Recovery 
Movement Control Order (RMCO) phase on the 10th of June 2020 until 31st August 2020, only then 
Government offices began to operate fully. At present during the preparation of this report, the States of 
Sabah, Selangor and the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur, Putrajaya and Labuan have been placed under 
Conditional Movement Control Order (CMCO), and staff in government offices and statutory bodies, except 
those with specific permission, are back to working from home.  
 
The government is focused on combating the COVID 19 pandemic, making it a priority, and the MCO posed 
a problem in conducting the required workshops to gather inputs for the Country Survey Instruments, as well 
as meeting the targeted deadline for submission. Most government agencies, and non-government 
stakeholders were working from home, and access to required documents and data was difficult. Lives after 
all, were at stake, and the SDG 6.5.1 reporting had to take a back seat.  
 

a. Mode of consultation 
Despite the limitation faced due to the pandemic, efforts were made by the National Focal Point, Division of 
Water Resources Management  and Hydrology, the Department of Irrigation and Drainage Malaysia, together 
with the Malaysian Country Water Partnership (MyCWP) to carry out the necessary in order to fulfil the 
reporting requirement. Taking into account the strict MCO and the standard operating procedures in place, 
only two face to face workshop/meeting with limited number of participants, in compliance with the MCO, 
took place, on the 17th August 2020 and 7th September 2020. The rest of the engagement took place online 
within a limited time not exceeding half a day, with sessions taking place on the 12th June 2020, 7th July 2020, 
13th July 2020, 21st July 2020, and 18th August 2020. Various stakeholders were engaged during the different 
online sessions via Google Meet, WebEx, and ZOOM, that was made possible by the MyCWP hosting these 
sessions (Annex 2 as proposed by the SDG 6 IWRM Support Programme Guidelines pertaining to Agenda has 
not been included, given the nature of the consultative sessions).  
 
The Survey Instrument was circulated, and 2017 inputs were put in to show the status as reported for the 
published 2018 report, and participants were encouraged to update on the previous reported status, and 



identify gaps or limitations related to implementing IWRM. The inputs from the 2017 survey was useful, as it 
allowed participants to build up from what was.  
 
As for the online engagement processes, the survey instrument was used during the sessions, and 
participants were taken through the instrument, section by section, and points that needed to be clarified 
were discussed, and the 2017 reported inputs (though the questions in 2017 were different) were used as 
reference during the discussion. One of the major points raised was that the forms were in English, and it 
was suggested that for the next reporting cycle that the form be translated. During the engagement, 
translations were provided ‘verbally’, and a translated form was not produced.  
 
The time frame for interaction was also limited, due to several factors including internet connectivity and 
device capability, and attendances were not fully recorded. The focus was to gather as much information as 
possible, given the difficult time the nation was facing. Despite the fact that most of the participants had to 
work from home, and had limited access to documents as they would normally do pre COVID 19, they did do 
their level best to support the reporting process.  
 
Time frames for feedbacks were set, usually a time frame of two weeks to one month, depending on the 
participant and the scale of information required, and feedbacks were returned via email. Participants would 
either fill the forms or provide write ups and evidences for sections that they identified were relevant to 
them. The feedbacks were consolidated and checked before it was included in the narrative. Emails were 
also received from stakeholders that were not part of the online sessions but were informed by the respective 
representatives. Their inputs were also collected, checked through and where applicable included in the 
narratives (the local authorities that provided the feedback but were not part of the online sessions are listed 
in Annex 1). 
 
The preliminary draft containing the first round of feedbacks were tabled at the 17th August 2020 workshop 
to a limited group of participants. At the workshop further clarification of the required inputs, the proposed 
narratives for the section on ‘status’ and ‘way forward’, the initial choice of scoring bandwidth as well as key 
points to be taken forward to UNEP for consideration were discussed.  
 
The updated Survey Instrument was then circulated, and feedbacks requested on the proposed narratives 
together with further evidences to support the statements made. Further consultations were then made 
with specific stakeholders to further confirm the information, via ZOOM and because of the restrictions and 
at one point rising Covid 19 cases, there were requests from the stakeholders for extension of time.  
 
