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“Greater clarity on the nature of forest tenure, how it is being shaped and how it could 
be promoted more consciously is essential for the success of any attempt at conserving 

the world’s forests and improving the lives of its poorest peoples.” 

 

 

(Anne M. Larson et al., 2010: 17) 
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Abstract 

The research aims at assessing the impacts of the Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM) 

pilot policy on the socioeconomic factors and natural-resource management in the co-

management area between the Bach Ma National Park and the Thuong Nhat 

community. This is a new approach in Special-Use Forests (SUFs) management in 

Vietnam, which is needed to assess the scaling up of a national policy on co-

management of SUFs in the future.  

A case study was undertaken in the Bach Ma National Park, which was one of the two 

national parks chosen to pilot the BSM policy under the Prime Minister‟s Decision No 

126 (Government-126 2012). In this study, both qualitative and quantitative data was 

collected on BSM implementation schemes; their impacts on local natural-resource use; 

local awareness of rights, benefits, and responsibilities when participating in the BSM; 

and local perspectives on the BSM‟s achievements, failures, and future potential.  

Analysis revealed that the local community strongly supported the BSM 

implementation in the Bach Ma NP, displaying a high level of demand for the measures 

and significant involvement. Furthermore, thanks to the local people‟s participation in 

the BSM implementation, their household incomes increased and their awareness and 

practices of NTFP sustainable use and forest protection in the co-management area 

improved.  

The BSM implementation also exposed three main areas of weakness. These included 

poor compliance with the sustainable-harvest regulations, the apparent over-complexity 

of the the harvest-application procedures, and the users‟ low contributions to the village 

fund after the NTFP harvest. The current research revealed that, although the local 

awareness and compliance with the BSM procedures increased annually after BSM 

implementation, the level of self-management and compliance was still quite low and 

needed to be improved. Furthermore, some conflicts have arisen between NTFPs users 

from village to village in Thuong Nhat and between local traders and NTFP collectors. 

Besides, the research identified two major negative practices: overexploitation of 

NTFPs and taking advantage of the NTFPs harvest to cut trees or trap animals. 

This dissertation presents various possibilities for improvement of the BSM 

implementation through (i) raising local people‟s awareness; (ii) simplifying BSM 

procedures; (iii) clarifying incentives and tasks of BSM actors to enhance co-patrolling 

and monitoring activities; and (iv) creating good incentives either based on the 

livelihood program for those who actively comply with the BSM regulations or direct 

payments to those who join forest-protection activities. 

Finally, the research scrutinized certain challenges to future duplication of the BSM in 

other SUFs in Vietnam. To expand the BSM approach to other SUFs, the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development needs to develop a guideline for BSM 

implementation to encourage the relevant stakeholders‟ involvement. The guideline for 

national BSM implementation should take account of the differences between local 

contexts, as well as create the necessary, flexible regulations to be applicable in 

practice. Therefore, based on the guideline, additional steps are necessary for the 
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development of appropriate specific measures in the course of the BSM implementation 

at the provincial and local levels.  
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Summary 

Vietnam has more than 13.8 million hectares of forest, including the system of Special-
Use Forests (SUFs), which comprises about 2 million hectares distributed among 164 
sites: 30 national parks, 58 nature reserves, 11 species-protected areas, 45 landscape-
protected areas, and 20 scientific practice and research forests (MARD-1739 
2013). According to the Law on Forest Protection and Development (1991), the local 
people are not allowed to access and collect any natural resource in the SUFs. In most 
cases, the SUF management boards are staffed by officials assigned by the relevant 
provincial forest department, but does not include representatives from other sectors or 
stakeholders from the local communities (ICEM 2003). 

To create the legal framework for the co-management policy development, in February 
2012 the Prime Minister issued Decision No. 126 on the pilot policy of BSM in 
management, protection, and sustainable development in SUFs in Vietnam. According 
to this Decision, the Bach Ma National Park and the Xuan Thuy National Park (known 
as Xuan Thuy Ramsar) were the two SUFs chosen as pilot sites for implementing the 
BSM in Vietnam. The BSM pilot aimed to set up a background for the legal framework 
of benefits, rights, and responsibilities-sharing mechanisms between the SUF 
management boards and local communities based on the co-management principles to 
manage, protect, and sustainably develop SUFs. Additionally, the BSM aimed to 
contribute to income generation and improvement of livelihoods for the local people 
living in the buffer zone of the SUFs (Government-126 2012).  

