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Figure 1 Hin Nam No Management Planning Area 
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Introduction 
 
This report covers the results from a second stakeholder workshop using the Open 
Standards for Conservation to review and refine the Hin Nam No (HNN) National 
Protected Area Co-Management plan.  
 
The Department of Forest, through support of GIZ wants to amend the HNN National 
Protected Area Co-Management plan with agreed conservation targets using the Open 
Standards for the Practice of Conservation1 as a framework.  
 

The key responsibility for developing the management plan rests with the District Co- 

management committee, it's implementation is led by the HNN park office. The focus to 

date has been on developing effective governance structures. These structures will now 

be utilized to review the plan and refine and strengthen linkages between the plan, 

implementation and evaluation particularly for the biodiversity values at the site.  

This review will be used to assist with the following:  

• to elaborate on biodiversity monitoring indicators, methods and plans  

• as a starting point to reconcile conservation values in HNN NPA with OUV 

(outstanding universal values) of the WH site Phuong Nga Ke Bang (PNKB) 

National Park in Vietnam, in the framework of nominating HNN NPA as an 

extension to PNKB  

• as a starting point for the revision of the co-management plan in summer 2019 with 

a clearer conservation focus and commitment (IUCN recommendation). 

 

Process 
 
In March 2018 Department of Forest, through support of the GIZ technical team and staff 
from the Hin Nam No National protected area team at the provincial level undertook the 
Open Standards “Self Assessment” to identify key areas of the plan for review.   
 
This self assessment and its implications were reviewed by the GIZ technical team and 
the consultant in April.  A first workshop was held 2-5 April in Thakhek, Khammouane 
Province, Laos PDR with Co Management implementers to commence review of the Hin 
Nam No NPA Co Management Plan 2016-2020 using the Open Standards for the Practice 
of Conservation and completing the “Conceptualise” step. 
 
Outputs from the first workshop were reviewed by GIZ technical team and external 
consultant Terry Bolger.  Additional work was done to develop draft heath ratings, 
indicators and threat ratings for review at a second workshop 5-7 December 2018. 
 
The second workshop was held at Boualapha and  included a wide range of stakeholders 
from the Provincial Office of Agriculture and Forest, Khammouane Province, District 
Government, Boualapha, Park management authority, senior manager (park director) and 

                                                 
1 http://www.conservationmeasures.org 
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technical units, Senior Department of Forest and Department of Heritage (Lao PDR) 
representatives, collaborative management stakeholders, including 5 village heads, district 
line agencies, military, police, Chairman and Secretary of the committee. (See Appendix 
1) 
 
The workshop reviewed and refined target heath ratings (viability), indicators and threat 
ratings.   
 
 
  
Items discussed were Scope, Vision, Targets, Viability and Threats.  Nine initial targets were identified and 4 
were discussed in detail in the workshop.  Work was completed on a draft conceptual model for these 
targets. 
 

• Results from the workshop are discussed in this report and recommendations provided on approaches 

and process for follow-up work on each step including how to reconcile or clarify the relation 

between conservation values, targets and OUVs and follow-up on a biodiversity monitoring system 

by a technical working group under the lead of a GiZ advisor  

 
 
Participants at the workshop were as follows 
 
Insert List 
 
 
 
 
 
Workshop results 
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Workshop Results  
 

Targets 
 
Targets are the ecosystems, species and components of human wellbeing that a project 
choses to concentrate on.   Their conservation collectively ensures you can reach your 
vision.  Recommended best practice is to chose 8-12 targets for focus. 
 
At the first workshop nine initial targets were selected for the Hin Nam No area.   
 

- Sustainable Livelihoods – including food security, access to clean water, health and 
income opportunities 

- Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
- High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
- Karst Forest Ecosystem 
- Cave Ecosystem 
- Xe Bang Fai River and tributaries 
- Primates  

o Black Langur,  
o Douc Langur,  
o Gibbon,  
o Macaques  
o Loris 

- Important timber species 
- Exploited species: 

o Tiger-stripe Orchids (Staurochilus spp.) 
o Golden Coin Turtle (Cuora trifasciata) 
o Giant Asian Pond Turtle (Heosemys grandis) 
o Pangolin (Manis spp.) 
o Brush-tailed Porcupine (Atherurus macrourus) 
o Malayan Porcupine (Hystrix brachyura) 
o Black Giant Squirrel (Ratufa bicolor) 

 
Between the first and second workshops these initial targets were further refined for 
discussion at the second workshop as follows. 
 
