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Abbreviations and acronyms  
 
AFN 
AWPB  

Agriculture for Nutrition Project 
Annual Work Plan and Budget  

DAFO  District Agriculture and Forestry Office  
DoALAM  Department of Agricultural Land Management  
DoF  Department of Forestry  
DoIC  Department of Infrastructure and Construction  
DONRE  District Office of Natural Resources and Environment  
DPI  Department of Planning and Investment (MAF)  
DSA  Daily Subsistence Allowance  
DSEDCC  District Socio-Economic Development Coordination Committee  
DTEAP 
E2F 
EG 
EU  

Department of Technical Extension and Agro-Processing  
Enterprise-to-Farmer Extension 
Ethnic Group 
European Union  

F2F 
FAO  

Farmer-to-Farmer Extension 
Food and Agriculture Organisation  

FFS  Farmer Field School  
FG  Farmers Group  
FNML  Southern Laos Food and Nutrition Security and Market Linkages 

Programme (IFAD)  
FNS  Farmer Nutrition School  
FY  Fiscal Year 
GAP  Gender Action Plan  
GIS  Geographic Information System  
GoL  Government of Lao Peoples Democratic Republic  
HH  Households  
HNDP  Health Governance and Nutrition Development Project  
HPH 
IEC  

Houaphan province 
Information, communication and education  

IGA 
IPM  

Income Generating Activities 
Integrated Pest Management  

KM  Knowledge Management  
LAK  Lao Kip  
LESC Lao Expenditure and Consumption Survey 
LF 
LFN 
LSIS 
LUP 
LWU  

Lead Farmer 
Lao Farmers’ Network 
Lao Social Indicator Survey 
Lao Women Union  
Land Use Planning 

MAF  Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry  
M&E  Monitoring and Evaluation  
MDG  Millennium Development Goals  
MTR 
NAFRI  

Mid Term Review 
National Agriculture and Forestry Research Institute  

NNSPA  National Nutrition Strategy to 2025 and Plan of Action 2016 – 
2020  

NPCO  National Project Coordination Office  
NPSC  National Project Steering Committee  
ODX 
PAFO  

Oudomxai province 
Province Agriculture and Forestry Office  

PALM 
PAR  

Participatory Agricultural Land Management 
Participatory Action Research  

PDR 
PIM  

Project Design Report 
Programme Implementation Manual  

PLUP  Participatory Land Use Planning  
PPCP  Public-private Community Partnership  
PPSC  Provincial Project Steering Committee  
ProMIS 
PSL 
PY  

Project Monitoring and Information System 
Phongsaly province 
Programme Year  

ROI  Return on Investment  
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SIP  Strategic Investment Plan  
SSFSNP  Strategic Support for Food Security and Nutrition Project  
SWG-ARD  Sector Working Group on Agriculture and Rural Development  
TSC  Technical Service Centre  
UNDP  United Nations Development Programme  
USD  United States Dollar  
VF 
VNC  

Village Facilitator 
Village Nutrition Center 

VRA  Vulnerability and Risk Assessment  
VAT  Value Added Tax  
VIP 
VIT  

Village Infrastructure Plan 
Village Implementation Team  

VC  Value Chain  
VDP  Village Development Plan  
VVW 
WA  

Village Veterinary Worker 
Withdrawal Application  

WASH  Water, sanitation and health  
WFP  UN-World Food Programme  
XKH Xiengkhouang province 
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 Map of the Project Area 
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Poverty, food insecurity and malnutrition in Lao PDR 
 
Lao PDR has made significant progress towards reducing its overall poverty rate. However, many 
people, especially those living in the hill and mountain regions, continue to struggle with food insecurity 
and poor nutrition. Agricultural development in these areas is faced by big challenges under increasingly 
extreme and erratic weather events. Poverty remains deep-rooted in these remote areas where few off-
farm income opportunities exist. 
 
Undernutrition levels in Lao PDR remain among the highest in the world, despite both rapid economic 
growth and a significant decline in poverty over the past years. 
 
The causes of undernutrition in Lao PDR are multi-faceted and multi-sectoral. They range from factors 
that are determined before the child is born - such as mother’s stature, education, health, care, diet and 
age during pregnancy - to factors affecting the child after birth, like inadequate breastfeeding as well as 
low macro- and micro-nutrient intake due to low dietary diversity, and poor hygiene and sanitary 
environment, especially open defecation. Most factors are influenced by the lack of appropriate 
knowledge as well as social, gender, and cultural norms and practices. 
 
While food insecurity is widely assumed to be a major determinant of stunting in Lao PDR, analyses 
show evidence that access to food is less of a concern, rather the poor quality of the diet is the main 
source of inadequate nutrient intake in children. Analysis of the LECS 5 shows that a typical household 
in Lao PDR has sufficient access to food to cover their required calorie intake. However, diversity in diet 
is low, with rural households consuming an average of 3 out of 9 major food groups. Poor feeding 
practices for infants and young children compound this problem, as children under 2-year-old are less 
likely to be fed certain important food groups even when they are available in the household. For 
example, 6-23 months old children are not fed vitamin A rich vegetables even when their mothers 
consume them. However, no such intra-household gaps are observed for 24-59 months old children, 
pointing to sub-optimal infant and young child feeding practices among the 6-23 months old children. 
 
Agriculture employs around 75% of the economically active population in Lao PDR, but the differences 
between provinces are large.  In the AFN project area, all the 4 provinces the share of agricultural 
households is 90% or higher, the lowest being Xiengkhouang with 90% and the highest being Pongsaly 
with 96% (2011). Poor nutritional and sanitation practices undermine health status and productivity, 
while limited public investment in infrastructure, drinking water supply, and public services constrain 
sustainable development. 
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Background and strategy 

The Agriculture for Nutrition (AFN) Project is implemented under the Financing Agreement of GAFSP 
trust fund (Grant No. 2000001548) and was signed on 28th April 2016 between the Lao PDR Government 
and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). 

The project will be implemented over a six-year period starting from project effectiveness on 28th April 
2016 and will close by 30th June 2022. The project addresses chronic under-nutrition and food insecurity 
in selected upland areas of Lao PDR. AFN supports implementation of the National Nutrition Strategy 
to 2025 and Plan of Action 2016 – 2020 (NNSPA), and pilot new development approaches and 
technologies in this framework. 
 
The project promotes food security and increased nutrition through improved and diversified agricultural 
production. The key interventions include:  

- Participatory village development planning (VDP) is conducted at all 400 project villages, and 
village agriculture investments are financed per the VDP/VIP identified priorities; multi-sector 
district planning for NNSPA activities is facilitated;  

- The project organizes Farmer Nutrition Schools with the aim to improve household and women’s 
diets. In addition, small garden/farm investments are implemented for female farmers to 
increase the production of nutritious food; 

- The agricultural extension approach is diversified to include farmer-to-farmer and enterprise-to-
farmer extension methodologies; 

- Grass root farmers’ organizations and groups are developed, capacitated and their required 
farm investments are co-financed to improve the semi-commercial production of nutritious food; 

- Value chains are developed through co-investments with lead enterprises, to create 
employment and sustainably increase demand and production of farm products. 

The project supports four agriculture interventions of the 22 priority interventions of the National Nutrition 
Strategy under a “convergence” approach with different government ministries and departments. The 
four priority agricultural interventions are as following: 
 

1.  Expanding and intensifying the production of nutrient dense plant-based foods;  
2. Production and promotion of animal-based protein for household consumption;  
3. Improved post-harvest handling and food processing to strengthen year-round food security; 

and  
4. Promotion of income generating activities, with a focus on women. 

 
The total cost for the project is USD $38.8 million with GAFSP contribution of 77% and Lao PDR 
government contribution of 14%. The remaining 9% will be mobilized from target beneficiary groups and 
the local private sector through the public private partnership framework. 

The Goal of the AFN is to “Contribute to reduced extreme poverty and malnutrition in poorest 
communities”.  

The Project Development Objective is “Improved and diversified agricultural production and 
household nutrition enhance life prospects”. 

Project Area and Target Population. The project is implemented in 400 villages of 12 districts in the 
four northern provinces: Phongsaly, Oudomxay, Houaphan and Xieng Khouang. The project villages 
and districts were selected based on: (i) poverty data – poorest districts and villages; (ii) good potential 
for agriculture-led growth; (iii) good village leadership commitment; (iv) climate change vulnerable; and 
(v) good opportunities for coordination with other on-going projects. 

The project target group is within the population of the 12 project target districts, with ethnic people 
representing most of the population in all districts. 
 
The project aims to reach out to about 34,000 poor smallholder households in the 400 target villages. 
From among those beneficiaries, the objective is to lift 21,000 households out of poverty1 by project-

 
1A poor household’s per capita income is below the poverty line USD 270 per annum. Reference: Prime 
Minister’s Decree Ref.309/PM dated 14 Nov. 2013 
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end. The total number of HHs in the 12 districts is estimated at 63,400 in 2016, AFN targets around 
53.6% of the total population of the 12 target districts. 

The project staff and implementing partners prioritize female participation through all project 
interventions including training, planning and investment. Women will play a key role to ensure 
successful nutrition outcomes among families in the targeted villages. 

For the Farmer Nutrition School and garden investments, the project targets young children and their 
mothers as is this a priority to ensure better nutrition for pregnant women and 0-2-year-old children, 
which is the most critical age for human development (‘the first 1,000 days’).  

The project is organized into three inter-related components plus a Project Management Component. 
These are:  

1. Component 1: Strengthened Public Services. The component supports government staff 
capacities, procedures and technical packages to implement selected National Nutrition Strategy 
interventions. It comprises two sub-components: 

1.1 Programme coordination capacity including project planning, financial management, 
procurement, supervision, monitoring, and knowledge management systems within the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Forestry. 
1.2 Nutrition-sensitive agricultural services. District and Provincial Agriculture and Forestry 
Offices (PAFO, DAFO), Department of Technical Extension and Agro-Processing (DTEAP), 
Technical Service Centers (TSC) and National Agriculture and Forestry Research Institute (NAFRI) 
strengthened to develop and deliver nutrition-sensitive agriculture technologies and training. 

2. Component 2: Community-driven agriculture-based nutrition interventions established. This 
component is supported by the World Food Programme (WFP), aiming at improved nutrition-sensitive 
agriculture planning by districts, villages and households. It comprises four sub-components: 

2.1 District multi-sector planning to accelerate the implementation of the National Nutrition 
Strategy and Plan of Action 2016–2020 (NNSPA) at the district level. 
2.2 Village development planning. Capacity building for multi-sector district teams to facilitate 
participatory development planning in AFN villages; Preparation of village development plans 
(VDPs) that identify climate-resilient, nutrition-sensitive agricultural infrastructure priorities including 
those of women. 
2.3 Farmer Nutrition Schools (FNS). Monthly Farmer Nutrition Schools in all 400 project villages 
for nutrition-enhanced behavior and preparation for informed household investment to fill household 
food and nutrition gaps. 
2.4 Household farm/garden planning. Village women hold meetings to identify small-scale farm 
and garden investments that improve production of nutritious food. Simple production plans are 
developed by women members of the FNS for their households. 

Component 3: Sustainable and inclusive market-driven partnerships established. Based on the 
built capacities and plans as described above, investments are co-financed with villages, households 
and enterprises. Four sub-components are as follows: 

3.1 Strategic investment plans. The Project identifies commodities that have investment potential 
in view of market opportunities and household income potential. The identified commodities are 
assessed, and potential project investments mapped, providing the framework for sub-components 
3.3 and 3.4. 
3.2 Village agricultural infrastructure. Based on the Village Development Plans, all project 
villages are supported to invest in climate-resilient, nutrition-sensitive agricultural infrastructure such 
as irrigation, rural roads and water supply. 
3.3 Farmer/Household Investments 
3.3.1 Garden Grants. Women members of the FNS receive small grants (120 USD) to implement 
their household investment plans that address household seasonal food and nutrition gaps. 
3.3.2 Farmer organization investments. Based on farmer group census in AFN villages, farmer 
group mobilization and strengthening, selected farmer groups receive financial support (up to 6,000 
USD) to implement their investment plans. 
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3.4 Public-private partnership investments. The project co-invests with value chain lead-
enterprises, to increase market opportunities and demand for agricultural products in commercial 
supply chains, and to improve agricultural linkages and services to farmers.  

Component 4: Project Management. This component is designed to maximize project effectiveness 
and efficiency through smooth implementation of activities and adaptation of similar implementation 
procedures used in other IFAD projects.  

Strategies 

In all project interventions, the AFN follows a participatory planning and investment mechanism. The 
beneficiaries are engaged and capacitated to develop their own development plans for improvement of 
agricultural production and nutritional outcomes. Subsequently, the project provides financing to 
implement those plans that show satisfactory quality and likely impact.  

The Project Implementation Strategy is: The participatory planning and investment mechanism is 
applied to individual households, farmer groups, small enterprises and villages. Simultaneously, public 
services by the MAF agencies, Provinces and Districts are strengthened to appropriately support the 
households, farmer groups and villages in their planning and investment efforts. 