The survey instrument was then circulated to a smaller group of stakeholders to reconfirm the narratives and 
to help cross check the evidences, as well as review the proposed statements for the Way forward, and a 
face-to-face discussion in full observance of the MCO SOP was held on the 7th September 2020. The 
bandwidth scores were checked, and the scores set, based on inputs from stakeholders. After submission, 
there were requests made to revise section 4.2.a. at a consultative session not related to the reporting 
exercise, and the National Focal Point requested for the information to be included, and suggested revision 
of the score. This is reflected in the revised survey instrument that was edited by the MyCWP Secretariat on 
the 31st October 2020 (Annex 4), and the revised survey instrument at the time of this report is being finalised 
for submission. 
 



b. Points for consideration 
One of the key findings of the workshop was the suitability of the description given for the score bandwidth. 
It was unclear how by locking in the ‘score’ and the band which the score sits, that it is actually indicative of 
the actual status of IWRM implementation or adoption or mainstreaming into governance processes. There 
were at times, small differences between the descriptions that made choosing the appropriate bandwidth a 
little bit difficult. Having said that, the exercise did not result in divergent scoring or disagreement.  
 
Another point for consideration was that the description suggested that there was only ‘one way’ of making 
sure that IWRM approaches are implemented. An example would be in part 4 (Financing), in section 4C: 
Financing for Transboundary Cooperation, where scoring will only be given if both countries contribute 
jointly. A score of ‘0’ is given if no such arrangement exists. This caused consternation amongst members 
who attended the various sessions, as the country is being penalised for not having in place an arrangement 
that is validated by the Survey Instrument, which does not suit the existing arrangements in place for 
Malaysia and Thailand. Both parties have chosen to fund projects within their own countries, and report 
activities that were being funded to the joint committee.  
 
The arrangement has been in place for many years, before SDG 2030, and it has served both countries well. 
And for such a description within the scoring bandwidth to only recognise what the assessors deem 
appropriate; i.e. there’s only one way to qualify as being a measure of an IWRM implementation. In the case 
of 4C, not having a joint funding arrangement is seen as a weakness, and would merit a score of ‘0’, whereas 
in Malaysia the arrangement has worked fine, and the description to justify scoring is unfair, and would 
suggest that IWRM implementation must follow a ‘one size fits all’ way set by those who drew up the survey 
instrument. Once again, if it didn’t fit what the survey instrument assessor deemed as fit, then the country 
would be taken to have performed badly, when it is not usually the case. Several participants pointed out 
that the survey instrument was inflexible.  
 
There was also difficulty in interpreting what was meant in the description in the bandwidth, the footnotes 
and the recommended inputs to validate the countries’ narratives.  The requirement for evidence to support 
the narratives were described by participants as being too extensive, requiring detailed inputs that did not 
fit within Malaysia’s existing reporting mechanisms. IWRM has been mainstreamed into the country’s policy 
and development processes, but it is not spelt out specifically, and this made evidence gathering a tad bit 
difficult.  
 

c. Way Forward 
Part 3 of this report; Next Steps summarises the key areas that will need looking into to ensure a more 
effective approach to implementing IWRM. The 11 areas are: 
 

 Information collection; 
 Management and monitoring; 
 The convergence of various mandates and governance systems; 
 Budget allocation and investment; 
 Engagement and inclusivity; 
 Strengthening capacities and capabilities; 
 Roll out of IWRM and IRBM plans; 
 Shared basin/aquifers; 



 Addressing pollution; 
 Mainstreaming ecosystems protection and water related disaster risk reduction; and 
 Sustainable and efficient use of water. 

 
1. Conclusions from facilitated discussions on Section 1: ’Enabling Environment’ 
The overall score for this section stands within the medium-high range (76 points). The section was divided 
into two parts:  

 Status of policies, laws and plans to support Integrated Water Resources Management at the national 
level; and 

 Status of policies, laws and plans to support Integrated Water Resources Management at other 
levels. 

 
Key points  
Malaysia adopts a federated system of government, and water resources falls within the purview of the State 
authorities. There is a national policy, i.e. Malaysia’s National Water Resources Policy 2012, that contains 
strategies pinned to the principles of IWRM. Translation of programmes and activities have continued over 
the years, and at present there are initiatives underway to consolidate water related policies bringing 
together water resources, supply and services under one policy framework. At present these aspects are 
governed separately. There are several laws in place at the Federal level that regulates various aspects that 
have bearing on IWRM.  
 
At the sub-national level, which in Malaysia refers to State Authorities, there are policies in place that 
addresses elements related to water resources, mainly policies linked to the environment, land use and 
physical development. There isn’t a specific sub-national plan dedicated to Integrated River Basin 
Management (IRBM), but there are various plans in place that addresses aspects related to IRBM. There are 
also various statutory instruments in place to regulate various aspects linked to water resources and 
elements of IWRM. With regard to transboundary water management, there are a few transboundary 
rivers/aquifers (as detailed in the report for SDG 6.5.2), and there is at present only one formal arrangement 
in place which has been established for many years. 
 