The overall research objective was to assess the impacts of the BSM pilot policy on the 
natural-resource conservation in the Bach Ma National Park and on the socioeconomic 
factors affecting local people living in the Thuong Nhat commune. The research also 
aimed to identify local perspectives on the BSM‟s achievements, failures, challenges, 
and future potential, and to propose ways of improving the BSM development and 
implementation, the ultimate goal being to scale up the BSM policy for SUFs in 
Vietnam in the future. To address these research objectives, the Bach Ma National Park 
was selected as a case-study site because it was one of the two national parks chosen for 
piloting the BSM in Vietnam.  

In this study, both qualitative and quantitative data was collected. Firstly, the author 
gathered relevant documents of the BSM pilot policy, related research on BSM and co-
management in Vietnam and worldwide, and open-access information on the study sites 
of the Bach Ma National Park and the Thuong Nhat commune. The information and 
research collected were reviewed to develop the research objectives and research 
questions. Then, the author held a group discussion with experts in June 2013 to get 
their advice on developing factors for impact assessment of the BSM pilot policy. The 
experts involved in this consultant group discussion included the two lecturers from the 
Hue Agroforestry college who undertook consultant work for developing the BSM plan, 
the BSM project coordinator, the president of Thuong Nhat People‟s Committee, the 
village head of Talu village in Thuong Nhat, and the head of the Thuong Nhat forest-
ranger station.  

The discussion output was a framework of factors used to assess impacts of the BSM 
pilot policy and the policy implementation. Based on this framework, the open and 
closed questionnaires were designed, tested, and used for household interview surveys. 
There were 112 semi-structured and structured household interviews undertaken during 
two periods in December 2013 and December 2014. The closed questionnaires were 
used to measure the level of local support, demand, and participation in the BSM 
implementation; the local people‟s awareness of their benefits, rights, responsibilities 
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when participating in the BSM; and the BSM impacts on the local income and NTFP 
dependence. The open and mixed (closed and open) questionnaires were used to clarify 
advantages, disadvantages, conflicts, and inequity and risks of the BSM, as well as the 
local perspectives on the BSM implementation‟s achievements, failures, and potentials. 
Further information was gathered by means of village meetings, group discussions, in-
depth interviews, a consultant workshop, and forest transect and permanent sample plot 
surveys.  

Concerning the data processing, while the answers of the closed questionnaire were 
analyzed by creating simple graphs in Excel presenting the distribution of responses 
among the given response options, the responses to the open questionnaire were 
classified and coded as “a”, “b”, “c”, “d”, etc. based on category of the relevant answer  
for each question. Then the Countif formula of the MS Excel 2007 was used to calculate 
the number of each answer category. The analyzed results of the first and the second 
HH interview surveys were used to compare each other (by a pair of questions) to 
clarify the change of local perceptions on relevant issues. Besides, the qualitative data 
collected from the focus-group discussions and the in-depth interviews was used to 
crosscheck and triangulate the results of the HH interview surveys and results of the 
village meetings.   

The research revealed that there were three main factor groups needed to involve in the 
BSM impact assessment: social, economic, and environmental. The social group 
included assessment factors: (i) local community support, demand and involvement in 
the BSM implementation; (ii) local people‟s awareness of their benefits, rights, and 
responsibilities when participating in the BSM; (iii) risks, conflicts and equity during 
BSM implementation; and (iv) local perspectives on the BSM implementation‟s 
achievements, failures, and future potential. The economic group included assessment 
factors: (i) local household NTFP-based income; (ii) labor and income structures; and 
(iii) cost and benefit of the BSM. The environmental group included assessment factors: 
(i) level of local people‟s NTFP exploitation and dependence; (ii) actual forest 
protection status; and (iii) actual sustainable NTFP harvest and use status of the local 
people in the co-management area. 

The present research showed that the BSM pilot policy in the Bach Ma National Park 
produced various achievements, failures, and challenges. Firstly, analysis revealed that 
the local community strongly supported the BSM implementation in the Bach Ma NP, 
displaying a high level of demand for the measures and significant involvement. 
Additionally, the local people‟s awareness of their benefits, rights, and responsibilities 
increased annually thanks to the efforts of the BSM awareness-raising programs.  