Livelihood targets 

• Food and Nutrition  
• Livelihood security 
• Fair Sharing of Benefits, Rights and Duties  

Ecosystem targets 
• Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
• High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
• Karst Forest Ecosystem 
• Cave Ecosystem 
• Hin Nam No Rivers and tributaries 

 
Primates, Important timber species, Exploited species were incorporated as indicators for 
ecosystem targets 
 
After discussion a final list of seven targets were proposed at the workshop: 
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Human wellbeing targets 
• Wellbeing 
• Collaborative Management 

Ecosystem targets 
• Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
• High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
• Karst Forest Ecosystem 
• Cave Ecosystem 
• Hin Nam No Rivers and tributaries 

 
These targets were used to review and where required further develop indicators for 
health, rate current heat and review and rate relevant threats. 
 
Recommendations 
 
 

1. Each target description should provide an explanation of any unique features and 
how protection of the target contributes to the protection of outstanding universal 
values (OUV) described in the World Heritage nomination for Hin Nam No National 
Protected Area.  The may be value in outlining similarities or differences with the 
Phong Nga Ke Bang (PNKB) National Park OUV  

 
2. Adopt the following targets as the basis for further planning: 

 
Human wellbeing targets 

• Wellbeing 
• Collaborative Management 

Ecosystem targets 
• Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
• High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
• Karst Forest Ecosystem 
• Cave Ecosystem 
• Hin Nam No Rivers and tributaries 

 
 

Target viability 
 
Draft viability or health assessments were provided for review. These assessments were 
discussed and updated for all of the seven targets and the results are presented below. 
 
While the workshop groups were asked to complete the assessment using the simple 
viability assessment (focussing on indicators only) information produced has been 
extrapolated and stored as a key attribute assessment in Miradi.   
 

Human Wellbeing targets 
 
While Workshop one differentiated health score between northern and southern villages 
are separate target this distinction was not continued in Workshop 2. The group decided 
to  consider one target related to Wellbeing and one related to Collaborative Management 
(including sharing of benefits, rights and duties) 
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Wellbeing 
 
Six indicators were considered with the majority currently ranked fair or poor.  Some data 
is already collected at the village or province level. 
 
Indicators Source  Status  Future 

Status 

Food and Nutrition Security      

% stunted Children < 5 years of age  Village (No detail)  Fair  ? 

% Villager with Diarrhea  Village (No detail)  Fair   

% Household with Latrine/ Toilet Village (collecting 
data)  

Poor  Good 

% Access clean water  Village  Fair Good 

% Guardian village access the non-timber 
forest resources  

Village  Fair  Good 

Security of local livelihood     

Safe and permanent residence  Village  Good  Good 

 
 
Collaborative management 
 
Four indicators were discussed with two currently ranked fair and two as in good health. 
 
Indicators Source  Status  Future 

Status 

Fair Sharing of Benefits     

% of household income from Hin Nam No NPA 
related cash income opportunities goes to 
village funds  

Village  Fair  Good 

Rights and Duties and Equitable rights to 
resources  

   

Number of activity proposals submitted per 
community to DCMC  

Village  Fair  Good 

Each village has rule for appropriate 
management and use of resources  

Village  Good  Good 

Number of village co-management meetings 
held per year  

Village  Good  Good 

 
 

Ecosystem targets 
 
Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
 
Twelve indicators were discussed and rated for this target which was rated as being in 
very fair to good health overall with some indicators rated as in poor health. The indicators 
ranked poor and fair should be a priority for monitoring. 
 
