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1 Natma Taung National Park, Myanmar 

1 Background of the Workshop 
Natma Taung National Park (NTNP) is one of the ASEAN Heritage Parks in Myanmar hosting 

several endemic species and unique cultural landscape. In 2014, the park was included in the 

tentative list to nominate as a Natural World Heritage Site. However, the nomination process 

was delayed due to the several socio-economic issues including land and resource use conflicts 

with indigenous ethnic people [1]. Therefore, it has become the government’s top priority to 

reduce existing conflicts and to promote community engagement in park management [2]. In 

response to this urgency, a comprehensive park management plan was recently developed in 

order to promote conservation and minimize social conflicts [3]. However, challenges still 

remain to foster local participation in management planning and implementation. Furthermore, 

recent democratic reforms have provided market opportunities, which further induce changes 

in local livelihoods and cultural practices [4]. The effects of such transformation on future 

resource dependency and customary practices are still unexplored. This has further limited for 

effective implementation of management activities in the long run. Therefore, a stakeholder 

consultation workshop was conducted in NTNP to discuss the future scenario of the social-

ecological system and find out appropriate management options to adapt to future changes. The 

workshop was jointly organized by Myanmar Forest Department in collaboration with 

Technische Universität Dresden (TUD), Norwegian Environment Agency (NEA), and Wildlife 

Conservation Society (WCS).  

2 Objectives 
x To present the current state of management activities, challenges, and future strategy 

of NTNP to relevant stakeholders; 

x To discuss future scenarios of the social-ecological system in NTNP by using 

participatory scenario planning approaches; 

x To identify optimal management model for NTNP by using multi-criteria decision 

analysis. 

3 Date and venue 
The workshop was held on 25-26 September 2018 at the Mountain View Hotel, Kanpetlet 

Township, Myanmar. 
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4 Number of Participants 
A total of 25 participants attended the workshop. This includes 11 community representatives, 

11 government officials, and three participants from non-governmental organizations. The 

detailed list of participants is presented in Appendix  1. 

 

Figure 1 Group photo of the workshop participants 

 

5 Workshop Agenda 
The workshop was separated into two main sessions. The first session included four keynote 

presentations by resource persons. After the keynote presentations, the participatory scenario 

planning approach [5] was conducted by separating into three working groups depending on 

their professional background and individual interests. During the group discussions, the 

participants focused on three thematic topics: i) traditional land tenure system, ii) livelihood 

strategies and iii) customary resource-use practices. Each group discussed one of the three 

thematic areas identified by the resource persons. After the discussion, each group selected one 

representative and presented to the other groups in the plenary session. The detailed agenda of 

the workshop is presented in Appendix  2. 
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6 Keynotes Presentations 
A total of four keynote presentations were made by the resource persons. The summary of each 

presentation is presented below: 

1. U Tin Mya Soe, park warden of NTNP, presented with a title “the current status and 

management of the NTNP: Challenges and future options”. In his presentation, U Tin 

Mya Soe highlighted that the biodiversity and ecosystems of NTNP are degrading 

mainly due to shifting cultivations, 

encroachment of human dwelling, 

infrastructure development, and the 

over-exploitation of natural 

resources inside the park. He also 

emphasized that the law-

enforcement officers are facing 

challenges due to the limited 

financial resources as well as the lack 

of cooperation by local villagers. 

Therefore, he suggested increasing cooperation by all relevant stakeholders both for the 

management of NTNP and the livelihood improvement of local people living around 

the park. 

 

2. U Ye Lin Aung, Research Assistant from WCS, presented about the development of a 

five-year management plan in NTNP. First, he highlighted the background motivation 

for developing the management plan by using the pressure-response framework in 

relation to the challenges facing in NTNP. Later, he discussed the stakeholder 

engagement processes that were conducted during the management planning processes. 

Finally, he discussed the financial opportunities for the implementation of the 

management plan in NTNP. 

 

3. Prof. Dr Jürgen Pretzsch from TU Dresden discussed the theoretical aspects of co-

management and participatory scenario planning approaches to increase stakeholder 

participation in management planning and to minimize conflicts. In his keynote, Prof. 

Pretzsch highlighted the important role of system thinking and co-evolution between 

Figure 2 U Tin Mya Soe, Park Warden, presenting 
about NTNP 
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social and ecological systems. He 

further discussed the role of actors, their 

perceptions, and the trade-off in 

collaborative management between park 

authorities and local people. 