Way forward 
It was noted throughout the various consultation processes that there is a need to address how information 
is collected and reported. There is also a push to converge the separate sectors i.e. water resources, supply 
and services under an integrated governance framework, and steps are underway towards that shift. There 
is a need also to consider that the changes to Ministries and portfolios have been rather dynamic in the past 
two years, and the move towards convergence may be affected by changes in ministerial arrangements.  
 
Recommendations were also made to roll out more IRBM plans, and strengthening stakeholder engagements 
at inter and intra-Basin levels. Another aspect to be looked at, was the present approach for transboundary 
water management, to explore the possibility of forming arrangements for shared basins and aquifers, and 
at country level, addressing financing requirements to manage. With respect to laws, suggestions were made 
to strengthen capacity and capability to boost enforcement, focusing on increasing provisions for financial, 
technological support, technical expertise and other regulatory support. 
 



Based on the feedback for the way forward, there is need to shift how information pertaining to elements 
and aspects of IWRM are collected, structured and reported. As pointed out in Annex D, the present system 
of governance is sectoral and multiple aspects falls within the purview of several mandated authorities at 
Federal and State government level. Challenges in water resources governance are often felt in extenuating 
circumstances, e.g. in cases of extreme weather conditions and pollution discharge that affect water 
treatment facilities. 
 
Suggestion were made to mainstreaming ecosystems protection, and shift the way resources are managed, 
which traditionally follows administrative boundaries, to managing in accordance to watershed boundaries. 
Risks and threats will need to be addressed to boost resilience, focusing on building awareness as well as 
understanding, focusing on increasing understanding about public, private sector and individual 
responsibility.  
 
2. Conclusions from facilitated discussions on Section 2: ’Institutions and Participation’ 
The overall score for this section stands at 65 points, placing this section in the medium-high range. Similar 
to section 1, questions were posed to measures taken at the Federal and sub-national (State authorities) 
levels.  
 
Key points  
Similar to Section 1, the governance of water is sectoral and sits within the purview of various mandated 
authorities at Federal and State level. Coordination platforms exists at the national level, the most recent 
meeting was in 2019. At the State level, there are mandated authorities having jurisdiction over various 
aspects related to IWRM. Public and private sector participation are also in place, with platforms facilitating 
the involvement of the public in programmes that benefit policy, planning and management at the national 
and state levels. Specific IWRM programmes for vulnerable groups are available, but the emphasis on 
ensuring availability of water supply especially for indigenous and rural communities. The inclusion of 
‘gender’ in laws or plans within water resources management is integral to Malaysia’s development 
programmes under the Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development. Programmes for capacity 
building are in place, and there is opportunity to expand the spread of coverage, and draw out programmes 
that are specifically spelt to support IWRM implementation. As for shared basin or aquifers, there are task 
forces in certain basins, and this provides an opportunity for the States to upscale the existing arrangements 
and develop new arrangements. With regard to transboundary water management, there is evidence for 
shared basin recognised by both countries, e.g. Sg. Golok in Kelantan bordering with Thailand, the 
organisational framework has been established for many years, and the engagement of the two countries 
are made publicly available at the website that is included in the Survey Instrument.  
 
Way forward 
Recommendations were made to roll out strategies contained in the document Transforming the Water 
Sector: National Integrated Water Resources Management Plan: Strategies and Road Map. There is a need 
to expand the capacity of State authorities to implement IWRM on a larger scale, which will require additional 
financial allocations and training to build capacity. Recommendations as per Section 1, are focused on 
continuing programmes and engagement with the public, to foster shared responsibility for water resources, 
bridging government measures with community, private sector, non-governmental organisations and 
community-based organisations efforts at Federal and State level. There is a need to foster a collective of 
different stakeholders to help gear up IWRM related initiatives at community or local levels, including 



initiatives to benefit vulnerable groups. Gender ‘inclusion’ will continue, and IWRM elements will be clearly 
marked for reporting purposes. Where shared basins and aquifers are concerned, the recommendation 
forward is focused on revisiting existing policies and regulatory measures to include measures for shared 
basin or aquifer management between two State authorities. It is noted in the way forward that whatever 
recommendation that is made to further intensify the establishment of transboundary management 
arrangements, it would be dependent on the sovereignty arrangements between both countries.  
 
3. Conclusions from facilitated discussions on Section 3: ’Management Instruments’ 
The overall score for this section amounts to 58 points, putting this section in the medium bandwidth.  
 