Sources were identified that can be used to develop baseline information and to inform 
future monitoring and reporting.  The twelfth indicator “Assemblage of habitat specific 
target species groups” requires further discussion to determine if it is retained in addition 
to the other eleven indicators. 
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Indicator  Source  Status  
Future 
Status  

1. Pristine forest coverage  Remote Sensing  Good  Good  

2. Tree canopy density  Remote Sensing  Good  Very Good  

3. Canopy diversity  Remote Sensing  Fair  Fair  

4. Tree stand height distribution  Remote Sensing  Fair  Fair  

5. Abundance distribution of Bear macaques  SMART  Good  Good  

6. Abundance distribution of Dalbergia spp.  Ranger Patrolling  Poor  Fair  

7. Abundance distribution of Douc langurs  
SMART 
Dr. Chanthavy’s 
Report  

Fair  Good  

8. Abundance distribution of gibbons  SMART  Poor  Fair  

9. Abundance distribution of ornamental 
orchids  

Local communities  Poor  Fair  

10. Abundance distribution of the Great hornbill  SMART  Fair  Good  

11. Abundance distribution of the Sambar deer  
SMART  
Camera Trap  

Fair  Good  

12. Assemblage of habitat specific target 
species groups  

?  Fair  Good 

 
 
High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
 
Six indicators were discussed and rated for this target which was rated as being in very 
good health. Sources were identified that can be used to develop baseline information and 
to inform future monitoring and reporting. 
 

Indicator Source  Status  
Future 
Status  

Closed vegetation cover     

1. Vegetation canopy coverage  Remote Sensing  Very Good  Very Good  

Natural extent     

2. Natural vegetation coverage area  Remote Sensing  Very Good  Very Good  

Natural intactness     

3. Vegetation area coherence  Remote Sensing  Very Good  Very Good  

Natural species occurrences     

4. Abundance distribution of Lao Knobby Newt  
Ranger patrolling  
More study is needed  

Good  Very Good  

5. Abundance distribution of ornamental 
orchids  

Ranger Patrolling  Very Good  Very Good  

6. Diversity of vegetation cover  
Dr. Vichit’s Reports  
Dr. Leonid’s Report  

Very Good  Very Good  

 
Karst Forest Ecosystem 

Nine indicators were discussed and rated for this target which was rated as being in good 
health overall. One indicator – ebonywood was rated as being in poor condition due to 
past illegal logging. The serow was also indicated as being in poor condition.  These two 
indicators should be a high priority for monitoring.   
 
Sources were identified for seven indicators that can be used to develop baseline 
information and to inform future monitoring and reporting. The Laos Rock rat requires 
more information to be able to rank its health. The ninth indicator “Condition of 
surrounding” requires further discussion to determine if it is retained in addition to the 
other eight indicators.  If the health of other forest systems is being monitored the project 
team may decide this indicator is already appropriately monitored 



 9 

Indicator Source  Status  
Future 
Status  

Characteristic species     

1. Abundance distribution of Black langur  

- Dr. Phivanh’s 
Report  
- Mr. Outdone’s 
Report  
- Ranger Patrolling  

Good  Very Good  

2. Abundance distribution of karst specialist 
(non-timber) plants  

- Dr. Vichit’s Report  
 -Dr. Leonid’s Report  

Good  Very Good  

3. Abundance distribution of karst specialist 
birds  

-Ranger patrolling  
- Vaanna’s Report  

Good  Very Good  

4. Abundance distribution of Lao rock rat  
- More studies 
required  

?  ?  

5. Abundance distribution of mature 
ebonywood  

- This species is 
threatened/illegally 
logged  

Poor  Fair  

6. Abundance distribution of the serow  
- Camera Trap 
- Ranger patrolling  

Fair  Good  

7. Assemblage of habitat specific target 
species groups  

- Remote Sensing  Good  Very Good  

Native vegetation cover     

8. Vegetation cover diversity  
- Remote Sensing - 
Field survey  

Good  Very Good  

9. Condition of surrounding habitat matrix  ?  ?  ?  

Hin Nam No Rivers and tributaries 
 
Seven indicators were discussed.  The second indicator needs further consideration as 
while understanding rainfall and other weather data is important it is unlikely to provide an 
effective measure of health as management of the protected area is unlikely to influence 
weather.  Indicators 6 and 7 may be possible to combine. 
 
Most indicators were rated as in good health based on current knowledge although the 
group noted the need to install measuring stations and gauges along the river and to 
undertake a baseline survey of biological, chemical and physical indicators as a priority. 
 