The project components are closely linked, Component 1 – Strengthened Public Services is to provide 
the project stakeholders with required knowledge and capacity to manage and implement the various 
project interventions and will generate the basic skills needed for other components. Project provincial, 
district and concerned line agencies will further develop their capacities to plan, manage, implement and 
monitor.  

Key stakeholders will be supported through the development of various tools and procedures, including 
for mobilization and strengthening of farmer organizations, vocational training, extension practices, 
strategic investment plans (SIP), forage development, village development planning, farmer nutrition 
school implementation, village development fund management, land use planning, farmer investment, 
and Public Private Partnerships (PPP).  

At the provincial level, project implementing stakeholders consist of PAFO, PHO, LWU, DPW, and 
PoNRE.  

At the district level, district teams comprised of DAFO, DHO, LWU, DPI support project implementation. 
The District Socio-Economic Development Committee (DSEDC) plays coordination role in project 
activities in the district. 

At village level, committee are established to manage the Village Development Fund, and FNS 
Facilitators are recruited to facilitate the fortnightly meetings of the women’s Farmer Nutrition Schools. 
Farmer groups are also mobilized and strengthened with support from the district group support team. 

The project implementation is through the existing GOL structures from central to local levels, the project 
coordinators at all levels are assigned, the project account and project subaccount are opened including 
at District following the Sam Sang policy of the GOL. The project implementation is closely monitored 
and supervised by project steering committees at each level, national, provincial and district. 
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Project implementation progress 
 
Project overall goals and development objectives 
 
Goal: Contribute to reduced extreme poverty and malnutrition 
 
Incidence of child malnutrition (height for age) amongst two-year old children in Project villages, 
reduced from 60% at present to 50% by project completion  
 
Development Objective: Improved and diversified climate resilient agricultural production and 
household nutrition enhance life prospects.  
 
21,000 HH out of poverty by increasing per capita income from the current level to more than $270/yr. 
11) by Project-end  
 
The poverty percentage (per capita <270 USD/year) for the baseline (July 2017) was 70%, by the time 
of midline (November 2019) the percentage was decreased to 56.5%. 
Extrapolated over the direct beneficiaries it is calculated that about 12,052 HH are now above the 
poverty line of 283 USD (calculated at 270 USD plus inflation). 
 
Achieved: 57.4% 
 
At least 21,000 households with improved food security (measured as a HFIAS12 score of 7.0 or 
lower) 
 
The MAHFP (instead of HFIAS12) score for the baseline was 11.6 and midline 11.5 out of maximal 
score of 12. 
The midline evaluated that 9.7% of beneficiaries had A MAHFP score of less than 10, meaning had 3 
months or more food insecurity 
Extrapolated over the direct beneficiaries it is calculated that about 25,019 HH are food secure for 10 
or more months. 
 
Achieved: 119.1% 
 
Component 1: Strengthened Public Services 
Progress toward achieving Logical Framework Indicators: 
 

Impact 
Level 

Indicators End Target Cumulative 
Progress 
vs target 

Outcome 
Technical service centres operating sustainably 
using outcome-based farmer contracts. 

30 5 16.7% 

Outcome 

10 sustainable climate-adapted and nutrition-
sensitive agriculture and natural resource 
management technologies adopted by 10,000 
farmers 

10 2 20% 

Output 

Districts have guidelines, tools and core 
competencies for participatory nutrition-sensitive, 
climate-adapted market-led agriculture and rural 
development planning and implementation 

12 12 100% 

Output 
Rural household are satisfied with farmer-level 
technical information services 

70 89.2 127.4% 

 
The project was supposed to establish and/or strengthen a total of 30 Technical Service Centers (TSC), 
with the aim of supporting farmers to adopt innovative agricultural technologies, in order to improve their 
agricultural production and family nutrition. Outcome-based contracts were to be established between 
TSCs and APGs and other beneficiary groups. 
Although all 13 TSCs provide extension and learning opportunities and implement trainings for local 
farmers (AFN and non-AFN beneficiaries) and have established 3-year workplans, five TSCs have 
developed an outcome-based contract (3 in XKH and 2 in HPH). One TSC is under construction. 
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TSCs have established demonstration sites and are able to provide seed and planting materials. 
Activities include production under green- and net-houses, poultry and frog raising, and forage 
production. The outreach of the TSC is still rather limited to the surrounding villages. The project is now 
focusing more on capacity building of local service providers such as Leader Farmers, Village Veterinary 
Workers, Village Nutrition Facilitators and Input Suppliers. 
 
The project has selected, trained and certified a total of 256 Lead Farmers, 40 of them female, which is 
still much behind schedule as the initial project plans were to have at least 800 Leader Farmers/local 
service providers selected, trained and activated. 
 
To speed up the implementation, the project will focus on: 

 Training of at least one Village Nutrition Facilitator as Lead Farmer, concentrating on home 
garden development and simple poultry raising techniques. 

 Training of at least on Lead Farmer per APG as group leader, either in crop or livestock 
specialization. 

 Include existing certified Village Veterinary Workers as Lead Farmers (normally 2 per 
village) and provide refresher trainings. As many of the AFN activities focus on poultry and 
pig-raising this will address some of the present problems in animal health. Most of the 
existing VVWs are already member of FNSs or APGs. 

 Include existing Village Technicians as Lead Farmers and provide refresher trainings. 
 
The project identified a total of 29 sustainable, climate-adapted and nutrient-sensitive agriculture and 
natural resource management technologies which are being trained to PAFO and DAFO staff, local 
service providers and members of farmer groups.  
These 29 technologies correspond with the Participatory Action Research (PAR) models that were 
developed by NAFRI and DTEAP. These are basically technology guidelines to be used for farmer 
trainings. The last of the 29 PAR manuals have been finalized in January 2020 and are ready to be 
printed in Lao language, see below for a complete list. Although the final printed manuals have not yet 
been distributed to the districts, APG trainings up to now have followed the content of these PAR models. 
Some models that AFN is suing have not yet been developed such as duck raising, tea production and 
greenhouse construction. 
 

Nr. PAR model Nr. PAR model 
1 Bitter Bamboo production 16 Catfish raising in plastic ponds 
2 "Koungtoung" Cardamom production 17 Frog raising 
3 "Paksong" Cardamom production 18 Integrated fishponds 
4 Eggplant production 19 Tilapia fingerling production 
5 Fish in paddy field 20 Cattle fattening 
6 Fish in plastic pond 21 Native pig raising 
7 Galangal production 22 Goat raising  
8 Goat raising with forage 23 Native chicken raising 
9 Long bean production 24 Pig raising in pen 

10 Mulberry cultivation 25 Ruzi and Guinea forage production 
11 Mushroom production 26 Forage preservation  
12 Orange plantation 27 Vegetable production 
13 Pig raising with feed production 28 Garlic production 
14 Red mushroom cultivation 29 Coriander production 
15 Silkworm raising      

 
The next step is to develop additional training materials such as posters and leaflets, based upon the 
PARs, for some of the topics this has already been done (forage). 
 
The midline survey found that so far 2 technologies showed a high adoption, reaching above 10,000 
farmers. These are poultry raising and integrated home garden establishment. Another 10 improved 
technologies had each more than 1,000 adopting farmers and they are likely to reach 10,000 by project 
end, once F2F strategy has been rolled out and APG formation and training has been completed for all 
villages and groups. 
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All the 12 districts have been capacitated in all available guidelines, tools and core-competencies. Staff 
rotation is still quite high and staff at PAFO-DAFO may be working for several projects including day-to-
day government duties. Therefore, the project conducts regular refresher trainings and follow-up by 
regular NPCO staff visits. 
 
A draft Farmer-to-Farmer and Enterprise-to-Farmer is now under development by DTEAP and once 
finalized will be rolled out to the PAFO/DAFOs and for implementation in the field, see annex for an 
outline of the F2F strategy. 
 
A total of 84 Farmer-Field-Schools were conducted with 816 participants, out of which 297 are women. 
A total of 34 tons of forage seed and planting material was produced and distributed to farmers, this 
includes seed but also root-stock materials. 
 
The forage component has reached a total of 250 villages and a total of 3,632 HHs growing different 
forage types for grazing and cut-and-carry on a total of 1,250 ha. Seed and planting material 
multiplication is carried out by 67 specialized HHs in 41 villages, covering about 209 ha. 
 
The midline survey found generally a high level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries regarding project 
services provided. 89.2% of the respondents scored 4 or 5 out of a 5-point scale. 
 
Component 2: Community-driven agriculture-based nutrition interventions 
Progress toward achieving Logical Framework Indicators: 
 

Impact 
Level 

Indicators End Target Cumulative 
Progress 
vs target 

Outcome 
Participatory village investment plans show return 
on investment > 8%. 

300 300 100% 

Outcome 
Households achieve a household dietary diversity 
score of at least 75 per cent of the HDDS of the top 
income tercile in their kum ban 

21,000 13,791 65.7% 

Output 
Beneficiary households participate in VDP 
preparation 

34,000 27,457 80.8% 

Output 
Women in project area of 15-49 years of age, 
consume at least 5 out of 10 defined food groups 
daily 

28.000 22,320 79.8% 

 
Sub component 2.1 District multi-sector planning  
Some initial activities took place in 2017 and 2018 but without much effect, mainly because there were 
no provincial and district-structure available for this activity. 
To accelerate the implementation of 22 priority interventions in National Nutrition Strategy and Plan of 
Action 2016-2020, the district multi-sector nutrition planning meetings have been organized with the 
District Nutrition Committees (DNC) in Houaphan, Xiengkhouang, Pongsaly and Oudomxay provinces. 
A detailed action plan will be developed in Q1-2020 and implemented, which will capacitate and support 
the DNCs through targeted trainings, small budget provision and close coaching by the AFN district 
teams and under supervision of the Provincial Nutrition Committees. 
 
Sub component 2.2 Village development planning. 
The Village Development Planning has been concluded for all 400 villages with the participation of 
27,457 households. The VDPs mostly focus on infrastructure developments, which has the highest 
priority in the villages. Those plans were endorsed by the District Social Economic and Development 
Committee (DSEDC). 
The modified PLUP/PALM approach has been piloted in 10 villages in Xone and Houamuang districts 
in Houaphan province in partnership with the Department of Agriculture and Land Management using 
GIZ-supported pool of MAF and MoNRE national trainer staff as technical coaching.  
These pilot activities for land registration will be finalized in 2020, targeting around 465 households. For 
2020 a budget has been allocated in the AWPB 2020 to cover an additional 3,000 households. The 
scope of this activity needs to be discussed and reconsidered during the MTR. From the IFAD Support 
Mission report Feb 2019: “Support to land titling requires also lots of time investments in community consultation, 
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planning, working with regulators and institutions in charge. It may be beyond the reach of this project where the 
focus is rather on immediate reactions in agriculture for nutrition. The MTR should revisit the rationale and 
effectiveness of including such activity in the project and make recommendation based on the implementation 
reality.” 

Sub component 2.3 Farmer Nutrition Schools (FNS).  
Initially, the Farmer Nutrition School (FNS) learning modules comprised of 10 modules. After evaluation, 
the project decided to revise it to 4 modules with more focus on the 4 priority agricultural interventions. 
FNS has now been expanded to all 400 AFN target villages. A total of 1,213 village facilitators (about 3 
per village) have been voluntarily selected and trained on the FNS modules (including the revised 
modules). 
These Village Facilitators have been carrying out learning sessions in 400 villages with 20,133 
participants of which 18,025 are women. These FN schools generally take place about once a month, 
but in some villages, they organize themselves twice a month, depending on the interest and number of 
participants. By the February 2020, there have been 11,911 women that submitted garden grant 
applications for home garden and livestock activities and of those 6,843 women have received grants 
of 1 million LAK each. A list of grant recipients and their investment activities is maintained.  
 
By the end of 2019, FNS activities and the related Garden Grants, were rolled out to all 400 villages. 
The project is now developing additional strategies to assure that impacts are sustainable by increasing 
the technical capacity building of local service providers (village facilitators), increase diversification of 
the home gardens, especially with local available, high nutritious crops and increase the outreach of the 
FNS by opening it up to increased participation, mainly for all women between 15-19 years of age. 
 
Additionally, time saving strategies and technologies for women will be a focus for the remaining period, 
such as provision of improved cooking stoves and clean water supply. 
 
A total of 305 Village Nutrition Centers have been built or upgraded by the project as a meeting and 
training center for FNS and other AFN related activities and trainings. By the end of the project, all 400 
villages will have such Village Nutrition Centers.  These centers have a roof and cement floor and either 
stone walls or walls constructed with bamboo. Furniture and FNS materials can be stored at these 
centers. In 2020 improved water supply will be upgraded for those centers that do not have such 
facilities. 
 
To capture the outcomes of FNS learning sessions of women, a set of questionnaires have been 
developed and a qualitative data collection has been carried out in January 2020, which has been 
summarized before start of the MTR.  
 