Furthermore, he introduced the concept 

and methods of Socio-economic Field 

Laboratories (SFLs) to create platforms 

for knowledge sharing among local 

forest users, scientists, and state 

authorities. Finally, he explained the creation of Participative Innovation Platform (PIP) 

for co-evolution between conservation and livelihood orientation around the Natma 

Taung park, Myanmar.  

 

4. U Pyi Soe Aung, a PhD student from TU Dresden, presented some of the findings from 

his PhD research that analyses the social-ecological relationship between protected area 

and local communities living around the NTNP. His presentation focused on three 

thematic areas: traditional land tenure institutions, local livelihood situations, and 

traditional ecological knowledge and practices that promote forest conservation. 

Regarding land tenure, he explained the complex tenure arrangements among 

indigenous communities and local compliances of tenure rules in NTNP. Regarding the 

local livelihoods, he highlighted the important role of forest products to reduce poverty 

and inequality among his study communities and recommend to have clear regulations 

for subsistence uses. In terms of traditional knowledge, he presented a number of local 

practices that support the conservation and sustainable use of local resources. In the 

conclusions, he emphasized that although traditional tenure institutions are still 

common in Chin State, they have declined due to modernization and increased market 

conditions. He also requested participants to discuss their views and opinions in order 

to overcome these challenges in the future. 

7 Group Discussions (Day one) 
After the keynote presentations, the participants were divided into three different groups in 

order to discuss the future scenarios of social-ecological systems in NTNP for the next ten 

years. Specifically, participants discussed the future options, expected challenges and the 

Figure 3 Prof. Pretzsch, TU Dresden, 
presenting the social-ecological coevolution 
model for conservation 
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support required to overcome these challenges. Each group was formed with five to eight 

participants. Each group discussed one of the three topics for three hours. After the discussions, 

a representative from each group presented in the plenary and all participants provided 

feedback on the group outputs. 

 

Figure 4 Group A members discussing the future of traditional land tenure systems 

 

7.1 Group-A: Traditional Land Tenure 

Group (A) discussed the future of traditional land tenure institutions in NTNP. During the 

discussions, the participants divided the traditional land tenure system into three different 

types: communal lands, tribal lands, and private lands. Regarding the communal lands, the 

participants indicated that the increasing pressure from outsiders were threatening the 

communal lands. These include extensions of village settlements, encroachment into forests as 

well as increased demand for timber from watershed forests. Therefore, the participants agreed 

that government recognition of communal land is essential to preserve communal lands. The 

participants also mentioned that the communal lands should be managed by community 

members in accordance with local traditions. Moreover the government should provide legal 

assistance to protect against the outsiders. To achieve these expectations, all participants agreed 
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to have a cooperation platform between the villagers and government authorities. The summary 

of discussions by group A is presented in Table 1.  

Table 1 Summary of discussions by Group A (Future Land Tenure System) 

Topic Future options Challenges Required support 

Communal Lands x Under government 
administration 

x Government 
should negotiate 
with villagers to 
implement 
development 
projects 

x Only village 
member can 
manage village 
communal land 

x Avoid land 
grabbing by a 
single person 

x Population 
increases 

x Conflicts may 
increase due to 
extension of 
settlement areas 

x Encroachments by 
outsiders may 
increase 

x Illegal cuttings in 
watershed forest 
may increase due 
to increase wood 
demand  

x Require 
cooperation 
platform between 
local people and 
government 
authorities 

Tribal Lands x We want to 
maintain 
traditional land 
ownership 

x Needs to reduce 
conflicts among 
tribes 

x We want to 
maintain 
traditional land 
sharing practices 

x Will not permit 
selling lands to 
outsiders 

x Land grabbing by 
government may 
increase 

x Encroachment by 
outsiders may 
increase 

x Land privatization 
by village members 
due to national 
park 

x Tribal conflicts 
may increase 

x Need supports from 
government for 
resolving land 
conflicts 

x Government should 
investigate 
traditional land 
ownership before 
allocating lands to 
outsiders 

x Need formal 
recognition for land 
ownership 

Private Lands x We want formal 
certificates for 
private land 
ownership 

x Formal ownership 
over generations 

x Want to continue 
cultivation 

 

x Land borrower will 
claim for 
ownership 

x Claims of 
ownership for 
illegal settlement 
will increase 

x Individual land 
clearing for 
shifting cultivation 
may increase 
 

x Need formal 
certificate for land 
ownership 
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7.2 Group-B: Local Livelihood Options 

Group (B) discussed the future livelihood options among local communities in NTNP. The 

participants divided livelihood activities into four main categories: agriculture, livestock, forest 

products, and other non-farm activities. Regarding agriculture, the participants asserted that 

shifting cultivation is not cost-effective in relation to their time and labour input. Therefore, 

they want to promote perennial crops such as Yam, Avocado, Coffee, or Potato in their farms. 