Item  Source  Status  
Future 
Status  

1. Catchment Condition  
Remote Sensing 
Data  

Good  Very Good  

2. Rainfall and other weather parameters  
Data from DONRE 
Office (Install stations 
along the rivers) 

Fair  Very Good  

3. Water discharge (m3/sec), at a station  

Compare with data 
from Mahaxay district  
(Install stations along 
the rivers) 

Fair  Good  

4. Water level (height) in meters, at a station  

Measurement in Sa-
ang Village (Baseline 
information is 
needed) 

Fair  Fair  

5. Biological Indicators  
Local communities  
(Baseline survey by 
experts is needed) 

Good  Good  

6. Chemical and Physical Indicators   Good?  Good?  

7. Water is clean/drinkable  Local communities  Good  Good  
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Cave Ecosystem 
 
It was agreed that water related indicators of cave health were already covered by the 
indicators of Hin Nam No Rivers and Streams health providing gauges located in 
appropriate locations upstream and downstream of the cave and regular measurements 
were taken.  One potential exception is measurement of sediment regimes in the cave 
itself where they may be impacted by visitation or other cave management activities. 
 

Indicator Source Status Future 
Status 

Cave fauna    

 Bat Populations Rangers 
Expert Knowledge 

Good Good 

 Cave Invertebrate Populations Expert Knowledge Good Good 

 Fish Populations Expert Knowledge Good Good 

 Karst features    

 Cave Formations (Speleothems) Expert Knowledge Good Good 

 Sediments Expert Knowledge Fair Good 

 
 
Recommendations 
 

3. Indicators currently rated as poor or fair should be a priority for monitoring. 
 

4. Further work to understand distribution of some poorly understood species – for 
example the Laos Knobby Newt and the Laos Rock Rat is required to improve 
understanding of health and capacity to measure health into the future. 
 

5. Baseline information on biological, chemical and physical indicators in required for 
the Hin Nam No Rivers and Streams target. 
 

6. Installation of gauges to measure rainfall, water flow and water heights and training 
of local communities or rangers in their use is required to monitor  long term health 
of the Hin Nam No Rivers and Streams target. 
 

7. Once all targets have a robust draft viability ranking and proposed indicators use 
technical working groups and or quarterly reviews to seek further input from Co-
management team.  
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Threats 
 
Threats were assessed for all targets using the simple threat assessment. 
 

Human Wellbeing targets 
 
Wellbeing 
 

Threat  Scope  Severity  
Irreversibilit
y 

Total Score 

Unsustainable Agriculture  2  2  2  Low 8  

Commercial Hunting  1  2  1  Low 2  

NTFP Commercial  3  2  1  Low 6  

Exotic/invasive species  3  3  2  Medium 18  

Forest Fire  1  2  2  Low 4  

Unsustainable subsistence hunting  1  1  1  Low 1  

Flooding without warning system  3  3  2  Medium 18  

 

Collaborative management 
 

No specific direct threats were identified for this target. 
 

Ecosystem targets 
 
A number of rankings for the forest systems targets were significantly lower than those 
initially proposed by the technical team and it was agreed the technical staff would review 
data for presentation and further discussion at a future Co -management meeting. 
 
Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
 
The majority of threats were ranked as low.  Two threats, Commercial hunting and 
Commercial unsustainable non timber forest product harvest, were seen as widespread in 
scope and as having high severity but were ranked medium after team discussion of the 
irreversibility of the threat.   
 

Threat  Scope  Severity  
Irreversibilit
y 

Total Score 

Agriculture encroachment  1  1  1  1  

Building of infrastructure      
Commercial hunting  3  3  2  18  

Exotic/invasive species      

Forest fire  1  1  1  1  

Inappropriate tourism boat transport      

Inappropriate tourism facility 
development  

1  1  1  1  

Inappropriate tourism visitation  1  1  2  2  

NTFP Subsistence  2  1  2  4  

Unsustainable community logging  2  2  1  4  

Unsustainable NTFP commercial  3  3  2  18  

Unsustainable subsistence hunting  2  2  1  4  

Wild garbage dumps  1  2  1  2  

 

High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
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All Threats were ranked as low as this area is not currently extensively used or visited. 
 