Sub component 2.4 Household farm/garden planning 
Participants of the FNS and especially the participants that are eligible to receive the garden grants hold 
meetings to identify small-scale agriculture investments that improve production of nutritious food. 
Simple production plans are developed by these women for their households. A total of 11,911 of such 
proposals have been submitted so far (see under Component 3). 

In order to strengthen the extension activities for the women members of the FNS, the project will train 
at least one Village Facilitator per village in simple agriculture techniques, focusing on nutrient-dense 
crops, small poultry raising and organic production.  
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Component 3: Sustainable and inclusive market-driven partnerships 
Progress toward achieving Logical Framework Indicators 
 

Impact 
Level 

Indicators End Target Cumulative 
Progress 
vs target 

Outcome 
Market driven partnerships increase participating 
farmers by at least 40% 

10,000 0 0% 

Outcome Farmers with new land use rights recorded 10,000 0 0% 

Output New irrigated land established; 2,000 ha 281 14.1% 

Output 
Private or public-private agro-processing and quality 
control facilities installed 

20 0 0% 

 
Sub component 3.1 Strategic investment plans.  
The objective of the SIPs in the project document does not match with the AFN field activities as was 
reported in the IFAD Supervision Mission of February 2019. 12 SIPs were completed (one per district) 
based upon a general selection of “best” commodities in each district. The PPCP process shows that 
interested entrepreneurs, obviously, do not follow these SIP recommendations. Rather than work further 
on the SIPs, the project will finalize and document the work done. Training will be provided to PAFO 
and DAFO staff, equipping them to promote those commodities to farmer groups and local 
entrepreneurs where needed. Specifically, the SIP and additional PARs developed by the project on 
cardamom and poultry raising will be useful as cardamom related agro-entrepreneurs have shown 
interest in support through the PPCP activities. The cardamom SIP will be revised to include more 
market related information for the Northern provinces while the PARs address the technical issues for 
farmers (APGs). 
Coffee and tea value chains have been developed already in some of the AFN provinces and would 
need more emphasis on market linkages and farmer technologies. 
 
Sub component 3.2 Village agricultural infrastructure.  
A total of 439 village infrastructure sub-projects are either completed (370) or under construction. 
Another 25 sub-projects are in the planning phase. The total costs for these sub-projects is 
90,907,178,668 LAK, this includes IFAD contribution of 70%, GOL of 15% and beneficiaries 15%. 
The table below summarizes the 439 sub-projects in categories. A full overview of the sub-project is 
attached with this report. 
 

Category 
Number of 

sub-
projects 

Other 
information 

Irrigation 67 281 ha 
Rural roads 177 373 km 
Suspension bridge 5  
Drinking water supply 106 7,036 hh 
Livestock habitat fencing 55  
Community market 2  
Community fish pond 18  
Paddy field development 3  
Cardamom drying facility 1  
Warehouse 3  
Erosion control measures 2  
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Sub component 3.3 Farmer/Household Investments 
Sub component 3.3.1 Garden Grants.  
Participants of the FNS that have completed at least 3 modules are eligible to apply for small investments 
of 1,000,000 LAK for the development of their home-gardens or small poultry raising activities. A total 
of 11,911 garden grants have been requested by 11,911 women. Out of these 6,843 (57%) have 
received the grants and started implementation of their activities. 
 

Category  
Number of 
activities 

Poultry raising  5,823 
Fish raising  510  
Poultry and Frog  2  
Frog raising  28  
Mushroom production  9  
Greenhouse/Garden  265  
Home garden and poultry/fish raising 5,274 

TOTAL 11,911  
 
The project expects to disburse 15,000 garden grants by project-end. 
Some of the impact of these investments are described in the midline outcome in this report and some 
will be reported as part of the FNS survey being conducted under Component 2. 
 
In the first half of the project, focus was mainly on the nutrition messaging and behavior change training 
at the FNS. Now this has been rolled out in all 400 village, the project will shift focus to increase 
agricultural production through irrigation, better seeds and resource-efficient techniques through Home 
Gardens and Nutrition Sensitive Agriculture. 
All the Garden Grant beneficiaries are female and in addition to the nutrition related trainings, the project 
starts to organize technical trainings. Farmers are being trained on technologies such as nursery 
management, composting, improved cultivation practices, use of bio-pesticides and -fertilizers and use 
of wastewater. All the home gardens are specifically managed by using organic practices only. 
These Garden Groups meet regularly in the presence of DAFO staff or Village Facilitators discuss 
season related issues and plan activities for next period. 
Each group has selected three Village Facilitators, these VFs will receive additional trainings from the 
Project and act as a liaison between the groups and the Project and carry out farmer-to-farmer 
extension. 
The project promotes a shift from growing only for household consumption to growing crops for semi-
commercial purposes. This next step focusses on commercialization of the farming process, which 
involves growing food or raising small animals for sale. 
 
Sub component 3.3.2 Farmer organization investments.  
In many parts of the working area of AFN, there is still a lack of livelihood options. There is hardly any 
commercial agriculture or existing agro-enterprises. Most markets are far away from the rural areas, and 
the supply chains are rather undeveloped.  
Semi-commercial and commercial farmers are identified by the project and formed into Agriculture 
Production Groups (APG), which are eligible to receive an APG grant from the project upon successful 
development of a proposal. 
The groups receive different training packages from the project through NAFRI, DTEAP and especially 
DAFO. These trainings may include technologies such as: use of improved seed, production under 
plastic tunnel and green-house, use of drip-irrigation, use of compost and chemical fertilizers, safe use 
of crop protection chemicals, post-harvest techniques, small livestock raising, but also simple business 
skills such as calculation of cost-of-production, and crop planning, which is completely new to most 
farmers. 
 
Progress in the formation and training of APGs and disbursement of the group grants has been 
progressing slowly although the pace has been picked up in 2019 as the issue was raised in the 
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Supervision mission in February 2019 and again during the Implementation Support mission in 
November 2019. 
A total of 761 APGs have been formed and trained, of which 436 group grant proposals have been 
approved with 362 groups having received the APG grants of a maximum of 48,000,000 LAK per group 
(maximum 75% from IFAD side, beneficiary contribution minimal 25% = 12,000,000 LAK, total 
60,000,000 LAK/group) or will receive in Q1 2020 (42 APGs payment carried over from 2019). 
 
Total number of APG members is around 11,508 with 5,866 or 51.0% female. Every APG has 3 people 
in management positions, one group leader, one deputy and one admin/finance person. 
 
The latest IFAD Implementation Support mission recommended the project to limit the number of APGs 
to 800, i.e. 2 per each village rather than the 1,300 mentioned in the original project document. The 
project is on track to complete the disbursement of the remaining APG grants in 2020 reaching a total 
of 800 APGs that will have received the group investments. 
A full list of APG information is available with the project. 
 

Category of APG 
Number of 
activities 

Poultry raising 107 
Fish raising 21 
Vegetable production 21 
Pig raising 68 
Goat raising 47 
Tea planting 3 
Cardamom 40 
Galangal 28 
Fruit trees plantation 3 
Cattle raising 8 
Mushroom 1 
Job's Tear 14 
Glutinous rice cultivation 1 

TOTAL 362 
 
 
Sub component 3.4 Public-private partnership investments 
This activity only started in late 2019 with the first district workshops for interested agriculture 
enterprises. Interest in the PPCP grants was quite disappointing from these workshops and the project 
decided to approach potential entrepreneurs, especially in some of the more remote districts. 
Many businesses are Chinese owned or are just acting as middlemen by collecting raw materials and 
directly exporting to China, often without any papers or paying taxes. Their interest in supporting farmers 
and building strong partnerships with farmer groups is very limited. Many businesses operate without 
sophisticated administration and accounting systems, sometimes using only notebooks to keep track of 
purchases and sales. 
 
The project has now identified 7 PPCP partners, with two proposals approved by IFAD. Progress is 
expected to pick up with all PPCP contracts to be signed in 2020 and follow-up and completion in 2021. 
The number of direct farmer beneficiaries from the PPCPs is expected to be around 2,000 rather than 
the 10,000 farmers mentioned in the project document. 
Data on the PPCP is maintained by the project.  
The project is on track to initiate activities on the ground with all 7 potential PPCP partners. 
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Component 4: Project management 
In late August 2019 the newly hired Chief Technical Advisor (CTA), Mr. Edwin de Korte, took up his 
position, based at the AFN-NPCO. 
 
The project undertook an intensive midline survey in December 2019 in all 4 provinces and 12 districts. 
This midline survey was carried out internally by AFN staff from the central, province and district levels, 
a total of 900 households were surveyed. The results are available during the Mid-Term-Review (MTR). 
 
The AWPB 2020 has been developed in a participatory way by DAFO and has been approved by IFAD 
in early January 2020. 
 
IFAD carried out an Implementation Support Mission to the project from 2 to 8 November 2019, which 
included a field visit and in-depth discussions with beneficiaries and all project partners. The mission 
findings suggest that the implementation has picked up during 2019. Districts and kum bans have been 
more engaged in the project implementation than before; the application of project instruments has been 
on track and; the fund disbursement shows a positive trend. 
The recommendations from the Implementation Support Mission are on track to be completed by the 
end of Q1-2020. 
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Midline Survey / Impact Assessment 

Objective: 
Provide the MTR team with up-to-date data, especially on impact and output indicators from the AFN 
logframe 
 
The midline survey results are part of the overall MTR progress report that AFN provided to IFAD and 
which also includes data on activity indicators such as training beneficiaries (disaggregated by gender 
and ethnicity), hectares of irrigation, number of PPCPs, number of operational TSCs etc. 
 
The project decided to carry out the midline survey internally rather than outsource it to a private 
company. Project staff is experienced in project activities, they know the villages very well, which sped 
up the process greatly, at the same it built staff capacities at the ground-level. 
By forming survey teams consisting of DAFO, DOH, WFP, and LWU staff the process was quite 
transparent and the probability of collecting biased results were reduced.  
 
Target sample population for midline survey 
The baseline sample size was 1,960 households from 196 villages for future AFN villages plus 1,960 
households from 196 villages for control, sample size calculation was done according to Worldbank 
standards for health-related surveys. The report indicates significant inter-provincial differences rather 
than districts within provinces or villages within districts.  The midline survey was designed to 
accommodate these differences between provinces, which has an influence on the sample size. 
 
The midline survey was undertaken among the first 61 villages where the project activities were 
implemented in 2017 and continued in 2018 and 2019.  
 
As time was limited, the project decided to limit the number of villages and households to be surveyed. 
 
The project randomly selected 48 villages from the 61 phase one villages where at least 3 activities were 
implemented: VIP, APG and FNS. Additional 24 non-AFN control villages were selected from among 
the original control villages of the baseline survey. See annex 1 for a map of the villages and annex 2 
and 3 for a list of the villages. 
 
To calculate the sample size the project used a Confidence Level (CL or certainty) of 99% and 
Confidence Interval (CI or margin of error) of 5%. 
 
A simplified sample size calculation is used (www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm): 
 

ss = Z 2 * (p) * (1-p) 
                       c 2 
 

Where: 
Z = Z value (e.g. 1.96 for 95% confidence level) 
p = percentage picking a choice, expressed as decimal (.5 used for sample size needed) 
c = confidence interval, expressed as decimal (e.g., .04 = ±4) 

 
With a total sample size of around 611 HHs for treatment and 304 HHs for control the project surveyed 
a total of 915 HHs. With this sample size it is possible to show significant differences between provinces 
and as such can be compared with the available baseline data. 
 
Direct benefits received by the sampled beneficiary households from the project include trainings, 
grants, and benefits of village infrastructure sub-projects. 
 
There are four main groups of direct beneficiaries at this stage of the project in the 2017 villages: 
 

1> Farmer Nutrition School participants / Garden Grant recipients:  >2,000 participants and 1,606 
grants disbursed 

2> Farmer Group members / Farmer Field Schools participants: 86 Farmer Groups formed, 73 
Farmer Groups received investments and started activities, 1,041 members of Farmer Groups.  

3> Beneficiaries from village infrastructure projects: 4,983 beneficiaries, 74 VIPs completed  
4> Local service providers such as Leader and Key Farmers, Village Nutrition Facilitators, District 

GoL DAFO and line agencies staff, TSC staff, Technical Village Technicians  
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PPCP and cooperative/community based agro-enterprises beneficiaries will not have had enough time 
to have gained significant benefits from project activities, which have just started and are mostly still in 
the planning and preparatory phase. Therefore, they will not be interviewed for the mid-line survey. 
 
Logframe Indicators 
The following Logframe indicators need mid-term validation through the midline survey. 
 
Goal:  
Contribute to reduced extreme poverty and malnutrition in poor communities.  
 

Incidence of child malnutrition (height for age) amongst two-year old children in Project 
villages, reduced from 60% at present to 50% by project completion (disaggregated by 
gender and ethnicity).  