Key points  
Continuing from the narratives in Sections 1 and 2, measures and means to monitor of water availability has 
been put into place, with various aspects being monitored by various stakeholders, and subject to funding, 
it is expected to expand in coverage. As for sustainable and efficient water use, management instruments 
are in place, but water tariffs are priced relatively low, and there is a need to push for sustainable and efficient 
water use, to deter wastage. Pollution control is of great concern, and there are laws in place to minimise 
pollution and penalise polluters. To support control measures, river policing initiatives have also been put 
into place to enable the public to contribute data as well as monitor areas, reporting activities that pollute, 
which at the moment is localised in the Klang Valley, Kuala Lumpur. As noted in Section 1, specific ecosystem 
management instruments are not in place, though aspects on ecosystems management are provided for in 
several statutory instruments. As for water related disasters, management instruments are in place, and 
there is opportunity to further expand coverage. As noted in Section 1 and 2, basin management instruments 
are available and there is opportunity to increase coverage. Aquifer management instruments have been 
developed, and has been linked to the National Water Balance system (NAWAB), and there is potential to 
expand coverage. Data and information sharing over various aspects related to water are varied and to an 
extent accessible, covering data provide by government and NGOs. Where transboundary data and 
information is concerned, for existing arrangements, data sharing measures are in place. 
 
Way forward 
Recommendations for monitoring water availability, centres on addressing multiple data custodianship and 
management, and it is recommended that a shift is made towards the development and use of a collective 
monitoring system. Suggestions were also made to consolidate the data to allow for better accessibility and 
sharing.  To shift towards sustainable and efficient water use, suggestions were made to revisit the existing 
water tariffs, and promote water efficient product labelling to encourage usage of sustainable and efficient 
appliances. It was recommended that control measures be extended to non-point sources of pollution, as 
well as strengthening evidenced and informed based planning, monitoring and enforcement; compliance be 
made an imperative; penalties imposed to help deter polluters; and steps taken to strengthen the capacity 
for monitoring and enforcement. Mainstreaming ecosystem conservation and management in existing and 
future policy and regulatory regimes will need to be done. In terms of water related disasters, suggestions 
included inclusion of nature-based solutions; inclusion of traditional and local knowledge to help reduce risks 
and minimise impacts; and the roll out of national risk register that can support informed decision making. 
With regard to basin and aquifer management instruments, suggestions were made to intensify efforts, with 
steps to consolidate various management instruments and boost the use of the NAWAB that has been set up 
to cover the country. There is also opportunity to work towards consolidating data and information through 
a one stop portal that will link to various information portals, including exploring, developing and expanding 



data and information sharing of transboundary basin/aquifers that do not have specific management 
arrangements in place.  
 
4. Conclusions from facilitated discussions on Section 4: ’Financing’ 
The score for this section stands at 52 points. Additional inputs were received on the 31 October 2020, and 
amendments were made by the MyCWP Secretariat, and noted in this report. 
 
Key points 
As a whole, the national budget makes provisions for water resources infrastructure which have been utilised 
for planned projects. Budget for IWRM elements have also been allocated, although budget reporting does 
not specifically state the IWRM elements. As for state budgets for water resources infrastructure, sufficient 
funds have been allocated and disbursed. Revenues are raised from water supply and services but are not 
specifically channelled for IWRM activities. In relation to sub-national basin budgets for IWRM elements, it 
was noted that allocations are made but not clearly recorded as such, leading to a low score. 
 
Section 4.2.c was not scored, as participants were not in agreement with the description provided in the 
score bandwidth. The Malaysia -Thailand arrangement for Sungai Golok has been in place for many years, 
before SDG 2030, and it has served both countries well. Unfortunately, the description within the scoring 
bandwidth only recognises what the assessors deem appropriate, i.e. there’s only one way to qualify as being 
a measure of an IWRM implementation; and this was unacceptable to the members who attended the 
sessions. In this case not having a joint funding arrangement is seen as a weakness, and would merit a score 
of ‘0’, whereas in Malaysia the arrangement has worked fine.  The description to justify scoring is unfair, and 
would suggest there IWRM implementation must follow a ‘one size fits all’ way set by those who drew up 
the survey instrument. If it didn’t fit what the survey instrument assessor deemed as fit, then the country 
would be taken to have performed badly, when it is not usually the case, as countries have preferred a certain 
arrangement, that works for both (this can be viewed at the provide webpage link where financial matters 
are also part of the committee reporting).  
 
Way Forward 
There is an opportunity to make water resources as a GDP contributor, to spur increased investments on 
water infrastructure. Specific allocations that benefit IWRM, and specific indicators should be determined to 
measure the outcome of past and ongoing projects to help set the course of future investments and 
expenditure. Water can be made part of the circular economy and provisions be made to gather and 
consolidate information in relation to IWRM allocations. In relation to State budgets, suggestions include 
measures for economic evaluation of water services, and a shift in present tariffs.  Options to incorporate 
provisions for the payment of ecosystems services should be explored and drainage management should be 
included as part of such service. Suggestions were made for revenues raised for IWRM activities, by specifying 
the provision of funds for IWRM related projects  or programmes; raising revenues not just from water supply 
and services, but also for water related uses e.g. navigational or recreational uses; and the establishment of 
a specific water related fund which draws from revenues raised for raw water charges or related water uses, 
to fund dedicated IWRM related projects. For State budgets, it was recommended that a mechanism is 
needed to collect specific information related to budget allocation for investment, development and 
recurrent costs. 
 