Threat  Scope  Severity  
Irreversibilit
y 

Total 
Score 

Agriculture encroachment  1  1  1  1  

Building of infrastructure     

Commercial hunting  2 2  2  8  

Commercial logging  1  1  2  2  

Exotic/invasive species     

Forest fire  1  1  1  1  

Inappropriate tourism boat transport     

Inappropriate tourism facility 
development  

1  1  1  2 

Inappropriate tourism visitation  1  2 2  4  

NTFP commercial  2 2  2  8  

NTFP Subsistence  1  2  2  4  

Unsustainable community logging  1  1  1  1  

Unsustainable subsistence hunting  1  1 2  2  

Wild garbage dumps  1  1  1  2 

 
Karst Forest Ecosystem 
 
The majority of threats were ranked as low.  Two threats, Commercial hunting and 
Commercial unsustainable non timber forest product harvest, were seen as widespread in 
scope and as having high severity. Commercial hunting was ranked medium after team 
discussion of the irreversibility of the threat while the impact of commercial non timber 
forest product harvest was regarded as harder to reverse and ranked High. 
 

Threat  Scope  Severity  
Irreversibilit
y 

Total 
Score 

Agriculture encroachment  1  1  1  1  

Building of infrastructure     

Commercial hunting  3  3  2  18  

Commercial logging  3  2  1  6  

Exotic/invasive species     

Forest fire  1  1  3  3  

Inappropriate tourism boat transport     

Inappropriate tourism facility 
development  

1  1  1  1  

Inappropriate tourism visitation  1  1  2  2  

NTFP commercial  3  3  3  27  

NTFP Subsistence  1  2  2  4  

Unsustainable community logging  3  1  1  3  

Unsustainable subsistence hunting  2  2  1  4  

Wild garbage dumps  1  1  1  1  

 
 
Cave Ecosystem 
 
Inappropriate tourism visitation was ranked high particularly given the very high 
irreversibility of damage once done.  It was also noted that care needs to be taken when 
developing the cave for visitors learning from other caves where damage has occurred in 
the construction phase.    
The invasive fish of concern were Tilapia and carp which are present at the cave entrance 
and have been introduced to many rivers and streams. 
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Suggested that removal of bat guano be included as a type pf  NTPF harvest.  The group 
noted that bats only have one baby per year so the impact on the population can be high if 
a lot of babies get dropped when disturbed. 
 
 

Threat  Scope  Severity  Irreversibility 
Total 
Score 

Comments  

Exotic/Invasive species (Fish)  2  3  3  
18 
Medium  

Habitat are threatened  

Inappropriate tourism visitation  3  3  4  36 High  stalagmite formation  

Inappropriate Tourism Facility 
Development  

2  3  4  
24 
Medium  

Destroy the natural 
condition of the cave  

Unsustainable NTFP (Harvest of 
Bat guano)  

2  3  3  
18 
Medium  

Bats are disturbed  

 

 
Hin Nam No Rivers and tributaries 
 
Threats to the Rivers and Tributaries were not ranked in the workshop. 
 
There was some discussion of agricultural encroachment, commercial logging, forest fire, 
wild garbage dumps, domestic sewage disposal and mining as likely threats to water 
quality. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 

8. After water quality testing has been completed to develop a baseline develop threat 
ranking for rivers and streams. 
 

9. Prioritise monitoring of health indicators for targets with high ranked threats and 
develop threat related indicators in the theory of change 
 

10. Annual review of scope and severity rankings using field data and expert 
knowledge. 
 

11. Review and update irreversibility rankings where there is uncertainty (or 
disagreement between technical and field staff)  with expert input on methods, cost 
and time needed to reverse damage. 
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Situation Analysis 
 
Two teams spent a short amount of time discussing a situation analysis for the targets and 
high ranked threats  they had been working on for the week as the final exercise.  These 
results of these discussions have been combined with the original situation to produce a 
draft conceptual model for the project. See Appendix 2.   
 
Each team was asked to indicate where relevant strategies connected to their model.  
Once each target is assessed and threats ranked the conceptual model and key 
connections between factors can be reviewed and streamlined. The suggested strategies 
identified in the workshop align with strategies in the current workplan.  As the plan is 
refined the conceptual model can be used to illustrating where each of the major 
strategies or sub programs fits into the current understanding. 
 
Key discussion points are summarised below 
 
Forest group 
 
Considering their high and medium ranked threats Commercial hunting,  Commercial Non 
Timber Forest Product harvesting and Commercial logging the group identified the major 
drivers as Low income, Low education, high market demand and ineffective management 
of threats.   
 