 
Baseline is 13% for girls and 11% for boys under between under 6 months 
Baseline is 38% for girls and 49% for boys under between 6 months and 2 years 
Baseline is 45% for girls and 49% for boys under 5 years 
Baseline is 47% for children under 5 years 
No disaggregated baseline data available by ethnic group 
 
The baseline methodology can be used, disaggregated by gender, age and ethnicity (female, male, 
CU2, CU5)  measure height and weight. 
 
Development Objective:  
Improved and diversified agricultural production and household nutrition enhance life prospects.  
 

21,000 HH out of poverty by increasing per capita income from the current level to more 
than $270/yr. by Project-end (inflation adjusted and disaggregated by gender and ethnicity)  

 
Baseline is 70% of HHs per village earn less than 270 $ per capita (baseline average = 241 $) 
 
The baseline questionnaire and methodology can be used, inflation rates: 2017 = 0.66%, 2018 = 2.04%, 
2019 = 2.0% estimated 
 
Official GoL figures give the overall poverty rate in AFN villages as 32.9% (HPH=27.7%, XKH=25.0%, 
ODX=27.6% and PSL=46.5%) 
 

At least 21,000 households with improved food security (measured as a HFIAS12 score of 
7.0 (out of 27.0) or lower (disaggregated by gender and ethnicity). (measured using 
MAHFP) 

 
There is no baseline for HFIAS, baseline for Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning  
(MAHFP) score is 11.6  (out of 12.0, there is no significant change expected) 
 
The baseline questionnaire and methodology can be used. 
 
Outcome 1: Strengthened public services  
 

10 sustainable climate-adapted and nutrition-sensitive agriculture and natural resource 
management technologies adopted by more than 10,000 farmers (disaggregated by gender 
and ethnic group).  
 

Baseline = 0. There are 29 PARs available, adoption is defined as starting the improved technology 
after demonstration, training or F2F activity  longer term adoption should ideally be for at least 2 
years/cycles  
 
This is an annual indicator; no data has been collected yet. 
 
Questionnaire to be developed for HH survey. 
 
Output 1  
Build government staff capacities and procedures and technical packages to support and converge 
community implementation of selected National Nutrition Strategy interventions  
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At least 70% rural household satisfaction with farmer-level technical information services 
(gender, age ethnic and poverty disaggregated).   

 
Questionnaire to be developed for HH survey, scoring on a 1-5 scale (very poor-poor-average-good-
excellent). 
 
Outcome 2:  
Community-driven agriculture-based nutrition interventions established  
 

At least 21,000 households achieve a household dietary diversity score of at least 75 per 
cent of the HDDS of the top income tercile in their kum ban (disaggregated by ethnicity).   

 
Baseline used quintiles instead of terciles for HDDS, highest quintile HDDS of 5.82, lower quintiles 
HDDS of 4.76 (82%), 5.03 (86%), 5.26 (90%) and 5.16 (89%). HDDS is maximum 12.0. 
 
The baseline questionnaire and methodology can be used, baseline figures for all lower income groups 
are all above 75% of the highest income group already. 
 
Output 3:  
Women-led improvement in household nutrition  
 

28,000 women in project area of 15-49 years of age, consume at least 5 out of 10 defined 
food groups daily (disaggregated by ethnicity)  

 
There is no baseline data for MDD-W. 
The baseline for HDDS on household level = 5.19 (HDDS has 12 food groups) 
 
Outcome 3:  
Sustainable and inclusive market-driven partnerships established  
 

Market driven partnerships increase income of at least 10,000 participating farmers by at 
least 40% (disaggregated by gender) 

 
Baseline = 0 
 
There are no beneficiaries from this activity in 2017, 2018 and 2019 so this indicator will not be assessed 
during the midline survey. 

 
Survey teams: 
There will be 12 district survey teams consisting of: 

 AFN district M&E staff 
 DAFO staff 
 WFP-AFN provincial and district staff 
 DoH staff to support the nutrition related questions and stunting measurement 
 LWU staff 

 
TOT trainings for enumerators (4 days each) were organized in Nonghed district form Xiengkhouang 
and Houaphan provinces and Khua district for Oudomxai and Phongsaly provinces during November 
2019. 
 
Monitoring, follow-up and was provided by the M&E and KM teams from NPCO. 
 
Data entry was done by the district M&E project staff. Data cleaning and analysis was conducted by the 
M&E and KM teams at the AFN-NPCO in Vientiane. 
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Midline Survey results 
 
The following results are summarized from the midline survey data. 
 
Household size 
Household size is on average 6.75 members per family, with a slightly higher number in Xiengkhouang 
of 7.21 members per household.  
 
During the baseline the average household size documented was 7.20 members per household. 
 

No Province 
Average HH size 

midline 
Average HH size 

baseline 

1 Houaphan 6.99 7.68 
2 Oudomxay 6.16 6.70 
3 Phongsaly 6.50 7.19 
4 Xiengkhouang 7.21 6.92 

    6.75 7.20 
 
Ethnicity 
The main two Ethnic Groups (EG) found during midline are Khmu and Hmong, which were also the pre-
dominant ethnic groups found during the baseline although in general the percentages are quite different 
between baseline and midline, probably reflecting the smaller number of villages surveyed during the 
midline. 
Due to the very low numbers of Poutai/Pounoi (2 respondents), there is no further analysis for this  ethnic 
group. 
 
Of the interviewed households, 80.0% belong to one of the non-Lao/Tai ethnic groups. 
 

No Ethnicity Average hh size 
Percentage 

during midline 
Number of 

interviewed hh 
Percentage 

during baseline 

1 Khmu 6.26 48.9% 299 20% 
2 Singsili 5.77 2.1% 13 3% (in other) 
3 Poutai/Pounoi 5.00 0.4% 2 1% 
4 Hmong 7.98 21.3% 130 36% 
5 Lao 6.75 3.9% 24 14% 
6 Aakha 7.55 8.3% 51 17% 
7 Tai 6.34 15.1% 92 3% (in other) 

     100% 611 100% 
 
Stunting and nutritional status 
 
Logframe indicator: Incidence of child malnutrition (height for age) amongst two-year old children in 
Project villages, reduced from 60% at present to 50% by project completion (disaggregated by gender 
and ethnicity).  
 
The project measured and weighed children under 2 years and under 5 years old to calculate the 
underweight, stunting and wasting status. Analysis was carried out using the online WHO anthropometry 
software (WHO Anthro Survey Analyser). 
  
See the analysis of the preliminary data on the next page, per province and included the national LSIS 
2011 and 2017 data for the 4 AFN provinces. 
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Underweight, stunting and wasting percentages from Lao Social Indicator Survey (LSIS) 2011, LSIS 2017 for children under 5, baseline treatment and control and 
midline treatment and control

Underweight
(weight-for-age) -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3
Phongsaly 34.1 15.6 27.7 9.7 26.3 8.8 23.5 5.6 16.4 4.2 21.6 4.1
Oudomxay 28.7 7 24.2 5.4 22 3.1 18.9 2 19.6 10.3 12.5 6.2
Huaphanh 23.5 4.6 24.9 6.3 21.5 3.8 21.7 3.9 22.6 4.9 15.6 6.2
Xiengkhuang 19.9 4 21.4 4 27.1 7.9 18.9 4 20.4 1.9 27.5 5.9

Average 26.6 7.8 24.6 6.4 23.9 6.0 20.9 4.3 19.9 5.1 19.9 5.1

Stunting
(height-for-age) -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3
Phongsaly 61.1 36.6 54 28.9 52 27 52 20 45.5 22.7 38.8 20.4
Oudomxay 54.9 28 42.7 17 41 15 34 10.5 46.6 19.4 27.7 10.6
Huaphanh 61.1 23.7 40.7 18.1 46 20 46.5 21 48.7 23.9 57.1 28.6
Xiengkhuang 52.9 21.7 46.3 14 48 20 39 17 57.8 28.4 60 36

Average 57.5 27.5 45.9 19.5 47.0 21.0 42.5 18.5 48.9 23.6 44.3 23.1

Wasting
(weight-for-height) -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3 -2 -3
Phongsaly 5.1 1.8 8.9 4.5 5 2 6.5 1.5 6.1 1.7 10.2 5.4
Oudomxay 4.6 1.3 6.2 1.6 6 2 6 1.5 10.5 1.9 6.4 0
Huaphanh 1.9 0.1 16.4 8.3 5 2 6 1 9.1 1.2 3.2 0
Xiengkhuang 2 0.7 5 1.8 5 2 4.5 1.5 4.9 2.9 4 0

Average 3.4 1.0 9.1 4.1 5.0 1.0 5.5 1.0 7.8 1.8 7.2 2.6

LSIS 2011 LSIS 2017 Baseline Midline ControlMidline AFNBaseline Control

LSIS 2011 LSIS 2017 Baseline Midline ControlMidline AFNBaseline Control

LSIS 2011 LSIS 2017 Baseline Midline ControlMidline AFNBaseline Control
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The results from the midline survey on the nutrition indicators of underweight, stunting and wasting are 
ambiguous. 
 
Underweight 
The midline shows that both severe and moderate underweight incidence has decreased compared to 
the LSIS 2011 and 2017 and baseline. 
 
Stunting 
Both the severe and moderate stunting rates for AFN for the midline are about 2 points higher than 
during the baseline. This is also seen for the control villages where severe stunting has increased by 
almost 5 points and moderate stunting has increased by 2 points. 
 
While it is highly unlikely that AFN activities had a negative effect on nutritional outcomes, these results 
do indicate that the complexity of factors contributing to nutritional outcomes extends far beyond the 
project’s influence. Analysis show that nutritional outcomes are highly variable with the population and 
controlled by other factors such as ethnicity, income and village.  Hence, the lack of a positive difference 
may be due to underlying differences between the AFN and non-AFN villages, but most likely the 
implementation period of AFN (2-3 years) is too short to already show any positive effects for children 
under 5 years. 
 
The midline showed that stunting among boys is higher than for girls. 
 
 

 
 
 
With regards to ethnicity, there are striking differences in stunting rates between ethnic groups with the 
Lao group having by far lower stunting rates than the other ethnic groups, further proving that 
malnutrition is a multi-facetted issue. 
 
 

No Ethnic group 
Stunting 

(%) 
1 Akha 59.0 
2 Hmong 53.1 
3 Khmu 46.8 
4 Lao 37.0 
5 Tai 47.4 
    48.9 
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The difference in overall stunting rates may be explained by the fact that during the baseline much more 
HHs of the Lao group were measured than during the midline (14% versus 4%), thus skewing the results 
slightly. 
 
 

 AFN villages 

Stunting  Boys 
baseline 

Girls 
baseline 

Boys 
midline 

Girls 
midline 

< 6 months 11 13 23.1 13.6 
6-23 months 49 38 42.6 29.7 

 
 
  

    

 Control villages 

Stunting Boys 
baseline 

Girls 
baseline 

Boys 
midline 

Girls 
midline 

< 6 months 7 9 15.4 10.5 
6-23 months 41 34 46.2 33.3 

  
 
Looking specifically at moderate stunting for children under 2 years old (CU2), we see that stunting rates 
for 6-23 months girls and boys have improved over the baseline, while being stagnant and slightly 
increased for control villages. 
Interestingly, all the data shows that stunting rates for boys are higher than for girls, except for boys 
under 6 months during the baseline.  
 
Overall stunting rates for CU2 is 33.1% in AFN villages and 33.3% in control villages. 
For baseline these figures were 39.5% in AFN villages and 32.5% in control villages 

      
CU2 – baseline AFN villages = 39.5 % 

CU2 – baseline control villages = 32.5 %    decrease 

CU2 – midline AFN villages  = 33.1 % 

CU2 – midline control villages  = 33.3 % 

 
Although the data still needs more verification one conclusion could be that AFN efforts are particularly 
benefitting the youngest children whereas impact on the older (over 2 years) children is not (yet) visible. 
As the FNS specifically targets pregnant women and women with children under 2 years of age, this 
would corroborate the data.  
 
It also shows that during baseline, the AFN villages showed a much higher stunting rate (and income, 
see later) than control villages. This is not surprising as AFN villages were selected on purpose to be 
the poorest and most remote in any of the 12 districts. 
 
Wasting 
Wasting figures for the midline survey are about 2 points higher than the baseline for both AFN and 
control villages. However, the figures are lower than the LSIS 2017 data. Looking at all the available 
data from LSIS 2011, LSIS 2017, baseline and midline, there is little cohesion to be seen. 
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Income 
 
Logframe indicator: 21,000 HH out of poverty by increasing per capita income from the current level 
to more than $270/yr.) by Project-end (inflation adjusted and disaggregated by gender and ethnicity). 
 
Calculated with inflation the per capita level increases from $270/year in 2016 to $283/year in 2019. 
 

No Province 
Average per capita 

income in USD 
AFN villages 
% ≤ 283 USD 

Average per 
capita income 
USD (control) 

Control 
% ≤ 283 USD 

1 Houaphan 367.1 53.4% 363.0 57.4% 
2 Oudomxay 364.6 49.5% 506.4 29.4% 
3 Phongsaly 320.9 65.1% 282.8 72.3% 
4 Xiengkhouang 383.7 52.1% 462.3 39.2% 
    355.2 56.5% 377.1 54.6% 

 
The mean per capita income is $355.2/year and 56.5% of respondents have an per capita income lower 
than $283/year. 
 