 



5. Next steps  
The main points that were raised to help push the country forward and expand the coverage and range of 
IWRM implementation, include: 
 

i. Information collection 
There is a need to explore setting up a system that will facilitate the collection and consolidation of available 
information related to IWRM, this would require developing the checklist of information required, the 
custodianship of such information, the system used to catalogue and store the information and the possibility 
of a complementary data architecture being developed to facilitate a comprehensive information system. 
Based on the recommendation made in all four sections, information is key, and the structure for information 
collection is key. It can be used to not only assess and measure performance, it can be used to ensure 
informed decision making, cultivate ‘shared responsibility’ and ensure accountability. 
 

ii. Management and monitoring 
Monitoring water availability centres on addressing multiple data custodianship and management, with 
suggestion to shift towards the development and use of a collective monitoring system to facilitate a more 
comprehensive view of the availability of water. Suggestions were also made to consolidate the data to allow 
for better accessibility and sharing. 
 

iii. The convergence of various mandates and governance systems 
In order to better implement IWRM there is a need for convergence of all sectors, water resources supply 
and services, so that water can be looked at in totality. Present initiatives as listed in Sections 1, 2 and 3 
towards the convergence of various governance systems, and complementarity of the systems, will need 
further expansion.  
 

iv. Budget allocation and investment 
There is an opportunity to make water resources as a GDP contributor, to spur increased investments on 
water infrastructure. Specific allocations that benefit IWRM, and specific indicators should be determined to 
measure the outcome of past and ongoing projects to help set the course of future investments and 
expenditure. Water can be made part of the circular economy and provisions be made to gather and 
consolidate information in relation to IWRM allocations. In relation to State budgets, suggestions include 
measures for economic evaluation of water services, and a shift in present tariffs.  Options to incorporate 
provisions for the payment of ecosystems services be explored and drainage management should be included 
as part of such service. Suggestions were made for revenues raised for IWRM activities, by specifying the 
provision of funds for IWRM related projects  or programmes; raising revenues not just from water supply 
and services, but also for water related uses like navigational or recreational uses; and the establishment of 
a specific water related fund which draws from revenues raised for raw water charges or related water uses, 
to fund dedicated IWRM related projects. For State budgets, it was recommended that a mechanism is 
needed to collect specific information related to budget allocation for investment, development and 
recurrent costs. 
 

v. Engagement and inclusivity 
Although existing platforms have facilitated engagement of various stakeholders, there is an opportunity to 
further strengthen existing engagements, expanding the scale and coverage, ensuring that inclusivity is built 



in into the process. This in turn will help foster collective and shared responsibility and accountability, and 
facilitate the bridging of government initiatives with public and private sector initiatives.  
 

vi. Strengthening capacities and capabilities 
Capacity building to aid better compliance, enforcement and management runs as a common thread in the 
four sections. There is a need to raise awareness on the collective responsibility. Support systems that ensure 
better governance, such as financial, technological and technical support as well as strengthened expertise 
and skills will need looking into.   
 

vii. Roll out of IWRM and IRBM plans 
There are in place various plans that embody elements of IWRM and IRBM. Based on the recommendations 
made, there is an opportunity to revisit what’s in place and planned, to see how these plans can be rolled 
out to complement each other and benefit the IWRM implementation aspirations and goals.  
 
viii. Shared basin/aquifers 

Options to shift from traditional administrative boundaries to watershed boundaries to facilitate better 
management of shared basin/aquifers will need to be considered.  
 

ix. Addressing pollution 
Control measures should be extended to non-point sources of pollution, as well as strengthening evidenced 
based planning, monitoring and enforcement, compliance be made an imperative and penalties imposed to 
help deter polluters, in addition to strengthening capacity for monitoring and enforcement. 
 

x. Mainstreaming ecosystems protection and water related disaster risk reduction 
Mainstreaming ecosystem conservation and management in existing and future policy and regulatory 
regimes will need to be done. In terms of water related disasters, suggestions included inclusion of nature-
based solutions; inclusion of traditional and local knowledge to help reduce risks and minimise impacts; and 
the roll out of national risk register that can support informed decision making. Risks and threats will need 
to be addressed to boost resilience and reduce vulnerabilities, focusing on building awareness as well as 
understanding related to public, private sector and individual responsibility. 
 