However, there were challenges in relation to cultivation technology and initial investments 

for permanent farming. Moreover, landowners will not permit to cultivate perennial corps on 

borrowed lands. Therefore, the participants requested to have support for seedlings and 

cultivation technology including the value-added methods. Furthermore, they also requested 

the government authorities to negotiate with landowners to allow permanent farms on their un-

used lands. The summary of discussions by Group B is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 Summary of discussions by Group B (Future Livelihood Options) 

Topic Future options Challenges Required support 

Agriculture x Will increase 
perennial crops 
(Yam, Avocado, 
Coffee, Potato)  

x Shifting cultivation is 
not cost-effective 

x Promote existing 
cooperatives 

x Need proper 
cultivation 
technology 

x Need initial 
investment for 
seedlings 

x Landowners will not 
permit for perennial 
crops 

x Need value-added 
technology 

x Need support for 
good variety 
seedlings (Yam and 
Potato) 

x Negotiate with 
landowners 

Livestock x Systematic farming 
of Mithan, Goats, 
and Chicken 

x Limited pastureland 
due to prohibition 
by landowners 

x Animal diseases 
have become 
common  

x Required financial 
support for 
systematic farming 

x Require frequent 
extension services 
from Livestock 
Department 

Forest products x Construction wood 
x Fuel for household 

use 

x Increase commercial 
felling by some 
villagers 

x Need law 
enforcement by 
government 

x Permission for local 
use 

Off-farm x Traditional handcraft 
x Construction 

technology (skilled 
labour) 

x Initial investment 
x Training for 

construction 
technology 

x Training  
x Revolving fund 
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7.3 Group-C: Traditional Knowledge and Practices 

Group (C) discussed the future of traditional practices that had been applied for generations 

within the community. The group divided traditional practices into three main topics: 

protection of watershed forests, shifting cultivation, and other traditional practices. Regarding 

the watershed forests, the participants expected that the watershed forests should be formally 

recognized and protected in accordance with formal regulations. They explained that although 

they would like to increase restrictions against watershed forests, the tribal landowners tend to 

privatize their lands due to increasing land markets in the region. Regarding the shifting 

cultivation, the traditional practices will still be continued in the region, although the rotation 

cycles had become reduced due to increased population. The participants agreed that shifting 

cultivation will not be suitable in the future so that government should support alternative 

technologies to substitute shifting cultivation. Furthermore, the local compliances of traditional 

practices had declined due to changes in religious beliefs. Therefore, it is important to establish 

a negotiation platform among neighbouring villagers to reduce conflicts in the future. The 

summary of discussions by Group C in relation to traditional knowledge and practices is 

presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 Summary of discussions by Group C (Traditional Knowledge and Practices) 

Topic Future options Challenges Required support 

Watershed forests x Want to increase 
restrictions against 
watershed forests 

x Want to plant trees 
near water sources 

x Want to have formal 
recognition by 
government for 
watershed forests 

x Land privatization 
by tribal 
landowners 

x Road construction 
without 
consultation 

x Illegal cutting of 
timber due to high 
demand for timber 

x Government 
support to take 
action against 
illegal logging from 
outsiders 

x Development 
project should 
discuss with local 
people if they want 
to construct road 
near watershed 

x Support to 
transform 
watershed forests 
into communal 
ownership 

Shifting 
cultivation 
practices 

x Taungya meeting will 
continue to exist 

x Traditional ritual will 
continue  

x Controlled burning 
practices will intensify 

x Rotation cycles 
reduced due to 
increased 
population 

x Frequent forest fire 
from outside 

x Need support for 
alternative 
agricultural 
technology to 
substitute shifting 
cultivation 

x Need support from 
government to take 
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Topic Future options Challenges Required support 

action against 
people who made 
forest fire 

Other traditional 
practices 

x Want to continue 
conserving sacred 
forests 

x Want to protect illegal 
hunters from outsiders 

x Want to maintain 
traditional ownerships 
for beehives (rock 
cavity) 

x Sacred forests have 
threatened due to 
religion changes 

x Less compliance 
with traditional 
territorial rules 

x Need support to 
establish platform 
for discussion 
among 
neighbouring 
villagers  

 

8 Group Discussions (Day two) 
On day two, the participants focused to discuss the future management options for NTNP. 

Specifically, the participants discussed the four management models based on the three 

sustainable criteria: biodiversity conservation, livelihood development, and social equity. The 

participants were reorganized into three groups depending on their interests, but each group 

should not have more than eight participants. The group discussions took about two hours. 