During the baseline survey, 70% of respondents were found to have a per capita income of lower than 
$270/year, suggesting an increase of people living above poverty level of 13.5%. For baseline control 
villages this was 64%. 
 

CU2 – baseline AFN villages = 70.0 % 

CU2 – baseline control villages = 64.0 %    decrease 

CU2 – midline AFN villages  = 56.5 % 

CU2 – midline control villages  = 54.6 % 

Although overall the income was a higher in the control villages (USD 377.1), especially in 2 provinces 
(Xiengkhouang and Oudomxai) this was also noticed at the baseline where 60% of HHs were below the 
poverty line. As AFN specifically targets the poorest villages this comes as no surprise, however the 
improvement seen was mostly in the AFN treatment villages 
 
Calculation: 43.5% of beneficiary HHs have an per capita income of higher than $283/year x 27,707 of 
total beneficiary HHs = 12,052 HH have an average per capita income of higher than $283/year. 
 
The achievement for this indicator is 12,052 / 21,000 = 57.4%  
 
13.5% x 27,707 = 3,740 HH have been lifted from poor to non-poor 
 

No Ethnic group 
Average per capita 

income in USD 
% ≤ 283 USD 

1 Akha 69.3 98.0% 
2 Hmong 417.6 48.5% 
3 Khmu 324.7 59.5% 
4 Lao 491.6 41.7% 
5 Singsili 119.0 92.3% 
6 Tai 512.5 33.7% 
    355.2 56.5% 

 
Looking at ethnicity, both Aakha and Singsili ethnic groups have a much lower income level, whereas 
both Lao and Tai have the highest average per capita income. 
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No Ethnicity 
Average per capita 

income in USD 
% ≤ 283 USD 

1 Lao-Tai 315.4 35.3% 

2 Non Lao-Tai 370.3 61.2% 
    355.2 56.5% 

 
 

 
No 

Gender 
Average per capita 

income in USD 
% ≤ 283 USD 

1 Male 315.4 60.7% 

2 Female 370.3 54.6% 
    355.2 56.5% 

 
Female respondents reported a slightly higher per capita income than male respondents. No women-
headed households fell inside the survey group. 
 
HFIAS - MAHFP 
 
Logframe indicator: At least 21,000 households with improved food security (measured as a HFIAS12 
score of 7.0 or lower (disaggregated by gender and ethnicity). 
 
The baseline did not score for HFIAS, but for “Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning” 
(MAHFP) with a mean score of 11.6  
 

No Province 
Average MAHFP 

Score midline (AFN 
villages) 

% of HHs having 3 
or more months 
food insecurity 

Average 
MAHFP Score 

control 
midline 

Average 
MAHFP Score 

baseline 

1 Houaphan 11.3 10.6% 10.9 11.8 
2 Oudomxay 11.9 2.2% 11.9 11.4 
3 Phongsaly 11.8 4.1% 11.9 11.7 
4 Xiengkhouang 10.8 23.1% 11.8 11.8 
    11.5 9.7% 11.6 11.6 

 
The midline found a mean MAHFP score of 11.5, slightly less than the control and the baseline at both 
11.6, but with the maximum score being 12.0, the difference is not significant. 
9.7% of HHs were found to have 3 or more months of food insecurity, with the highest percentage found 
in Xiengkhouang province. Specifically, Kham district in Xiengkhouang showed 32.3% of HHs having 3 
or more months of food insecurity. 
Only 2.9% of respondents were found to have a MAHFP score of 7 or below. 
 
There is little scope to have a higher score, and this rally shows that the food security situation, which 
was quite good at baseline, has remained stable. 
 
Calculation: 90.3% of beneficiary HHs have a MHAFP score of 10 or higher x 27,707 of total beneficiary 
HHs = 25,019 HH having a MHAFP score of 10 or higher. 
 
The achievement for this indicator is 25,019/21,000 = 119.1%  
 

No Ethnicity 
Average MAHFP 

Score midline 
% of HHs having 3 or 
more months food 

insecurity 
1 Lao-Tai 11.45 6.0% 
2 Non Lao-Tai 11.52 10.7% 

    11.47 9.7% 
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Technologies adopted 
 
Logframe indicator: 10 sustainable climate-adapted and nutrition-sensitive agriculture and natural 
resource management technologies adopted by more than 10,000 farmers (disaggregated by gender 
and ethnic group) 
 

No Province Average no of 
technologies adopted 

% of HHs with no 
adoption 

1 Houaphan 2.92 0.5% 

2 Oudomxay 3.69 1.1% 

3 Phongsaly 3.15 5.6% 

4 Xiengkhouang 1.82 11.1% 

    2.90 4.3% 
 
The survey found that on average, 2.9 new technologies based on the PARs, were adopted by the 
respondents. Only 4.3% of the respondents mentioned they did not adopt any of the project related 
technologies. This question was not asked in the control villages or at baseline. 
 
There are 12 technologies that have an adoption by over 1,000 farmers, and 2 technologies that have 
been adopted by more than 10,000 farmers. 
 

No Gender 
Average no of 

technologies adopted 
% of HHs with no 

adoption 

1 Male 2.81 1.8% 
2 Female 2.93 5.2% 
    2.90 4.3% 

 

No Ethnic group Average no of 
technologies adopted 

% of HHs with no 
adoption 

1 Akha 1.75 7.8% 

2 Hmong 2.67 6.2% 

3 Khmu 3.00 2.7% 

4 Lao 2.92 0.0% 

5 Singsili 1.31 15.4% 

6 Tai 3.78 4.3% 

    2.90 4.3% 
 

New Technology 
Percentage 

adoption 

% of HHs using 
technology 

# of HHs using 
technology 

Chicken raising (local breed) 28.1% 82.0% 22,719 

Integrated home garden  17.6% 51.2% 14,194 

Duck raising  10.0% 29.1% 8,072 

Pig raising (local breed) 7.5% 21.8% 6,031 

Compost production 5.3% 15.4% 4,263 

Organic fertilizer production 4.6% 13.3% 3,673 

Natural pesticide production  3.8% 11.0% 3,038 

Vegetable in green house production 3.4% 10.0% 2,766 

Others  2.9% 8.5% 2,358 

Forage production  2.8% 8.2% 2,267 

Goat raising 2.5% 7.2% 1,995 

Cardamom production  1.6% 4.7% 1,315 
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Off-season coriander production 1.2% 3.6% 998 

Commercial vegetable production 1.2% 3.4% 952 

Integrated fish and pig raising 1.1% 3.1% 862 

Cardamom processing 0.6% 1.8% 499 

Raising frogs 0.6% 1.6% 453 

Tilapia fingerling production 0.6% 1.6% 453 

Community fishponds 0.6% 1.6% 453 

Commercial garlic production 0.5% 1.5% 408 

Cattle fattening 0.5% 1.5% 408 

Catfish production 0.4% 1.3% 363 

Tea production 0.4% 1.3% 363 

Galangal production 0.4% 1.3% 363 

Fish raising fish in plastic ponds  0.4% 1.3% 363 

Mushroom production 0.3% 0.8% 227 

Single seedling rice cultivation  0.2% 0.7% 181 

Tea processing 0.2% 0.5% 136 

Cricket raising 0.1% 0.3% 91 

Bee keeping 0.1% 0.2% 45 

    

Satisfaction level 
 
Logframe indicator: at least 70% rural household satisfaction with farmer-level technical information 
services (gender, age ethnic and poverty disaggregated). 
 

No Province 
Average 

Score 
% of HHs 
satisfied 

1 Houaphan 4.2 89.4% 
2 Oudomxay 4.7 98.9% 
3 Phongsaly 4.5 88.7% 
4 Xiengkhouang 4.1 82.1% 
    4.4 89.2% 

 
The project used a scoring range of 5 with respondents scoring 4 or 5 counted as being satisfied. 
This question was not asked during the baseline or in the control villages. 
 
In total 89.2% of HHs are satisfied with the technical information services received from the project. 
 

No Ethnic group 
Average 

Score 
% of HHs 
satisfied 

1 Akha 4.8 96.1% 
2 Hmong 4.1 83.1% 
3 Khmu 4.5 90.6% 
4 Lao 4.3 91.7% 
5 Singsili 4.6 100.0% 
6 Tai 4.2 88.0% 
    4.4 89.2% 

 
Overall 89.3% of ethnic group respondents showed satisfaction with the project services. 
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No Income level Average 
Score 

% of HHs 
satisfied 

1 < 283 $ 4.4 89.0% 
2 > 283 $ 4.4 89.5% 
    4.4 89.2% 

 
 

No Gender 
Average 

Score 
% of HHs 
satisfied 

1 Male 4.5 91.7% 
2 Female 4.3 88.3% 
    4.4 89.2% 

 
Dietary Diversity 
 
Logframe indicator: at least 21,000 households achieve a household dietary diversity score of at 
least 75 per cent of the HDDS of the top income tercile in their kum ban (disaggregated by ethnicity). 
 
The baseline used quintiles instead of terciles and for the midline this same methodology was 
used. 
 

No Province 
Mean HDDS score 

AFN villages 
Control midline 

Baseline score 
AFN villages 

Baseline score 
control 

1 Houaphan 8.66 8.17 5.38 4.92 

2 Oudomxay 9.74 10.02 5.39 5.42 

3 Phongsaly 10.27 9.86 4.64 5.15 

4 Xiengkhouang 8.80 8.63 5.56 6.15 

    9.36 9.12 5.19 5.36 

 
The average HDDS scores for the midline are significantly higher than for the baseline (baseline: 5.19, 
midline 9.36) indicating that households have increased their intake of food groups significantly. As the 
HHDS is a 24-hour recall period, the score is highly dependent on the month/season when the survey 
is conducted. The baseline was conducted in July/August during the lean season and the midline during 
the harvest season starting in November. 
 

No Ethnic group Mean HDDS score 
AFN villages 

Mean HDDS score 
control villages 

1 Akha 9.08 8.00 
2 Hmong 9.12 7.67 
3 Khmu 9.35 9.24 
4 Lao 11.00 9.94 
5 Singsili 8.77 NA 
6 Tai 9.48 9.01 

    9.36 9.12 
 
The Lao and Tai have higher HDDS scores than the other ethnic groups. 
 

No Ethnicity Mean HDDS score 

1 Lao-Tai 9.79 
2 Non Lao-Tai 9.26 
    9.36 
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Income quintiles (Q1 is poorest, Q5 is richest) 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

Midline 81.9% 84.7% 90.6% 89.3% 100.0% 

Baseline 81.8% 86.4% 90.4% 88.2% 100.0% 

      
 
The HDDS score for the top quintile is 10.16. The percentage of HHs having a HDDS score of 7.16 
(75% of 10.16) or lower is 22.4%. 
 
Calculation: 18,025 (total number of FNS participants) x 77.6% (HHs achieving a HDDS score of at least 
75 per cent of the HDDS of the top income quintile) = 13,988 households. 
 
Overall the percentages of quintiles and HDDS score compared the highest quintile is very similar to the 
baseline findings (see above table). 
 
Women-led improvement in household nutrition (MDD-W) 
 
Logframe indicator: 28,000 women in project area of 15-49 years of age, consume at least 5 out of 
10 defined food groups daily (disaggregated by ethnicity) 
 

No Province 
Average 
MDD-W 

Score 

% of women 
scoring lower 

than 5 

Average 
MDD-W Score 

(control) 

% of women 
scoring lower 

than 5 (control) 
1 Houaphan 6.91 19.2% 6.52 22.8% 

2 Oudomxay 7.84 8.8% 8.41 2.0% 

3 Phongsaly 8.06 6.2% 8.13 5.0% 

4 Xiengkhouang 6.79 13.7% 6.51 23.5% 

    7.39 12.4% 7.37 13.5% 
 
The average MDD-W score was 7.39 (out of 10), with slight differences between the provinces. The 
percentage of women having a low score (below 5) was 12.4% with Houaphan and Xiengkhouang 
provinces scoring worse than other provinces. Control villages scored similar. 
Data on this indicator was not collected during the baseline survey. 
 

No Ethnic group 
Average MDD-W 

Score 
% of women scoring 

lower than 5 

1 Akha 7.18 13.7% 
2 Hmong 7.08 13.8% 
3 Khmu 7.44 13.7% 
4 Lao 8.50 0.0% 
5 Singsili 6.38 30.8% 
6 Tai 7.61 6.5% 

    7.39 12.4% 
 
Lao and Tai have very high MDD-W scores, whereas the Singsili group has the lowest average score 
(sample size is quite small for Singsili). 
 
Calculation: according to the LSIS 2017 data, the female population between 15 and 49 years is 49.1% 
of the total female population and 24.8% of the overall population. 
 