xi. Sustainable and efficient use of water 
There is a need to revisit existing water tariffs, and promote water efficient product labelling to encourage 
more usage of sustainable and efficient appliances 
 
 

ANNEXES  
Annex 1: List of Participants 
Annex 2: Agenda 
Annex 3: Facilitator’s Comments 
Annex 4: Photos 
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No. Nama Jabatan/ Agensi Alamat E-mel 
1 Mohd Nazib bin Che Din Kementerian Alam Sekitar 

dan Air 
nazib@kasa.gov.my 

2 Nor Akmar binti Abdul 
Karim 

Kementerian Perumahan dan 
Kerajaan Tempatan 

nor.akmar@kpkt.gov.my 

3 Mohd Faris bin Sobri Jabatan Perhutanan 
Semenanjung Malaysia 

faris@forestry.gov.my 

4 Nozira binti Shaari Indah Water Konsortium Sdn. 
Bhd. 

nozirari@iwk.com.my 

5 Alvyn Clancey Mickey Jabatan Mineral dan Geosains alvyn@jmg.gov.my 
6 Mohd Riduan bin Md Ali Badan Kawal Selia Air Negeri 

Johor 
riduanma@johor.gov.my 

7 Muhammad Amar Aizat bin 
Abdullah 

Badan Kawal Selia Air Melaka amar@melaka.gov.my 

8 Ir. Hj. Tengku Abdul 
Rahman bin Tengku Azam 

Bahagian Pengurusan Banjir tgrahman@water.gov.my 

9 Ahmad Shahrir bin Md. 
Naziri 

Bahagian Pengurusan 
Lembangan Sungai 

a_shahrir@water.gov.my 

10 Dr. Norlida binti Mohd. 
Dom 

Pusat Serantau Tropika 
Lembap (HTC) 

norlidamd@water.gov.my 

11 Ir. Hjh Wan Noorul Hafilah 
binti Wan Ariffin 

Bahagian Pengairan dan 
Saliran Pertanian 

noorul@water.gov.my 

12 Ir. Saari bin Abdullah Jabatan Pengairan dan Saliran 
Negeri Sembilan 

saari@water.gov.my 

13 Hayati binti Zainal Jabatan Pengairan dan Saliran 
Negeri Sembilan 

yati@water.gov.my 

14 Nur Wazni binti 
Mohammad 

Jabatan Pengairan dan Saliran 
Pahang  

wazni@water.gov.my 

15 Hj Salahuddin bin Ali Jabatan Pengairan dan Saliran 
Terengganu 

salahuddin@water.gov.my 

16 Mohamad Nazrizal bin Noor Jabatan Pengairan dan Saliran 
WP Putrajaya 

nazrizal@water.gov.my 

17 Dr. Susan Pudin Jabatan Alam Sekitar Sabah susan.pudin@sabah.gov.my 

18 Mazlan Mohd Daly Bahagian Perancangan dan 
Penyelidikan, JAKOA 

mazlandaly@jakoa.gov.my 

19 Sucira Nai Soow Bahagian Pembangunan 
Sosioekonomi, JAKOA 

sucira@jakoa.gov.my 

20 Azizah binti Ahmad Bahagian Pembangunan 
Sosioekonomi, JAKOA 

azizah.ahmad@jakoa.gov.my 

21 Dr. Salmah Zakaria Akademi Sains Malaysia drsalmahz@gmail.com 
22 Dr. Zelina Zaiton Ibrahim Universiti Putra Malaysia zelinazi@gmail.com 

23 Datin Daria Mathew WWF Malaysia dmathew@wwf.org.my 
24 Dr Kalithasan Kailasam Global Environment Center kalithasan@gec.org.my 
25 Ng Wai Pak Persatuan Pencinta Alam 

Malaysia 
waipak@msn.org.my 

26 Nor Azman bin Suboh Dewan Bandaraya Kuala 
Lumpur (DBKL) 

norazman@dbkl.gov.my 



No. Nama Jabatan/ Agensi Alamat E-mel 
27 Dato' Ir Hj Hanapi b 

Mohamad Noor 
MyWP hanapi2020@gmail.com 

28 Dr. Rahimatsah Amat Sabah Environmental Trust rahimatsah@gmail.com 

29 Azaitulnora binti 
Shamsuddin 

Bahagian Pengurusan 
Lembangan Sungai 

azai@water.gov.my 

30 Christhe Mansom NREB Sarawak christhem@nreb.gov.my 
31 Jong Chean Fuei NREB Sarawak jongcf@nreb.gov.my 
32 Rosnani Ahmad Jabatan Alam Sekitar Malaysia rose@doe.gov.my 
33 Ivy Wong Abdullah Yayasan Hasanah ivy.wong@hasanah.org.my 
34 Lee Koon Yew The Malaysian Water 

