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        Distributional risks 
 
 
 
 
 

Outline 

An overview of PFES in Vietnam: de jure 
and de facto distributional institutions 

       Practical recommendations   



Development of PFES in Vietnam 

ҧ Biodiversity conservation  
Ҩ Poverty alleviation  

V $157 million USD 

V 20 ς 27% of total forest area  

V > 355.000  households 

V $36 ς 80USD/household/year 

Pilot projects: Lam Dong & Son La provinces 

2008 

 
Decree 99: PFES regulation 

 

2010 

Nationwide 
implementation  

2011 



    Data collection 

 

 
Decree 99: PFES regulation 

De jure 

National reports  

Provincial PFES reports 

Community: 8 (35 
interviewers) in Hoa 
Binh & Son La provinces 

 
De facto 

 



Results 

Environmental forest services 

VSoil protection (e.g. reduce reservoir 
sedimentation ) 

VRegulation and maintenance of water 

VProtection of natural landscapes and 
biodiversity for tourism 
 
 



Hydropower plants (~97.7%) 

Water supply companies (~2.1%) 

Tourism companies(~0.2%) 

Industrial production facilities 

Facilities using services for carbon 
sequestration and aquaculture 

Households 

Individuals 

Village communities  

Organizations 

Social entities 

Results 

1US$ = 21.000VND 

 
Service providers 

 

 
Service users 

 



Results 

V De jure distributional institutions 

Forest owners are the beneficiaries 
 

No owner needs to do anything beyond legal obligations 
to receive PFES money 
 

Highly different disbursement rates and total payments 
(neighboring communities): provincial discretion and 
sheer luck 
 

Within the communities, large forest owners get most 
 



V National and Provincial-level distribution of 
disbursement rate 
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What make the disbursement rates so different? 

 
Adopted photos: http:// www.portlandmaine.gov/1384/Student 

http://vnff.mard.gov.vn 
 
 

Hydropower plants 

Water supply companies 

Ψ¦ǎŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅΩΥ ŜΦƎΦ Itǎ  

http://www.portlandmaine.gov/1384/Student
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/1384/Student
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/1384/Student
http://vnff.mard.gov.vn/


In Hoa Binh province 

Community 
Forest owner type 
(household number) 

Forest 
area (ha) 

De jure distribution De facto distribution 

Co Phung Households (24) 98 100% (*) 90% equal amount to all 
households. 

10% to forest patrol group 
Pa Che Households (50) 370 100% (*) 70% (*) 

20% equal amount to all 
households. 

10% to public fee 
Moi 1 Households (31) 118 100% (*) 

50% (*) 
50% equal amounts to all 
households 

Moi 2 Households (40) 

Community 

123 

7 

95% (*)  

5% 
Ban Ha Households (147) 

Community 

185 

268 

41% (*) 

59% 

Pay to forest patrol: 
US$0.5-US$1/time/person. 
The rest as equal amounts 
to all households 

VDe jure and de facto community-level PFES benefit distribution 

(*): Equal rate per hectare to forest-owning households 



In Son La province 

Community 
Forest owner type 
(household number) 

Forest 
area (ha) 

De jure distribution De facto distribution 

Cho Long Households (64) 

Community 

217  

359 

38% (*) 

62% 

38% (*)  

62% 
Tay Hung Households (12)  

Community 

56 

22 

72% (*) 

28% 

50% (*)  

20% to forest patrol. 

30% for rewards or 
community activities. 

A Ma 1 Households (97) 

Community 

Youth Union 

Farmer Association 

Veterans Group 

Women Union 

National Front 

447 

475 

449 

284 

486 

510 

64 

16% (*)  

18% 

17%  

10%   

18%   

19%   

  2%   

16% (*)  

84% to community as a 
whole (10% equal amounts 
to all households, 90% for 
forest protection and 
community activities) 

(*): Equal rate per hectare to forest-owning households 

VDe jure and de facto community-level PFES benefit distribution 



VArguments for de facto distribution 

ωEqual rate per hectare to forest-owning 
households  

Rights of forest owners 

ωEqual amount to all households 

ωTo community activities: public fees, 
rewards, New Year celebration, 
community hall or/and road 
construction etc.   

Responsibility of forest 
protection belongs to 

everyone  

ωTo forest patrol group For work done 

    De facto distribution forms 

 

Arguments for distribution 

 



Principles of 
Distributional justice (*) 

  Equality 

  Need 

  Contribution 

  Welfare 

Applied in villages 

XX 

XXX 

(*)  
McDermott, C. L., et al. (2012). Operationalizing social safeguards in REDD+: actors, interests and ideas. Environmental Science & Policy, 21, 63-72,  

Luttrell, C., et. al. (2013). Who Should Benefit from REDD+? Rationales and Realities. Ecology and Society, 18(4) 
Pascual, U., et. al. (2014). Social Equity Matters in Payments for Ecosystem Services. BioScience, 64(11), 1027-1036 

Sikor, T., et. al. (2014). Toward an Empirical Analysis of Justice in Ecosystem Governance. Conservation Letters, 7(6), 524-532 



άDƛǾŜ to those who own,  
i.e. to those who already have muchέΥ 

 

Á The Decree 99 principle  
Á The Matthew effect 
Á Not among the principles of the distributional justice 

 
 

Distributional risk! 



Recommendation 

Effectiveness 

ωPFES revenue to community: Sizeable enough 
amount  

Awareness 

ωThe village-level PFES distribution creating and 
maintaining strong collective consciousness 

Reduction of 
transaction cost 

ωOne simple contract per community 

Reduction of 
distribution risk 

ωShifting PFES disbursements away from 
ownership and towards work done beyond legal 
obligations 