102,742 (total calculated number of beneficiaries of FNS) x 24.8% (population of female 15-49) x 87.6% 
(percentage consuming more than 5 food groups) = 22,320 women between 15-49 years consume at 
least 5 out of 10 food groups. 
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No Ethnicity 
Average MDD-W 

Score 
% of women scoring 

lower than 5 

1 Non Lao-Tai 7.30 14.1% 
2 Lao-Tai 7.79 5.1% 

    7.39 12.4% 
 
GFIES – Global Food Insecurity Experience Scale 
 
This indicator was not measured in the baseline and is also not part of the FN logframe, however, on 
the suggestion of IFAD and FAO, this indicator was included in the midline survey but not in the baseline 
survey. 
 

No Province 
Average GFIES 

score 
Average GFIES 
score control 

1 Houaphan 1.22 1.28 
2 Oudomxay 0.37 0.43 
3 Phongsaly 0.34 0.31 
4 Xiengkhouang 3.28 1.49 
    1.21 0.85 

 
The higher the GFIES score is, the more the respondents feel they are experiencing food insecurity. 
Scores between AFN and control villages are quite similar, only Xiengkhouang had a significantly higher 
score in the AFN treatment villages. 
 

No Ethnic group 
Average GFIES 

score 

1 Akha 1.04 
2 Hmong 1.70 
3 Khmu 1.35 
4 Lao 0.25 
5 Singsili 0.00 
6 Tai 0.59 
    1.21 

 
Types of investments received 
The surveyed households have in general received two types of investment from the project, the garden 
grant and the APG grant. 
 

No Type of investment 
# of recipient 

HHs 
Percentage 

1 Garden grant 509 83.3% 
2 APG grant 334 54.7% 

    611 100% 
1 No grant 43 7.0% 
2 APG or GG grant 293 48.0% 
3 APG + GG grant 275 45.0% 

    611 100% 
 
83.3% of respondents received the garden grant and 54.7% received the APG grant, showing the 
relative delay in APG grant disbursements. 
The number of respondents that did not receive any grant was 7%. 48% of households received both 
the garden grant and APG grant, showing there is already a high overlap of households receiving two 
types of support (grants plus associated trainings). 
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AFN training topics 
 
AFN implements different types of beneficiary trainings, mainly during the FNS, Farmer Field Schools 
and for trainings for APG members. 
 

Training topics 
No. of 

respondents 
Training 

distribution 
% of HH 
trained 

Extrapolated 
number of 

HHs trained 

Poultry raising  502 24.3% 82.2% 22,764 
Establishing HG  479 23.2% 78.4% 21,721 
Cooking classes  466 22.5% 76.3% 21,132 
Pig raising  142 6.9% 23.2% 6,439 
Road maintenance  102 4.9% 16.7% 4,625 
Fish raising  87 4.2% 14.2% 3,945 
Forage production   75 3.6% 12.3% 3,401 

Green house construction 65 3.1% 10.6% 2,948 

Integrated farming  56 2.7% 9.2% 2,539 
Goat raising  37 1.8% 6.1% 1,678 
Others 32 1.5% 5.2% 1,451 
Commercial vegetable production    24 1.2% 3.9% 1,088 
Bee keeping  1 0.0% 0.2% 45 
  2,068 100%     

 
Investment versus impact 
 

No Impact 
APG received 

Yes 
APG received 

No 

1 Per capita Income USD 2,387 USD 2,094 

    
GG received 

Yes 
GG received 

No 

1 HDDS score 9.39 9.21 
2 MDD-W score 7.41 7.27 

        
 
Per capita income is 14% higher for HHs that have received the APG grant.  
HDDS and MDD-W scores are around 2% higher for HHs that have received the Garden Grants. 
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Agriculture sales 
 
As expected, the sales of agriculture products depend per district and province. In below table the main 
commercial crops are listed as a percentage of overall sales. 
Rubber is an important crop in Oudomxai and Pongsaly. Maize is an export product in Xiengkhouang 
for the animal feed industry in Vietnam and China. Cardamom is most important in Pongsaly at 31%. 
However, the overall sales dropped 66% over the year before due to the temporary halt by the Chinese 
government of cardamom imports, due to tax evasion issues. 
Snow pea is an important crop in Oudomxai and is grown under contract for the Chinese market with 
improved technologies (plastic mulch, drip irrigation, fertilization) 
 

 
Province - sales 

Crop Houaphan Pongsaly Oudomxai Xiengkhouang 

Upland rice 22.6% 7.6% 0.4% 3.5% 
Paddy rice 33.5% 5.1% 5.0% 0.0% 
Maize  20.4% 1.2% 45.4% 95.9% 
Vegetables  7.5% 2.0% 0.5% 0.4% 
Beans 0.1% 0.2% 13.2% 0.0% 
Ginger  9.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
Cardamom  0.1% 31.0% 8.4% 0.0% 
Banana  1.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Tea 0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
Coffee 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Rubber  0.0% 39.7% 24.5% 0.0% 
Other 5.4% 10.1% 2.6% 0.1% 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
 

 
Province - sales 

Crop Houaphan Pongsaly Oudomxai Xiengkhouang 

Upland rice 80,110,000 64,885,000 1,900,000 59,200,000 
Paddy rice 118,762,000 43,400,000 22,700,000 0 
Maize  72,250,000 9,970,000 207,284,000 1,610,770,000 
Vegetables  26,750,000 16,965,000 2,199,000 7,350,000 
Beans 400,000 2,115,000 60,090,000 0 
Ginger  32,450,000 455,000 0 500,000 
Cardamom  200,000 265,457,000 38,236,000 0 
Banana  3,700,000 1,910,000 50,000 0 
Tea 0 22,840,000 0 0 
Coffee 1,043,000 1,300,000 0 0 
Rubber  0 339,374,000 111,540,000 0 
Other 19,050,000 86,746,500 12,133,000 1,725,000 

 354,715,000 855,417,500 456,132,000 1,679,545,000 
 
Xiengkhouang has the highest data for sales of agriculture crops, followed by Pongsaly and Oudomxai. 
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Livestock 
Livestock sales are highest in Pongsaly and lowest in Oudomxai 
 

 Houaphan Pongsaly Oudomxai Xiengkhouang 

Poultry  100,072,000 63,791,000 44,140,000 11,950,000 

Goat  16,000,000 12,560,000 8,420,000 6,400,000 

Pig  133,830,000 26,575,000 12,600,000 22,100,000 

Cricket  0 0 0 0 

Honey  0 1,720,000 0 0 

Cattle  981,600,000 182,300,000 133,300,000 415,000,000 

fish  8,190,200 3,260,000 17,700,000 0 

frog  0 150,000 0 0 

Buffalo  446,750,000 98,200,000 49,800,000 19,000,000 
 1,686,442,200 388,556,000 265,960,000 474,450,000 

. 
 Crop % Animal % 

Houaphan 354,715,000 10.6% 1,686,442,200 59.9% 

Pongsaly 855,417,500 25.6% 388,556,000 13.8% 

Oudomxai 456,132,000 13.6% 265,960,000 9.4% 

Xiengkhouang 1,679,545,000 50.2% 474,450,000 16.9% 

TOTAL 3,345,809,500 54.3% 2,815,408,200 45.7% 

 
Overall, sales in crops are a bit higher than for livestock, 54.3% against 45.7%. This also demonstrates 
the importance of livestock in Houaphan province for income generation. 
 

 Poultry Goat Pig Cattle Fish  

Houaphan 11.0% 56.5% -64.8% 16.3% 279.9% 

Pongsaly 30.3% 291.7% -29.3% 25.9% 19.0% 

Oudomxai 43.7% 172.2% -39.0% 47.9% 103.7% 
Xiengkhouang 6.4% 106.3% 0.9% 11.6% 15.4% 

 
Animal numbers have increased substantially after project start in all 4 provinces, see above table. Only 
for pigs the number has decreased, mainly due to the outbreak of African Swine fever in China and the 
subsequent spread of the disease to the northern part of Lao PDR. 
 

 
Houaphan Phongsaly Oudomxai Xiengkhouang 

Upland rice 25.4% -15.9% -56.7% 24.9% 
Paddy rice 2.1% 20.7% -13.7% 16.3% 
Maize  -52.3% 78.9% -5.9% 14.7% 
Vegetables  2960.2% 66.7% 593.0% 32.3% 
Ginger  151.4% -70.7%  12.5% 
Cardamom   -58.7% -70.1%  

Tea   32.3%   

Bean  138.2% -82.9% -19.6% 57.6% 
Pumpkin  3.4% -5.0% 275.6% 28.1% 
Fruits 110.7% 14.4%   

Garlic   7.8%  300.0% 
Forage  117.8%   142.1% 
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The above table shows changes in crop production (kg/capita) between before project and the situation 
during the survey. It is showing a more ambiguous picture, especially as some of the districts faced both 
drought and flooding conditions this year, affecting mainly the rice production. 
 
Overall vegetable and forage production increased substantially since project start, which are the 2 main 
areas in the crop sector that AFN supports. 
 
Forage is mainly grown in the livestock raising provinces of Houaphan and Xiengkhouang.  
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Annex 1 Villages for survey 
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Annex 2 AFN villages for impact survey 
 
  

Province District Village name Lao Village name English

Houaphan Houameuang ຜັກຫຍາ Phak Nha
Houaphan Houameuang ພຽງໄຊ Phieng Xai
Houaphan Houameuang ເຕາົຫີນ Tao Hin
Houaphan Houameuang ແກວຊິກ Keo Sik
Houaphan Kuan ກໍຄາຍ Kor Khaiy
Houaphan Kuan ນາງອມ Na Ngorm
Houaphan Kuan ນາວ້ີນ Na Win
Houaphan Kuan ນາໜັງ Na Nang
Houaphan Kuan ຜາແຫຼມ Pha Laem
Houaphan Xamtai ສົບສານ Sob San
Houaphan Xamtai ສົບແກມ Sob Kaem
Houaphan Xamtai ດານ Dahn
Houaphan Xamtai ພຽງດາຍ Phieng Daiy
Houaphan Xon ຊາຍ Xaiy
Houaphan Xon ມັ້ນ Manh
Houaphan Xon ໂງນ Ngon
Oudomxay La  ຫວຍ ຈາຍ Houay Chahn
Oudomxay La ນາແລງ Nam Laeng
Oudomxay La ບ ຫວຍຊັງ Houay Xang
Oudomxay La ຫວຍທອງ Houay Thong
Oudomxay Namor ກ່ີວລານ Kiew Lahn
Oudomxay Namor ນາບຕໍາໄກ Nam Bo Ta Kai
Oudomxay Namor ພເຄືອ Phou Khoeua
Phongsaly Bountai ບານ ຈາຄາລື Cha Kham Leua
Phongsaly Bountai ບານ ເຈີຢາ Cher Ya
Phongsaly Bountai ບານເຕີກາ Ter Ka
Phongsaly Bountai ແສນອິນຫຼວງ Sen In Luang
Phongsaly Khua ຈັນໄມ Chanh Mai
Phongsaly Khua ຫວຍຄາງ Houay Khang
Phongsaly Khua ຫວຍມວນ Houay Muan
Phongsaly Khua ໃໝ Mai
Phongsaly Mai ນາຄາ Na Kham
Phongsaly Mai ຫວຍຈິກ Houay Chik
Phongsaly Mai ແສນອາດ Sen Ard
Phongsaly Samphan ນາທວງ Nam Thuang
Phongsaly Samphan ພວຽງ Phou Vieng
Phongsaly Samphan ມຈີ່ກາງ Mou Cher Kang
Phongsaly Samphan ລາວປານ2 Lao Parn 2
Xiengkhouang Kham ຍອດປຽດ Nhod Pied
Xiengkhouang Kham ນາພັນ Na Phanh
Xiengkhouang Kham ນາເມືອງ Na Meuang
Xiengkhouang Kham ນາຈາກ Nam Chark
Xiengkhouang Kham ບວມພຽງ Bouam Phieng
Xiengkhouang Nonghed ກໍທອງ Kor Thong
Xiengkhouang Nonghed ບານ ສັນຍົມ Sanh Nhom
Xiengkhouang Nonghed ບານ ຫວຍຄາງ Houay Khang
Xiengkhouang Nonghed ໂພນໄຊ Phon Xai

Midline survey village treatment
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Annex 3 Control villages for impact survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Province District Village name Lao Village name English