Key strategies and activities discussed included  

• Participation of local communities and awareness raising – specifically for people to 
understand characteristics of species and why are important before they are gone.  
This discussion included the sense that different communication methods could be 
used – presentation, radio articles and posters were all mentioned 

• Zoning and planning for management of conservation and production 

• Development of new options for income generation – cardamom, capers, value 
adding. 

• Improved livestock and gardening management techniques 
 
Livelihoods group 
 
Flooding and droughts were perceived as key drivers.   
 
Solutions to managing floods  included collecting and communicating data more 
effectively at a local level  to enable people to plan. 
 
Strategies for droughts included investigating the use of irrigation and more drought 
resistant crops to help people through droughts. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

12. The conceptual model and key connections between factors should be reviewed 
and streamlined now each that target is assessed and threats ranked.  
 

13. Review proposed strategies against current subprograms and management 
responses to identify if new items should be added to the updated plan. 
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14. Use the conceptual model to illustrate where each of the current sub programs fits 
into the current understanding of the project. 

 
 

Goals and Objectives 
 
Work completed on Target Viability and Threat ratings sets the framework for goals and 
threat reduction objectives.  goals and objectives be developed using “SMART” criteria.  
That is Goals and Objectives should be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Results based 
and Timebound. 
 
For each Target 1-2 goals are recommended that clearly outline the desired future status 
for the target.  If a target is currently rated as “Fair” the goal should articulate what would 
be needed to rate that target as in “Good” Condition.  If is currently rated “Poor” the goal 
may be to improve condition to “Fair”.  If targets are currently rated “Good” a goal may be 
to retain this rating.  
 
Step 2 of the Open Standards “Plan Actions and Monitoring” is designed to assist teams 
develop a robust “Theory of change” including development of SMART objectives and the 
milestones that must be met to achieve the Goals and overall project Vision  
 
Recommendations: 
 

15. Develop 1-2 Goals for each Target and apply SMART criteria using Viability 
assessment 

 
16. Undertake a further participatory workshop with Co management stakeholders to 

complete Step 2 “Plan Actions and Monitoring” including a review of outcome 
statements/objectives from the current plan as a key input to finalisation of an 
updated Co Management Plan.  

 

Next steps  
 
The recommendations above set out steps to update and refine workshop outcomes.   
 
An Open Standards coach can work with GiZ technical staff to assist with this process as 
required including through short targeted sessions over Skype, provision of templates for 
data entry and comments on products. 
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Summary of Recommendations 
 

1. Each target description should provide an explanation of any unique features and 
how protection of the target contributes to the protection of outstanding universal 
values (OUV) described in the World Heritage nomination for Hin Nam No National 
Protected Area.  The may be value in outlining similarities or differences with the 
Phong Nga Ke Bang (PNKB) National Park OUV  

 
2. Adopt the following targets as the basis for further planning: 

 
Human wellbeing targets 

• Wellbeing 
• Collaborative Management 

Ecosystem targets 
• Evergreen Forest Ecosystem 
• High Altitude Evergreen Forest Ecosystem on sandstone 
• Karst Forest Ecosystem 
• Cave Ecosystem 
• Hin Nam No Rivers and tributaries 

 
3. Indicators currently rated as poor or fair should be a priority for monitoring. 

 
4. Further work to understand distribution of some poorly understood species – for 

example the Laos Knobby Newt and the Laos Rock Rat is required to improve 
understanding of health and capacity to measure health into the future. 
 

5. Baseline information on biological, chemical and physical indicators in required for 
the Hin Nam No Rivers and Streams target. 
 

6. Installation of gauges to measure rainfall, water flow and water heights and training 
of local communities or rangers in their use is required to monitor  long term health 
of the Hin Nam No Rivers and Streams target. 
 

7. Once all targets have a robust draft viability ranking and proposed indicators use 
technical working groups and or quarterly reviews to seek further input from Co-
management team. 
 

8. After water quality testing has been completed to develop a baseline develop threat 
ranking for rivers and streams. 
 

9. Prioritise monitoring of health indicators for targets with high ranked threats and 
develop threat related indicators in the theory of change 
 

10. Annual review of scope and severity rankings using field data and expert 
knowledge. 
 

11. Review and update irreversibility rankings where there is uncertainty (or 
disagreement between technical and field staff)  with expert input on methods, cost 
and time needed to reverse damage. 
 