After the discussions, the group representatives had to present in the plenary for discussion and 

feedback by the other two groups. 

8.1 Group-A: Impacts on Conservation 

This group discussed the conservation potentials of each management model by using three 

criteria: impact on biodiversity conservation, legitimacy among communities, and 

effectiveness for implementation. The participants discussed that the Business-As-Usual 

(BAU) model has some impacts on conservation because it does not limit the traditional 

practices that promote biodiversity conservation. However, the local compliance with formal 

rules is still limited due to limited awareness. Moreover, the existing socio-economic 

challenges and increasing population will make indigenous people difficult to follow the rules. 

In addition, the model will not be highly effective due to the existing conflicts between formal 

and informal landownerships. The lack of consultation with local people also makes the BAU 

model difficult to implement effectively. At the same time, the encroachment from outsiders 

has increased so that it is difficult for local people to maintain the customary regulations.  
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Regarding the strict protection model, the group discussed that the model will have a limited 

impact on conservation due to lack of participation by local people. The lack of transparency 

on conservation rules may also increase people-park conflicts in the future. The legitimacy of 

this model will be limited because of the lack of accountability by the government staff as well 

as the limited livelihood support for local people. The participants suggested that the model 

will not be effective because the people will not accept the regulations due to the lack of 

livelihood alternatives. 

For community-control model, the group indicated that conservation impact will be reduced 

mainly due to the declining compliances with traditional rules within the community. There 

was a growing concern for the increasing 

population which makes community 

conservation more complicated. In 

addition, the local elite will take the 

majority of benefits if the forests are 

protected by community alone. The group 

also highlighted that community rules will 

not be legitimate in the long run because 

they are not in written documents and may 

change depending on the people. The rules 

will also be less effective mainly because of 

the increasing conflicts among different 

clans living in the same territory. Therefore, the group called for the legal provisions that are 

in line with the locally evolved regulations. 

Regarding the co-management model, the group indicated that the model will have positive 

impact on conservation if the government introduces locally acceptable rules and provides legal 

protection against rule breakers. The group explained that the co-management model will 

increase legitimacy because it can improve transparency among the park rangers and local 

people regarding the conservation regulations. Moreover, it can provide better opportunities to 

solve local challenges through negotiation among related stakeholders. Furthermore, the 

regular discussions under co-management model will increase local awareness of conservation 

regulations. In terms of effectiveness, the participants agreed that the model will provide 

effective outcomes due to the increased participation by local landowners as well as improved 

Figure 5 Results of discussions by Group A regarding 
impacts on conservation 
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transparency between the government and local people. The summary of discussion by group 

A is presented in Table 4. 

Table 4 Summary of discussions by Group A (Impact on Conservation) 

Management model Conservation impact Legitimacy Effectiveness 

BAU model x Some impacts by 
local traditional 
practices 

x Less compliance due 
to limited awareness 
of rules 

x Socio-economic 
challenge 

x Population increases 
x Inaccessibility 

x Less effectiveness 
due to land ownership 
conflicts (formal vs 
informal) 

x No consultation with 
local people 

x Increase 
encroachment into 
forest due to reducing 
compliance of 
traditional tenure 
rules 

Strict protection model x Limited local 
participation 

x No transparency 

x No accountability by 
government staff 

x No support for local 
people 

x Limited awareness by 
local people 

x Less acceptance by 
local people 

Community control 

model 

x Decreasing local 
compliance of 
traditional rules 

x Village extension 
due to population 
increase 

x Elite capture for 
Individual profit  

x Difficult for long-
term conservation due 
to unwritten laws 

x Tribal conflicts 
among villages within 
the same territory 

x Less effectiveness 
due to lack of legal 
provisions 

Co-management 

model 

x Improve 
conservation due to 
legal recognition 

x Only rules that are 
able to follow will 
exist (due to 
negotiation) 

x Improve transparency 
x Improve conservation 

knowledge 
x Better opportunity to 

solve local challenges 
x Increase awareness of 

legal regulations 

x Effectiveness will 
improve due to 
increase transparency 
between government 
and local people 

x Increase participation 
by landowners 

x Local tenure rules can 
be improved due to 
better understanding 

 