Houaphan Houameuang ພຽງດີ Phieng Dee
Houaphan Houameuang ລອງອ້ັງ Long Ang
Houaphan Kuan ເມືອງກວັນ Meuang Kuan
Houaphan Kuan ເມືອງນາ Meuang Na
Houaphan Xamtai ນາ ແຊວ Na Xeo
Houaphan Xamtai ນາຫຼາ Na La
Houaphan Xon ຊອນເໜືອ Xon Neua
Houaphan Xon ຊອນໃຕ Xon Tai
Oudomxay La  ບານ ດອນ ສະ ອາດ Done Sa Ard
Oudomxay La ບ. ວຽງຄາ Vieng Kham
Oudomxay Namor ກ່ີວແຈບ Kiew Chaeb
Oudomxay Namor ນາວ່ືນໄຕ Nam Veun Tai
Phongsaly Bountai ບນໃຕ Boun Tai
Phongsaly Bountai ໂພທອງ Pho Thong
Phongsaly Khwa ນາມາເໜືອ Nam Ma Neua
Phongsaly Khwa ນາມາໃຕ Nam Ma Tai
Phongsaly Mai ສະລວງ Sa Luang
Phongsaly Mai ຫວຍວາງເກົາ+ໃໝ Houay Vang Kao + Mai
Phongsaly Samphan ກອງຂມ Kong Khoum
Phongsaly Samphan ເພຍຫຼວງ Phia Luang
Xiengkhouang Kham ຊາມ Xahm
Xiengkhouang Kham ນາຕມ Na Toum
Xiengkhouang Nonghed ບານ ຫວຍຂີ້ລີງ Houay Khi Ling
Xiengkhouang Nonghed ບານ ໜອງແຮດໃຕ Naong Hed Tai

Midline survey village control
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Annex 4: Nutritional status tables from WHO Anthro Survey Analyser 

Height-for-age 

Group Weighted N Unweighted N -3SD (95% CI) -2SD (95% CI) z-score mean (95% CI) z-score SD 

All 619 619 23.6 (20.4; 27.1) 48.9 (45.0; 52.9) -1.8 (-1.9; -1.7) 1.71 

Age group: 00-05 mo 48 48 2.1 ( 0.3; 13.4) 18.8 (10.0; 32.3) -0.4 (-0.9; 0.0) 1.60 

Age group: 06-11 mo 59 59 11.9 ( 5.8; 22.9) 23.7 (14.6; 36.2) -1.1 (-1.5; -0.7) 1.63 

Age group: 12-23 mo 126 126 23.0 (16.5; 31.2) 42.9 (34.5; 51.7) -1.4 (-1.8; -1.0) 2.07 

Age group: 24-35 mo 166 166 30.7 (24.2; 38.2) 56.6 (49.0; 64.0) -2.1 (-2.3; -1.8) 1.61 

Age group: 36-47 mo 131 131 26.0 (19.2; 34.1) 56.5 (47.9; 64.7) -2.3 (-2.5; -2.0) 1.30 

Age group: 48-59 mo 89 89 27.0 (18.8; 37.1) 65.2 (54.7; 74.3) -2.3 (-2.6; -2.0) 1.27 

Sex: Female 292 292 19.5 (15.4; 24.5) 40.1 (34.6; 45.8) -1.6 (-1.8; -1.4) 1.63 

Sex: Male 327 327 27.2 (22.7; 32.3) 56.9 (51.4; 62.2) -2.0 (-2.2; -1.8) 1.77 

Age + sex: 00-05 mo.Female 22 22 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 13.6 ( 4.5; 34.9) -0.4 (-0.9; 0.2) 1.37 

Age + sex: 06-11 mo.Female 29 29 13.8 ( 5.3; 31.6) 24.1 (11.9; 42.7) -1.1 (-1.6; -0.5) 1.53 

Age + sex: 12-23 mo.Female 55 55 12.7 ( 6.2; 24.4) 32.7 (21.7; 46.1) -1.2 (-1.7; -0.7) 1.98 

Age + sex: 24-35 mo.Female 78 78 30.8 (21.5; 41.9) 46.2 (35.4; 57.3) -1.9 (-2.3; -1.5) 1.71 

Age + sex: 36-47 mo.Female 61 61 16.4 ( 9.0; 27.9) 39.3 (27.9; 52.1) -1.8 (-2.1; -1.5) 1.19 

Age + sex: 48-59 mo.Female 47 47 25.5 (15.1; 39.8) 61.7 (47.2; 74.4) -2.2 (-2.6; -1.9) 1.19 

Age + sex: 00-05 mo.Male 26 26 3.8 ( 0.5; 22.9) 23.1 (10.7; 42.8) -0.4 (-1.1; 0.3) 1.80 

Age + sex: 06-11 mo.Male 30 30 10.0 ( 3.3; 26.9) 23.3 (11.5; 41.5) -1.1 (-1.7; -0.4) 1.75 

Age + sex: 12-23 mo.Male 71 71 31.0 (21.3; 42.6) 50.7 (39.2; 62.1) -1.6 (-2.1; -1.1) 2.14 

Age + sex: 24-35 mo.Male 88 88 30.7 (21.9; 41.1) 65.9 (55.4; 75.0) -2.3 (-2.6; -2.0) 1.49 

Age + sex: 36-47 mo.Male 70 70 34.3 (24.1; 46.1) 71.4 (59.8; 80.8) -2.7 (-3.0; -2.4) 1.26 

Age + sex: 48-59 mo.Male 42 42 28.6 (17.0; 43.9) 69.0 (53.7; 81.1) -2.4 (-2.8; -2.0) 1.37 

Area: Houaphan 238 238 23.9 (18.9; 29.8) 48.7 (42.4; 55.1) -1.8 (-2.0; -1.6) 1.71 

Area: Oudomxay 103 103 19.4 (12.9; 28.2) 46.6 (37.2; 56.3) -1.9 (-2.2; -1.7) 1.38 

Area: Phongsaly 176 176 22.7 (17.1; 29.5) 45.5 (38.2; 52.9) -1.7 (-1.9; -1.4) 1.84 

Area: Xiengkhouang 102 102 28.4 (20.5; 37.9) 57.8 (48.1; 67.0) -1.8 (-2.1; -1.4) 1.78 

Geographical region: Bountai 49 49 34.7 (22.8; 48.9) 63.3 (49.0; 75.5) -2.1 (-2.7; -1.5) 2.08 

Geographical region: Houameuang 54 54 29.6 (19.0; 43.1) 55.6 (42.2; 68.2) -2.0 (-2.5; -1.4) 2.01 
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Geographical region: Kham 51 51 29.4 (18.6; 43.3) 54.9 (41.2; 67.9) -1.6 (-2.1; -1.0) 2.08 

Geographical region: Khwa 29 29 31.0 (17.0; 49.8) 55.2 (37.1; 71.9) -2.4 (-2.9; -1.9) 1.38 

Geographical region: Kuan 81 81 21.0 (13.4; 31.2) 45.7 (35.2; 56.6) -1.7 (-2.1; -1.4) 1.70 

Geographical region: La 54 54 14.8 ( 7.6; 27.0) 46.3 (33.5; 59.6) -1.9 (-2.3; -1.5) 1.47 

Geographical region: Mai 29 29 10.3 ( 3.4; 27.7) 17.2 ( 7.3; 35.4) -0.8 (-1.4; -0.1) 1.77 

Geographical region: Namor 49 49 24.5 (14.4; 38.4) 46.9 (33.5; 60.8) -2.0 (-2.4; -1.7) 1.29 

Geographical region: Nonghed 51 51 27.5 (17.0; 41.2) 60.8 (46.9; 73.1) -2.0 (-2.4; -1.6) 1.42 

Geographical region: Samphan 69 69 15.9 ( 9.0; 26.6) 40.6 (29.7; 52.5) -1.4 (-1.8; -1.0) 1.68 

Geographical region: Xamtai 60 60 21.7 (13.0; 33.9) 50.0 (37.6; 62.4) -1.7 (-2.1; -1.4) 1.44 

Geographical region: Xon 43 43 25.6 (14.7; 40.6) 44.2 (30.2; 59.1) -1.9 (-2.4; -1.4) 1.74 

Ethnic: Akha 61 61 31.1 (20.8; 43.8) 59.0 (46.3; 70.6) -2.0 (-2.5; -1.4) 2.15 

Ethnic: Hmong 147 147 27.9 (21.2; 35.7) 53.1 (45.0; 61.0) -1.8 (-2.1; -1.5) 1.86 

Ethnic: Khmu 278 278 20.9 (16.5; 26.1) 46.8 (41.0; 52.7) -1.8 (-2.0; -1.6) 1.61 

Ethnic: Lao 27 27 11.1 ( 3.6; 29.4) 37.0 (21.2; 56.3) -1.6 (-2.1; -1.1) 1.33 

Ethnic: Phouthai 2 2 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 50.0 ( 5.8; 94.2) -2.0 (-3.0; -1.0) 1.03 

Ethnic: Singsili 9 9 22.2 ( 5.6; 58.0) 33.3 (11.1; 66.7) -1.9 (-2.5; -1.3) 0.99 

Ethnic: Tai 95 95 24.2 (16.6; 33.8) 47.4 (37.5; 57.4) -1.8 (-2.1; -1.5) 1.64 
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Weight-for-age 

Group Weighted N Unweighted N -3SD (95% CI) -2SD (95% CI) z-score mean (95% CI) z-score SD 

All 642 642 5.1 (3.7; 7.1) 19.9 (17.0; 23.2) -1.1 (-1.2; -1.0) 1.23 

Age group: 00-05 mo 49 49 2.0 (0.3; 13.2) 8.2 ( 3.1; 19.9) -0.2 (-0.6; 0.1) 1.35 

Age group: 06-11 mo 64 64 3.1 (0.8; 11.7) 14.1 ( 7.5; 24.9) -0.5 (-0.9; -0.2) 1.44 

Age group: 12-23 mo 130 130 7.7 (4.2; 13.7) 20.8 (14.6; 28.6) -1.0 (-1.2; -0.8) 1.28 

Age group: 24-35 mo 172 172 5.8 (3.2; 10.5) 19.8 (14.5; 26.4) -1.2 (-1.4; -1.0) 1.18 

Age group: 36-47 mo 137 137 5.1 (2.5; 10.3) 22.6 (16.4; 30.4) -1.4 (-1.6; -1.2) 1.01 

Age group: 48-59 mo 90 90 3.3 (1.1; 9.9) 25.6 (17.6; 35.6) -1.3 (-1.5; -1.1) 0.99 

Sex: Female 302 302 3.0 (1.6; 5.6) 11.9 ( 8.7; 16.1) -0.8 (-0.9; -0.6) 1.19 

Sex: Male 340 340 7.1 (4.8; 10.3) 27.1 (22.6; 32.0) -1.4 (-1.5; -1.2) 1.21 

Age + sex: 00-05 mo.Female 22 22 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 0.0 (-0.4; 0.4) 1.01 

Age + sex: 06-11 mo.Female 31 31 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 3.2 ( 0.5; 19.7) 0.0 (-0.5; 0.4) 1.31 

Age + sex: 12-23 mo.Female 56 56 3.6 (0.9; 13.2) 10.7 ( 4.9; 21.9) -0.6 (-0.9; -0.3) 1.17 

Age + sex: 24-35 mo.Female 81 81 3.7 (1.2; 10.9) 13.6 ( 7.7; 22.9) -0.8 (-1.1; -0.6) 1.19 

Age + sex: 36-47 mo.Female 65 65 3.1 (0.8; 11.5) 12.3 ( 6.3; 22.8) -1.1 (-1.4; -0.9) 1.01 

Age + sex: 48-59 mo.Female 47 47 4.3 (1.1; 15.5) 21.3 (11.8; 35.3) -1.2 (-1.5; -0.9) 1.06 

Age + sex: 00-05 mo.Male 27 27 3.7 (0.5; 22.2) 14.8 ( 5.7; 33.5) -0.4 (-1.0; 0.2) 1.57 

Age + sex: 06-11 mo.Male 33 33 6.1 (1.5; 21.3) 24.2 (12.6; 41.6) -1.0 (-1.5; -0.5) 1.42 

Age + sex: 12-23 mo.Male 74 74 10.8 (5.5; 20.2) 28.4 (19.3; 39.7) -1.2 (-1.5; -0.9) 1.30 

Age + sex: 24-35 mo.Male 91 91 7.7 (3.7; 15.3) 25.3 (17.4; 35.2) -1.6 (-1.8; -1.3) 1.08 

Age + sex: 36-47 mo.Male 72 72 6.9 (2.9; 15.7) 31.9 (22.2; 43.5) -1.7 (-1.9; -1.5) 0.94 

Age + sex: 48-59 mo.Male 43 43 2.3 (0.3; 14.8) 30.2 (18.4; 45.4) -1.5 (-1.7; -1.2) 0.89 

Area: Houaphan 243 243 4.9 (2.8; 8.5) 22.6 (17.8; 28.3) -1.2 (-1.3; -1.0) 1.16 

Area: Oudomxay 107 107 10.3 (5.8; 17.6) 19.6 (13.1; 28.3) -1.4 (-1.7; -1.2) 1.21 

Area: Phongsaly 189 189 4.2 (2.1; 8.2) 16.4 (11.8; 22.4) -0.8 (-1.0; -0.6) 1.32 

Area: Xiengkhouang 103 103 1.9 (0.5; 7.5) 20.4 (13.7; 29.3) -1.0 (-1.2; -0.8) 1.17 