Association 
leeky@mwa.org.my 

35 Datuk Ir Abdul Kadir Mohd 
Din 

The Malaysian Water 
Association 

akadirmd@gmail.com 

36 Affan Nasaruddin Water Warriors University of 
Malaya 

affan1990@hotmail.com 

37 Piarapakaran S. Persatuan Penyelidikan Air 
dan Tenaga Malaysia 

piara@awer.org.my 

38 Saral James Forum Air Malaysia saral@forumair.org.my 
39 Tay Siew Voon JPS Sarawak taysv@sarawak.gov.my 
40 Ir Mohd. Razali bin Husain PRABN mrazali@water.gov.my 
41 Noor Hanisah binti Wok BPZP noorhanisah@water.gov.my 
42 Ts Yusri bin Abd Jalil GIS yusri@water.gov.my 
43 Mohamad Shiham bin Ab. 

Ghapar 
JPS Pahang mohdshiham@water.gov.my 

44 Mohamad Nazrizal bin Noor JPS Putrajaya nazrizal@water.gov.my 
45 Ir. Mohd Suhairi Bin Ramli JPS Pulau Pinang suhairi@water.gov.my 

46 Ir. Ratna Rajah 
Sivapiragasam 

JPS WPKL ratnarajah@water.gov.my 

47 Khairul Fadzilah binti Mohd. 
Omar 

JPS WPKL kfadzilah@water.gov.my 

48 Mohamad Hafizul Bin 
Hamid 

Audit Prestasi mhafizul@water.gov.my 

49 Zaidi Bin Deraman JPS Kelantan zaidi.deraman@water.gov.my 

50 Miklin @ Osmond Bin 
Ationg 

JPS Sabah miklin.ationg@sabah.gov.my 

51 Ir. Tajudin bin Sulaiman HTC tajudin@water.gov.my 

52 Dato' Ir. Nor Hisham bin 
Mohd Ghazali 

JPS Malaysia hisham@water.gov.my 

53 Ir. Hjh Bibi Zarina bte Che 
Omar 

BPSAH bbzarina@water.gov.my 

54 Zul Bin Mohammad BPSAH zul@water.gov.my 
55 Roslan bin Sukimin BPSAH roslansk@water.gov.my 
56 Ceara Cecily Clarence BPSAH ceara@water.gov.my 
57 Athirah Lim MyWP athirahlim@gmail.com 
58 Alif Syazani bin Leman BKOR alifsyazani@water.gov.my 
59 Vasukey Palany Kumar BKOR vasukey@water.gov.my 

60  Saiful Rizan bin Sanusi BPLS saifulrizan@water.gov.my 



No. Nama Jabatan/ Agensi Alamat E-mel 
61 Ir. Hezrin Haslinda binti 

Hashim 
BPLS hezrin@water.gov.my 

62 Tn. Hj. Adam Malik Najr SPAN adam@span.gov.my 
63 Alias bin Mohamed JPP aliasmohamed@jpp.gov.my 
64 Bidasari Bahashim LUAS bidasari@luas.gov.my 
65 Narendran Maniam IWK m.narendran@iwk.com.my 
66 Ir. Mohd Taufik Salleh IWK taufiks@iwk.com.my 
67 Ahmad Rizal bin Khalid EPU rizal.khalit@mea.gov.my 
68 Arzi Farzeen bin Faisal KPKT arzi@kpkt.gov.my 
69 Muhammad Faris B. 

Abdullah 
JPSM faris@forestry.gov.my 

70 Pn. Siti Khatijah Bt. Othman JPSM sitikhatijah@forestry.gov.my 
71 Mazatul Akmar binti Aros JPSM mazatul@forestry.gov.my 
72 Rafidah bt Datu Derin KPWKM rafidah@kpwkm.gov.my 
73  Dinatra binti Mohd Saat KPWKM dinatra@kpwkm.gov.my 
74 Rosni Ismail JAS rosni@doe.gov.my 
75 Nazlinda bt. Zamani KPLB nazlinda@rurallink.gov.my 
76 Ir Sabri bin Mulok NADMA irsabri@nadma.gov.my 
77 Che Siti Noor Binti Koh Poh 