8.2 Group-B: Impacts on local livelihoods 

Regarding local livelihoods, group B discussed the four management models in accordance 

with three main criteria: meeting local needs, poverty reduction, and livelihood sustainability. 
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The participants mentioned that the BAU model will not provide sufficient resources to meet 

livelihood requirements. The participants explained that current restrictions against the use of 

timber and shifting cultivation make them difficult to continue their livelihood activities. It was 

also indicated that there are potentials to improve sustainable livelihood in the future due to 

ecotourism opportunities and better road conditions.  

Regarding the strict protection model, the participants mentioned that the model will have 

negative impacts on local livelihoods since there is no legal provision for local people to use 

the resources inside the park. The model may also lead to increase local poverty due to 

restrictions against shifting cultivation and collection of non-timber forest products (NTFP). 

Moreover, the current regulations also restrict local subsistence forest use so that increasing 

law enforcement will have negative impacts on livelihood sustainability. 

 

Figure 6 A participant presenting the group-discussion output on behalf of Group A 

 

For the community-control model, the group participants indicated that the model will not 

provide forest products sustainability because social conflicts may increase in the long run. 

Moreover, increasing encroachment by outsiders will also make it difficult to protect the 

resources by the communities themselves. The participants also mentioned that the model will 

have more benefits to the rich people since the use of certain forest products such as timber 
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requires initial investments, which the poor people could not afford. At the same time, the 

deforestation will continue to increase due to decreasing compliance with local regulations. 

This may have negative impacts on livelihood sustainability in the long run. 

The group participants agreed that the co-management model will provide a better chance to 

meet local needs since it will provide opportunities to discuss and negotiate for local livelihood 

needs. Using forest products for local consumption only will prevent over-exploitation. 

Therefore, this model will have long-term effects on poverty reduction and livelihood 

sustainability in the region. The summary of discussions by group B regarding the impacts on 

local livelihood is presented in Table 5. 

Table 5 Summary of discussions by group B (Impact on local livelihoods) 

Management model Meeting local needs Poverty reduction Livelihood 

sustainability 

BAU model x Not sufficient due 
to restriction 
against timber and 
shifting cultivation 
inside park 

x Not sufficient due to 
limited opportunity to 
sell NTFP 

x Potential to improve 
in the future due to 
ecotourism and 
better road condition 

Strict protection model x No provision for 
local people inside 
the park such as 
Timber, NTFP and 
Shifting cultivation 

x Will increase poverty 
due to restriction on 
shifting cultivation 
and NTFP 

x Meanwhile 
livelihood will 
decrease due to 
restriction against 
subsistence uses 

Community control 

model 

x Not effective in the 
long-term 

x Social conflict will 
increase 

x Increase 
encroachment by 
outsiders 

x Unequal distribution 
of profits (only rich 
can get benefits due 
to high investment 
cost) 

x Increase deforestation 
x Watershed forests 

will be destroyed due 
to social conflicts 

x Rich people will 
dominate 

x Ecosystem will 
decline in the long 
run 

Co-management 

model 

x Better chance to 
discuss local needs 

x Can negotiate for 
shifting cultivation 
areas 

x No commercial sale 
is permitted 

x Better chance to 
negotiate for 
livelihood options 

x Support local 
conservation  

x Long-term supply 
for NTFP 

x Better support for 
long-term livelihood 
sustainability 
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8.3 Group-C: Impacts on social equity 

Regarding social equity, the group participants discussed the four management models based 

on three criteria: income equality, social equality in decision making, and conservation of local 

traditional practices. The group participants discussed that the BAU model will have inequality 

because it does not consider the socio-economic differences within the community. 

Specifically, the differences in land ownership have increased income inequality within the 

community. Moreover, the traditional practices have declined due to the socio-economic 

development in the region.  

Regarding the strict protection model, the group participants mentioned that there were 

differences in terms of livelihood professions so that increasing government regulations will 

not improve income equality. Moreover, only the elite person will be able to break the laws 

due to weak enforcement. At the same time, the traditional practices will not be preserved 

because there is no formal regulation to protect these practices. 