12. The conceptual model and key connections between factors should be reviewed 
and streamlined now each that target is assessed and threats ranked.  
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13. Review proposed strategies against current subprograms and management 

responses to identify if new items should be added to the updated plan. 
 

14. Use the conceptual model to illustrate where each of the current sub programs fits 
into the current understanding of the project. 

 
15. Develop 1-2 Goals for each Target and apply SMART criteria using Viability 

assessment 
 

16. Undertake a further participatory workshop with Co management stakeholders to 
complete Step 2 “Plan Actions and Monitoring” including a review of outcome 
statements/objectives from the current plan as a key input to finalisation of an 
updated Co Management Plan.  
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Appendix 1 List of Attendees 
 

No. Name & family name Position Organization Gender 

1 Mr. Lamphong Xaisomboun DCMC secretariate DAFO M 

2 Mr. Khamphou boodsaly DCMC secretariat DAFO M 

3 Ms. Chomduang Malapheng Technical staff District Women Union F 

4 Mr. Maek Thiamanivong Head of database Unit DAFO M 

5 Mr. Lorjong Lorfaijong Assistant GIZ HNN M 

6 Mr. Johnny Souwideth Translator GIZ HNN  M 

7 Mr. Khamlar Keobouly Head of Dou village Dou village M 

8 Ms. Chanthavi Xaypany PMU PAFO F 

9 Ms. Linda Sivixai PMU PAFO F 

10 Mrs. Sonmany Sengmany PMU PAFO F 

11 Mr. Vanh  Driver PAFO M 

12 Mr. Littideth Xaiyavongsa Assistant GIZ HNN M 

13 Mr. Khamkeo Latthayord Head of POFI POFI M 

14 Mr. Phanthoula Mannany Head of forest sector PAFO M 

15 Mr. Sonxai Phomluangsi Deputy head of forest sector PAFO M 

16 Mr. Inthanong Sonboulom Technical staff PAFO M 

17 Ms. Philippa Walsh Facilitator Community Soln F 

18 Mr. Terry Bolger Consultant GIZ HNN M 

19 Mr. Sisomphone Southichack Head of PMU PAFO M 

20 Ms. Chanthaly Chanthavisouk Advisor GIZ HNN  F 

21 Mr. Souvannalat Sengduangdi Technical staff Provincial rural development office M 

22 Mr. Deddamlong Phommason Technical staff PICT M 

23 Mr. Soupanith Phomchandee Head of Area Mgmt Unit DAFO M 

24 Mr. Khamphai Phengphengmeuang Deputy head  Provincial administrative office M 

25 Mr. Sibounheuang Leunagkham Head of Nongbua village Nongbua village M 

26 Mr. Soukkhaserm Keochanthala Head of DICT DICT M 

27 Mr. Bountuen Nanmani Technical staff Border army 312 M 

28 Mr. Thoun Niyomchan Head of Khanyou village Khanyou village M 

29 Mr. Thongsi Vilaiyang Deputy head of DoNRE DoNRE M 

30 Mrs. Phoxai Simonti Head of tourism sector PICT F 

31 Dr. Keo-oudone Boodsikhone District governor Bualapha District M 
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32 Mr. Sisavan Khodtavong Sector head Provincial administrative office M 

33 Ms. Nittaya Vongsit Head of Outreach Unit DAFO F 

34 Mrs. Bounsuan  Head of Nongping village Nongping village F 

35 Mr. Thanousone Deputy PUM PAFO M 

36 Mr. Chanthavina Technical staff (tourism unit) DAFO M 

37 Mr. Sipasert Nasay Head of LVLH Unit DAFO M 

38 Mr. Khamlar Head of Bio. Unit DAFO M 

39 Ms. Vanhxay Keobounphanh Advisor GIZ HNN F 

40 Mr. Bounxouy  Nongma village party Nongma village M 

41 Mr. Khanthalangsi xaiyalat Head of DCMC Bualapha district M 

42 Mr. Martin Lenk Advisor DoH M 

43 Mr. Dirk Euler DA GIZ HNN M 

44 Ms. Petra Erbe DA GIZ HNN F 

45 Mr. Nitpakone Sisoulasack Advisor GIZ HNN M 

46 Mr. Phakhanxai Deputy head of DoH DoH M 

47 Mr. Bastian Flury CTA GIZ HNN  M 
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Appendix 2 Consolidated Conceptual Model 
 

 