Geographical region: Bountai 56 56 7.1 (2.7; 17.6) 19.6 (11.2; 32.1) -0.9 (-1.3; -0.6) 1.38 

Geographical region: Houameuang 55 55 5.5 (1.8; 15.6) 32.7 (21.7; 46.1) -1.3 (-1.7; -1.0) 1.33 

Geographical region: Kham 52 52 1.9 (0.3; 12.5) 19.2 (10.7; 32.2) -0.9 (-1.2; -0.7) 1.03 

Geographical region: Khwa 33 33 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 18.2 ( 8.4; 35.0) -0.8 (-1.2; -0.3) 1.35 
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Geographical region: Kuan 83 83 4.8 (1.8; 12.2) 18.1 (11.2; 27.9) -1.1 (-1.3; -0.9) 1.03 

Geographical region: La 55 55 7.3 (2.7; 17.9) 18.2 (10.1; 30.6) -1.4 (-1.7; -1.1) 1.16 

Geographical region: Mai 29 29 6.9 (1.7; 23.8) 17.2 ( 7.3; 35.4) -0.8 (-1.2; -0.3) 1.35 

Geographical region: Namor 52 52 13.5 (6.5; 25.7) 21.2 (12.1; 34.3) -1.5 (-1.8; -1.1) 1.27 

Geographical region: Nonghed 51 51 2.0 (0.3; 12.7) 21.6 (12.3; 34.9) -1.1 (-1.4; -0.7) 1.30 

Geographical region: Samphan 71 71 2.8 (0.7; 10.6) 12.7 ( 6.7; 22.6) -0.7 (-1.0; -0.4) 1.26 

Geographical region: Xamtai 61 61 6.6 (2.5; 16.2) 24.6 (15.4; 36.9) -1.2 (-1.5; -1.0) 1.09 

Geographical region: Xon 44 44 2.3 (0.3; 14.5) 15.9 ( 7.8; 29.8) -1.0 (-1.4; -0.6) 1.25 

Ethnic: Akha 69 69 5.8 (2.2; 14.5) 20.3 (12.4; 31.4) -1.0 (-1.3; -0.7) 1.35 

Ethnic: Hmong 151 151 5.3 (2.7; 10.3) 21.2 (15.4; 28.5) -1.1 (-1.3; -0.9) 1.16 

Ethnic: Khmu 288 288 5.2 (3.2; 8.5) 19.8 (15.6; 24.8) -1.1 (-1.2; -0.9) 1.30 

Ethnic: Lao 27 27 3.7 (0.5; 22.2) 11.1 ( 3.6; 29.4) -1.0 (-1.4; -0.7) 0.97 

Ethnic: Phouthai 2 2 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) -0.7 (-0.9; -0.5) 0.23 

Ethnic: Singsili 9 9 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) -0.7 (-1.2; -0.2) 0.79 

Ethnic: Tai 96 96 5.2 (2.2; 11.9) 22.9 (15.6; 32.4) -1.2 (-1.4; -1.0) 1.17 
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Weight-for-height 

Group Weighted N Unweighted N -3SD (95% CI) -2SD (95% CI) +2SD (95% CI) +3SD (95% CI) z-score mean (95% CI) z-score SD 

All 628 628 1.8 (1.0; 3.1) 7.8 ( 5.9; 10.2) 6.7 ( 5.0; 8.9) 2.7 (1.7; 4.3) 0.0 (-0.1; 0.1) 1.41 

Age group: 00-05 mo 50 50 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 16.0 ( 8.2; 28.9) 18.0 ( 9.6; 31.2) 12.0 (5.5; 24.3) 0.4 (-0.2; 0.9) 2.00 

Age group: 06-11 mo 60 60 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 1.7 ( 0.2; 11.0) 10.0 ( 4.6; 20.6) 1.7 (0.2; 11.0) 0.2 (-0.1; 0.6) 1.37 

Age group: 12-23 mo 126 126 3.2 (1.2; 8.2) 12.7 ( 7.9; 19.7) 4.0 ( 1.7; 9.2) 2.4 (0.8; 7.1) -0.3 (-0.5; 0.0) 1.47 

Age group: 24-35 mo 167 167 2.4 (0.9; 6.2) 6.6 ( 3.7; 11.5) 6.0 ( 3.2; 10.8) 0.6 (0.1; 4.1) -0.1 (-0.3; 0.1) 1.30 

Age group: 36-47 mo 137 137 1.5 (0.4; 5.7) 6.6 ( 3.4; 12.2) 5.8 ( 2.9; 11.3) 2.9 (1.1; 7.5) 0.0 (-0.3; 0.2) 1.28 

Age group: 48-59 mo 88 88 1.1 (0.2; 7.7) 4.5 ( 1.7; 11.5) 4.5 ( 1.7; 11.5) 2.3 (0.6; 8.7) 0.1 (-0.2; 0.4) 1.29 

Sex: Female 297 297 1.7 (0.7; 4.0) 6.1 ( 3.8; 9.4) 6.7 ( 4.4; 10.2) 2.7 (1.4; 5.3) 0.2 ( 0.0; 0.3) 1.36 

Sex: Male 331 331 1.8 (0.8; 4.0) 9.4 ( 6.7; 13.0) 6.6 ( 4.4; 9.9) 2.7 (1.4; 5.2) -0.2 (-0.4; 0.0) 1.44 

Age + sex: 00-05 mo.Female 23 23 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 8.7 ( 2.2; 29.0) 8.7 ( 2.2; 29.0) 8.7 (2.2; 29.0) 0.5 (-0.2; 1.2) 1.66 

Age + sex: 06-11 mo.Female 30 30 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 6.7 ( 1.7; 23.1) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.6 ( 0.2; 1.0) 1.12 

Age + sex: 12-23 mo.Female 55 55 3.6 (0.9; 13.5) 12.7 ( 6.2; 24.4) 3.6 ( 0.9; 13.5) 1.8 (0.3; 11.9) -0.1 (-0.5; 0.3) 1.46 

Age + sex: 24-35 mo.Female 77 77 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 3.9 ( 1.3; 11.4) 7.8 ( 3.5; 16.3) 1.3 (0.2; 8.7) 0.2 ( 0.0; 0.5) 1.16 

Age + sex: 36-47 mo.Female 66 66 3.0 (0.8; 11.4) 4.5 ( 1.5; 13.2) 7.6 ( 3.2; 17.0) 4.5 (1.5; 13.2) 0.1 (-0.2; 0.5) 1.43 

Age + sex: 48-59 mo.Female 46 46 2.2 (0.3; 13.9) 6.5 ( 2.1; 18.4) 6.5 ( 2.1; 18.4) 2.2 (0.3; 13.9) 0.1 (-0.3; 0.5) 1.41 

Age + sex: 00-05 mo.Male 27 27 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 22.2 (10.3; 41.5) 25.9 (12.9; 45.3) 14.8 (5.7; 33.5) 0.3 (-0.6; 1.1) 2.28 

Age + sex: 06-11 mo.Male 30 30 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 3.3 ( 0.5; 20.3) 13.3 ( 5.1; 30.7) 3.3 (0.5; 20.3) -0.1 (-0.6; 0.5) 1.53 

Age + sex: 12-23 mo.Male 71 71 2.8 (0.7; 10.6) 12.7 ( 6.7; 22.6) 4.2 ( 1.4; 12.3) 2.8 (0.7; 10.6) -0.4 (-0.7; 0.0) 1.49 

Age + sex: 24-35 mo.Male 90 90 4.4 (1.7; 11.3) 8.9 ( 4.5; 16.8) 4.4 ( 1.7; 11.3) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) -0.4 (-0.6; -0.1) 1.36 

Age + sex: 36-47 mo.Male 71 71 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 8.5 ( 3.8; 17.6) 4.2 ( 1.4; 12.3) 1.4 (0.2; 9.4) -0.2 (-0.4; 0.1) 1.12 

Age + sex: 48-59 mo.Male 42 42 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 2.4 ( 0.3; 15.1) 2.4 ( 0.3; 15.1) 2.4 (0.3; 15.1) 0.0 (-0.3; 0.4) 1.16 

Area: Houaphan 242 242 1.2 (0.4; 3.8) 9.1 ( 6.1; 13.4) 3.3 ( 1.7; 6.5) 1.7 (0.6; 4.3) -0.1 (-0.3; 0.0) 1.37 

Area: Oudomxay 105 105 1.9 (0.5; 7.3) 10.5 ( 5.9; 18.0) 5.7 ( 2.6; 12.2) 2.9 (0.9; 8.5) -0.3 (-0.6; 0.0) 1.38 

Area: Phongsaly 179 179 1.7 (0.5; 5.1) 6.1 ( 3.4; 10.8) 10.6 ( 6.9; 16.1) 3.9 (1.9; 8.0) 0.2 ( 0.0; 0.4) 1.45 

Area: Xiengkhouang 102 102 2.9 (0.9; 8.7) 4.9 ( 2.1; 11.3) 8.8 ( 4.6; 16.1) 2.9 (0.9; 8.7) 0.1 (-0.1; 0.4) 1.42 

Geographical region: Bountai 52 52 3.8 (1.0; 14.2) 9.6 ( 4.0; 21.1) 23.1 (13.6; 36.4) 9.6 (4.0; 21.1) 0.4 (-0.1; 0.9) 1.85 

Geographical region: Houameuang 54 54 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 7.4 ( 2.8; 18.2) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) -0.3 (-0.6; 0.0) 1.02 

Geographical region: Kham 51 51 3.9 (1.0; 14.4) 7.8 ( 3.0; 19.1) 9.8 ( 4.1; 21.5) 3.9 (1.0; 14.4) 0.2 (-0.2; 0.6) 1.55 

Geographical region: Khwa 29 29 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 6.9 ( 1.7; 23.8) 20.7 ( 9.6; 39.1) 3.4 (0.5; 20.9) 0.5 (-0.1; 1.0) 1.50 
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Geographical region: Kuan 84 84 3.6 (1.2; 10.5) 11.9 ( 6.5; 20.8) 3.6 ( 1.2; 10.5) 2.4 (0.6; 9.1) -0.1 (-0.4; 0.2) 1.53 

Geographical region: La 55 55 3.6 (0.9; 13.5) 14.5 ( 7.4; 26.5) 7.3 ( 2.7; 17.9) 5.5 (1.8; 15.6) -0.4 (-0.8; 0.0) 1.56 

Geographical region: Mai 29 29 3.4 (0.5; 20.9) 6.9 ( 1.7; 23.8) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) -0.2 (-0.6; 0.3) 1.28 

Geographical region: Namor 50 50 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 6.0 ( 1.9; 17.1) 4.0 ( 1.0; 14.7) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) -0.2 (-0.5; 0.1) 1.15 

Geographical region: Nonghed 51 51 2.0 (0.3; 12.7) 2.0 ( 0.3; 12.7) 7.8 ( 3.0; 19.1) 2.0 (0.3; 12.7) 0.1 (-0.2; 0.5) 1.29 

Geographical region: Samphan 69 69 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 2.9 ( 0.7; 10.9) 1.4 ( 0.2; 9.6) 1.4 (0.2; 9.6) 0.1 (-0.1; 0.4) 1.08 

Geographical region: Xamtai 61 61 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 9.8 ( 4.5; 20.3) 4.9 ( 1.6; 14.2) 1.6 (0.2; 10.8) -0.2 (-0.6; 0.1) 1.42 

Geographical region: Xon 43 43 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 4.7 ( 1.2; 16.8) 4.7 ( 1.2; 16.8) 2.3 (0.3; 14.8) 0.1 (-0.3; 0.5) 1.34 

Ethnic: Akha 65 65 3.1 (0.8; 11.5) 9.2 ( 4.2; 19.1) 18.5 (10.8; 29.8) 9.2 (4.2; 19.1) 0.3 (-0.1; 0.7) 1.77 

Ethnic: Hmong 150 150 3.3 (1.4; 7.8) 8.0 ( 4.6; 13.6) 6.0 ( 3.1; 11.1) 3.3 (1.4; 7.8) 0.1 (-0.2; 0.3) 1.54 

Ethnic: Khmu 279 279 0.7 (0.2; 2.8) 6.8 ( 4.4; 10.4) 5.7 ( 3.5; 9.2) 1.8 (0.7; 4.2) -0.1 (-0.2; 0.1) 1.27 

Ethnic: Lao 27 27 3.7 (0.5; 22.2) 11.1 ( 3.6; 29.4) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) -0.3 (-0.7; 0.1) 1.14 

Ethnic: Phouthai 2 2 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.4 ( 0.2; 0.6) 0.25 

Ethnic: Singsili 9 9 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.0 ( 0.0; 0.0) 11.1 ( 1.5; 50.1) 0.0 (0.0; 0.0) 0.5 ( 0.0; 1.1) 0.91 

Ethnic: Tai 96 96 1.0 (0.1; 7.1) 9.4 ( 4.9; 17.1) 4.2 ( 1.6; 10.6) 1.0 (0.1; 7.1) -0.3 (-0.5; 0.0) 1.40 

 
 