 

Figure 7 A participant from Group B explaining results from his group 

 

In terms of community-control model, the participants indicated that although the villagers can 

negotiate themselves, the elite capture will still continue to exist due to weak enforcement by 
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local people. Moreover, the social conflicts will increase due to difficulties in negation process 

among local villagers. On the other hand, traditional practices will continue to exist in this 

model since the villagers have the capacity to maintain cultural practices. 

For the co-management model, the group participants indicated that creating a cooperative 

committee between government authorities and local people will enable to solve income 

inequality, particularly by negotiating with landowners to allow permanent farming on the 

borrowed lands. This strategy could also reduce social inequality in decision-making since all 

villagers can participate in planning and decision-making processes. This could also provide 

opportunities to preserve local cultural practices by creating a communication platform to learn 

and share local cultural practices. The summary of discussions by group C regarding the impact 

on social equity is presented in Table 6.  

Table 6 Summary of discussions by group C (Impacts on social equity) 

Management model Income Equality Social equality in 
decision making 

Preserving local 
traditions 

BAU model x Income inequality 
due to 
landownerships 

x Less motivation by 
some farmers 

x Gender inequality due 
to local traditions 

x Inequality in 
education  

x Traditional practices 
have declined due to 
socio-economic 
development 

Strict protection model x Inequality in 
livelihood 
professions 

x Elite capture due to 
weak enforcement 

x Limited 
understanding of laws 
by local people 

x No formal regulation 
against protection of 
traditional practices 

Community control 

model 

x Villagers can 
negotiate 
themselves 

x Elite capture due to 
weak enforcement 
by local people 

x Difficult to negotiate 
among local villagers 

x Local people have 
capacity to maintain 
cultural practices 

Co-management 

model 

x Better chance to 
solve income 
inequality by 
forming joint 
committee 

x Better chance to 
involve by 
establishing 
community platform 

x Will improve 
cultural protection 
due to 
communication 
platform 
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9 Priority rankings 
After the group discussions, the participants were asked to give priority rankings to each model 

based on the criteria discussed during the group discussions. The scale used during ranking 

exercises were from one to five, where one is the lowest priority and five is the highest priority. 

The results were discussed at the panel session and reconfirmed by all participants. The 

summary of ranking scores is presented in Table 7. 

According to the ranking exercises, the co-management model received the highest priority 

with an average score of 3.67. The community-control model and the BAU model were the 

second and third priority model with the average scores of 2.33 and 2.22 respectively. The 

strict protection model received the lowest ranking with an averages score of 1.56. This 

indicates that the co-management model is considered as the most suitable model to improve 

both conservation and local livelihoods in the NTNP. 

Table 7 Results from participatory priority ranking exercises 

Sr. Criteria Management Models 

BAU Strict 
Protection 

Community 
control 

Co-management 

1 Impacts on conservation     

 x Conservation outcome 3 3 2 3 

 x Legitimacy 2 2 3 3 

 x Efficiency 1 2 2 3 

2 Impacts on local livelihood     

 x Opportunities for meeting 
local needs 

1 1 1 4 

 x Contribution to poverty 
reduction 

1 1 2 4 

 x Potential for livelihood 
sustainability 

4 1 2 4 

3 Impact on social equity     

 x Equality in income 2 2 2 4 

 x Social equity in decision 
making 

3 1 3 4 

 x Opportunity to maintain 
cultural practices 

3 1 4 4 

Average scores 2.22 1.56 2.33 3.67 

Ranking scale: (1=Low to 5=High) 



 

 
 
 

17 Natma Taung National Park, Myanmar 

10 Way forward 
In the closing session, the participants recommended five main activities that should be 

addressed urgently by the park authorities in order to achieve conservation and sustainable 

development of the NTNP.  

1. Establish a formal communication platform between the villagers and park authorities 

in order to share information and negotiate between legal regulations and local 

requirements. The platform should be mutually accessible and neutral so that the 

villagers can express their needs and build mutual trusts among others. 

2. Provide formal recognition of locally protected forests, such as watershed forests near 

village water sources or sacred forests, against powerful outsiders and government 

development projects; 

3. Negotiate with traditional landowners to allow the landless farmers within the 

communities to establish permanent farms instead of shifting cultivation; 

4. Provide technical and financial support to promote permanent agricultural crops such 

as Yam, Avocado, Coffee, Potato and so on; 

5. Introduce value-added technologies for agricultural crops and non-timber forest 

products in order to increase profits with minimum resource costs. 