Lee @ Che Mamat 
NADMA chesitinoor@nadma.gov.my 

78 Mohd Nazib bin Che Din KASA nazib@kasa.gov.my 
79 Nor Akmar Binti Abdul 

Karim 
KPKT nor.akmar@kpkt.gov.my 

80 Mohd Faris B. Sobri JPSM faris@forestry.gov.my 
81 Nozira Shaari  IWK nozirari@iwk.com.my 
82 Mohd Riduan Bin Md Ali BAKAJ riduanma@johor.gov.my 
83 Tengku Abdul Rahman bin 

Tengku Azam AAP  
Pengurusan Banjir tgrahman@water.gov.my 

84 Saari bin Abdullah JPS Negeri Sembilan saari@water.gov.my 
85 Salahuddin bin Ali JPS Terengganu salahuddin@water.gov.my 
86 Khairulanwar Bin Mohamad BPLS khairul.anwar@water.gov.my 
87 Shamsulzaila bin Md. Yusoff LAP shamsul@lap.com.my 
88 Dr. Lee Jing UKM leejing@ukm.edu.my 
89 Nur Adibah Binti Kamarus 

Zaman 
KPWKM nuradibah@kpwkm.gov.my 

90 Mohamad Faiz Mohd Latib  Badan Kawal Selia Air Penang mohamadfaiz@penang.gov.my 
91 Mohd Saufi Zakaria Lembangan Air Kelantan saufi@airkelantan.com.my 
92 Shahar bin Md. Salleh BPSP shahar_ms@water.gov.my 

93 Noor Zarina binti Mohd 
Nazir"  

JPP zarina@jpp.gov.my 

94 Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zeeda 
Fatimah Mohamad 

Universiti Malaya zeeda21@um.edu.my 

Local Authorities 
95 Majlis Daerah Jempol, Negeri Sembilan 
96  Majlis Perbandaran Kluang, Johor 
97 Majlis Bandaraya Pulau Pinang 
98 Majlis Daerah Sandakan, Sabah 
99 Majlis Perbandaran Teluk Intan, Perak 
100 Majlis Daerah Perak Tengah, Perak 

  



Annex 2: Agenda 
 
Online Stakeholder Consultation Workshops 
 
Introduction to SDG 6.5.1 2020 
Explanation of each section 
Close 
 
 
Physical Stakeholder Consultation Workshop 
 
Introduction to SDG 6.5.1 2020 
Briefing on each section 
Agreed scoring for each section 
Clos 
  



Annex 3: Facilitator’s Comments 
The following notes draw upon the points raised in Annex C of the Survey Instrument: 
 
COVID 19 PANDEMIC 
Gathering inputs and arranging for stakeholder engagement, was a challenge, as the main focus of 
government stakeholders was to combat the pandemic, flattening the curve and breaking the chain of 
infection. The safety and health of all persons was and still is the priority. Engagements were limited to online 
meetings, and minimal face to face consultations, with. This exercise, during the COVID 19 pandemic is not 
considered a national priority.  
 
DESCRIPTION GIVEN FOR THE SCORE BANDWIDTH 
The descriptions seem to suggest that there was only ‘one way’ of making sure that IWRM approaches are 
implemented (see the points raised regarding section 4C: Financing for Transboundary Cooperation). The 
description only recognised what the assessors deem appropriate; i.e. there’s only one way to qualify as 
being a measure of an IWRM implementation. In the case of section 4C, not having a joint funding 
arrangement is seen as a weakness, and would merit a score of ‘0’, whereas in Malaysia the arrangement has 
worked fine, and the description to justify scoring is unfair, and would suggest there IWRM implementation 
must follow a ‘one size fits all’ way set by those who drew up the survey instrument. If it didn’t fit what the 
survey instrument assessor deemed as fit, then the country would be taken to have performed badly, when 
it is not usually the case. The questionnaire seems to lean or favour a specific approach or framework that 
must be followed in order for IWRM to be successful. What would be useful is for countries to actually know 
how the scoring rubric was developed, the involvement of stakeholders in framing the questionnaire, and 
the intent or purpose of the scores.  
 
EVIDENCE REQUIREMENT 
Countries were expected to develop a reporting line that was specific to IWRM elements, which would put 
Malaysia in this case at a disadvantage, as reporting and information collection looks at the water resources 
sector, not specifically to IWRM. It would seem that if it was not spelt out specifically, then IWRM is taken to 
have not been ‘rolled out’. 
 
INTERPRETATION AND MEANING 
There were difficulties at times to ascertain what was actually meant in the description, and the differences 
in scale of implementation at time were minimal, that made choosing the appropriate score bandwidth a 
little difficult, and the footnotes based on the feedback of the participants, made determining what evidence 
to provide difficult, as they were at times too specific.  
 
  



Annex 4: Photos 
[Please include any photos from the consultations here, or email as attachment. People included in the 
shared pictures should have at least vocally consented to being pictured.] 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

 


