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Development of PFES In Vietham
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Pilot projects: Lam Dong & Son La provir}es

V $157 million USD
V 20¢ 27% of total forest area
V > 355.000 households

V $36¢ 80USD/household/year
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Data collection

Decree 99: PFES regulatic

National reports
Provincial PFES reports

Community: 8 (35
Interviewers) inHoa
Binh& Son La provinces
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Results

Environmental forest srvices

V Soil protection (e.g. reduce reservoir
sedimentation)

V Regulatiorand maintenance olvater

V Protectionof natural landscapes and
biodiversity for tourism




Results

Hydropower plants (~97.7%)
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Results

V De juredistributional 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
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V National and Provincialevel distribution of
disbursement rate

—--Highest
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Hoa Son Lam Lao Kon Binh Binh Dac Dong
Binh La Dong Cai Tum Dinh ThuanNong Nai

Province



What make thedisbursement rateso different?

M7l Hydropowerplants
@ Water supplycompanies

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



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

V De jureand de facto community-level PFES benefit distribution

Forest owner type Forest

Community (household number) area (ha) De juredistribution De factodistribution
CoPhung  Households (24) 98 100% (*) 90% equal amount to all
households.

10% to forest patrogroup
PaChe Households (50) 370 100%(*) 70%(*)

20% equal amount to all
households.

10% to publidee

Moi 1 Households (31) 118 100%(*)
. 50%(*)
Moi 2 Households (40 123 95%(*) 50% equal amounts to all
: households

Community 7 5%

Ban Ha Households¥47) 185 41%(*) Pay to forest patrol:

US$0.8US$1/time/person

Community 268 59% Therest as equal amounts

to allhouseholds

(*): Equalrate per hectare to foresbwninghouseholds
In HoaBinhprovince



V De jureandde facto community-level PFES benefit distribution

. Forest owner type  Forest : o L
Community (household number) area (ha) De juredistribution De factodistribution
Cho Long Households (64 217 38% (*) 38% (*)

Community 359 62% 62%
TayHung  Households (12) 56 72% (*) 50% (*)
Community 22 28% 20% to forest patrol.
30% for rewards or
community activities.
A Ma 1l Households (97 447 16%(*) 16%(*)
Community 475 18% 84%to community as a
_ whole (10% equal amounts
Youth Union 449 17%

Farmer Association
Veterans Group
Women Union

National Front

to all households, 90% for
284 10% forest protection and
community activities)

486 18%
510 19%
64 2%

(*): Equalrate per hectare to foresbwninghouseholds
In Son La province



V Arguments forde factodistribution

Defacto distribution forms Arguments for distribution

w Equal rate per hectare to forestwning E Rights of forest owner#

households
w Equal amount to all households s ™~
w To community activities: public fees, Responsibility of forest
rewards, New Year celebration, protection belongs to
community hall or/and road everyone
construction etc. A\ /

w To forest patrol group For work done




Principles of

Distributional justice () “‘PPlied in villages

Equality X X
Need

Contribution X XX

Welfare

(*)

McDermott, C. L.et al. 012). Operationalizing social safeguards in REDD+: actors, interests ané&idé@smental Science & Policy, 8%72,
Luttrell, C, et. al.(2013). Who Should Benefit from REDD+? Rationales and ReBlitidsgy and Society, (43
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Sikor T.,et. al. 2014). Toward an Empirical Analysis of Justice in Ecosystem Gover@anservatior etters 7(6), 524532
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& D At@tisosewho own,
l.e. to those whaalready have much Y

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

l

Distributional risk!



Recommendation
® e

wWPFES revenue tmmmunity: Sizeable enough

S e amount

Reduction of wOne S|mple contract per community

transaction cost

wThe villagdevel PFES distribution creating anF

AWareness maintaining strong collective consciousness

wShifting PFES disbursements away from
ownership and towardgvork done beyond legal
obligations

Reduction of
distribution risk
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