11 Conclusions 
The workshop was able to deliver the majority of its expected outputs highlighted in the 

workshop proposal. Specifically, the use of participatory scenario planning exercises enables 

the participants to realize the current socio-ecological conditions in NTNP and to share their 

views and interests regarding the future of NTNP. Moreover, the use of multi-criteria decision 

analysis with local participation also provide reliable information to the policymakers to choose 

the most appropriate conservation strategies. In addition to the outputs, the workshop also 

served as a bridge between park authorities and local communities to exchange their views and 

interests and to find out common pathways for future collaboration. Furthermore, it also served 

as a foundation to establish the stakeholder engagement mechanism in NTNP to promote 

effective local participation in the future. 
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Appendix  1 List of workshop participants 

Sr. Name Position/Occupation Organization/Village 
1 U Lane Aum Village tract administrator Kapan village 

2 U Hone Htang Village tract administrator Markyar village 

3 U Kee Hong Village headman Htang Aum village 

4 U Kee Manar Village headman Chaing village 

6 U Htang Lane 
Lway 

Village headman Ung village 

6 U Aung Kee Village tract administrator Makyar village 

7 U Khaw Gay Ngai Village tract administrator Khat Chan village 

8 U Aung San Staff member Kaw Nu Cun Region 
Development Organization 
(KRDO) 

9 U Hone Kee Village headman Hla Laung Pan village 

10 Dr Hnin Sandar Bo Deputy Township Officer Department of Livestock and 
Veterinary Science 

11 U Phyo Min Oo Deputy Township 
Administrator 

General Administration 
Department 

12 U Kee Manar Hong Staff member Tong Nge village tract 

13 U Ye Yint Aung Range Officer Forest Department 

14 U Lane Maung 
Shane 

Staff member Department of Hotels and 
Tourism 

15 U Htang Aum Village headman Htet Shwe village 

16 U Tam Lane Village tract administrator Htet Shwe village 

17 U Lane Kee Forester Natma Taung National Park 

18 U Maung Nu Ranger Natma Taung National Park 

19 Daw The Ei Hlaing Deputy Township Officer Department of Agriculture 

20 Daw Nane Manar Staff member Department of Agriculture 

21 U Nay Shine Tun Forester Natma Taung National Park 

22 U Tin Mya Soe Park Warden Natma Taung National Park 

23 U Ye Lin Aung Research assistant Wildlife Conservation Society 

24 U Pyi Soe Aung Staff Officer NWCD, Forest Department 

25 Prof Jürgen 
Pretzsch  

Professor Technical University of Dresden 
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Appendix  2 Workshop Agenda 

Time Agenda Presenter 

Day one (25.9.2018) 

09:00 – 09:10 Opening remark Park Warden, NTNP 

09:10 – 09:30 Introductory remarks NEA & TUD 

09:30 – 10:00 Group Photo and Coffee Break  

10:00 – 10:30 Current status, challenges and management 

opportunities of NTNP 

Park Warden, NTNP 

10:30 – 11:00 Management planning process and planned 

activities for NTNP 

Representative (WCS) 

11:00 – 11:30 Theoretical aspects of co-management and 

participatory scenario planning 

Prof. Jürgen Pretzsch 

(TUD) 

11:30 – 12:00 Research findings from the PhD project Pyi Soe Aung 

12:00 – 13:00 Lunch break  

13:00 – 13:30  Group formation and explanation of tasks Facilitators 

13:30 – 15:00 Group discussions for a future scenario 

1. Traditional land tenure (Group A) 

2. Local livelihoods (Group B) 

3. Cultural practices (Group C) 

 

15:00 – 15:30 Break  

15:30 – 16:45 Presentation of results by each group Group representatives 

16:45 – 17:00 Reflection of Day One  

Day Two (26.9.2018) 

09:00 – 09:30 Introduction and explanation of group tasks Facilitators 

09:30 – 10:15 Group discussions for management options 

1. Impact on conservation (Group A) 

2. Impact on livelihood (Group B) 

3. Impact on social equality (Group C) 

 

10:15 - 10:30  Coffee break  

10:30 – 11:15 Group discussion (continue)  

11:15 – 12:00 Presentation of results by each group Group representatives 

12:00 – 12:30 Conclusion remarks Park Warden 
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