The research ascertained that among the awareness-raising methods, in the case of BSM 
implementation in Thuong Nhat, village meetings were the most effective method to 
transfer the information about BSM to local people. A further issue that emerged was 
the perception that both the village head‟s and local ranger‟s qualifications and positive 
spirits needed to be improved in order to raise local awareness and thereby increase the 
level of local involvement in the BSM implementation. On the other hand, the research 
found that the local interest in and expectations of participation in BSM were very much 
oriented towards socioeconomic factors rather than environmental ones. Understanding 
this sentiment proved to be very important in creating a positive negotiation and 
learning process among local stakeholders and SUF management boards and resulted in 
fostering genuine participation in and effective co-management of SUFs.  

Furthermore, thanks to the high interest, support, and demand from the local community 
in regard to the BSM, their practices of NTFP sustainable use and forest protection in 
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the co-management area have improved considerably. As a result, during the BSM 
implementation, the number of logging cases decreased significantly, and the forestland 
encroachment did not occur in the co-managed area as before. Besides, the local people 
harvested NTFPs in a manner that was more compliant with the sustainable harvest 
regulations than before. These achievements were mainly due to the growth of the local 
people‟s interest and participation in the BSM pursuant to their understanding of its 
benefit in increasing their income, their NTFP use right, and their responsibility in 
NTFP sustainable use and forest protection.  

There were, however, also three main failures related to the BSM implementation: low 
compliance with the sustainable-harvest regulation; low compliance with the harvest 
application procedures; and low contribution to the village fund after the local NTFP 
users‟ harvest. The current research revealed that although the local awareness of and 
compliance with the sustainable-harvest regulation increased annually after the BSM 
implementation, the level of local self-management and compliance was still quite low 
and needed to be improved. The main reasons as defined by the present research are (i) 
the insufficient budget for regular forest patrol and BSM-monitoring activities; (ii) the 
complexity of the harvest application procedures; (iii) the low self-consciousness of the 
NTFP users; and (iv) the low enthusiasm of village heads, who are responsible for 
providing reminders of and collecting the contribution money from NTFP harvesters. 
Therefore, there is great necessity to improve the level of local self-management and 
compliance with the BSM regulations through improving the BSM operation schemes. 
According to the local people‟s perspectives, these issues could be achieved by 
simplifying procedures and clarifying the incentives and tasks of the BSM actors 
(especially the village heads and the Village Forest Protection team members) for the 
monitoring of the BSM implementation process. Besides, the government still needs to 
ensure the budget and capacity building for the SUF rangers to co-patrol, supervise, and 
monitor the BSM implementation process as well. 

Thirdly, the research revealed that the BSM implementation faced some challenges. The 
BSM pilot in the Bach Ma NP led to changes in the local labor and income structure 
towards greater dependence on NTFP exploitation. Furthermore, some conflicts have 
arisen between NTFP users in various Thuong Nhat villages and between local traders 
and NTFP collectors. Besides, there was also a significant differentiation in the volume 
of NTFPs harvested by each household. This inequality was reflected in local NTFP 
users due to the free issuance of permit papers by the rangers at the first stage and the 
unclear regulation of the limitation of harvesting times or volume of NTFPs for each 
household.  Moreover, the research identified two major negative practices: 
overexploitation of NTFPs and taking advantage of the NTFPs harvest to cut trees or 
trap animals. There are potential solutions to address these challenges such as (1) raising 
awareness of local people, (2) offering NTFP sustainable-harvest training, (3) enhancing 
co-patrolling and monitoring activities of the park rangers and the village forest 
protection teams, and (4) creating good incentives either based on the livelihood 
program for those who actively comply with the BSM regulations or direct payments 
for those who join forest protection activities. 

Fourthly, in the case of Bach Ma BSM initiatives, the current research found that the 
livelihood programs were designed as a by-program and focused only on agricultural 
improvement, but not on BSM products such as rattans, honey, Lingzhi mushroom, etc. 
Hence, the local people only sold these raw products to local traders, resulting in lower 
profits and higher dependence on resource exploitation. The question that arises here is: 
What livelihood alternatives are suitable for the capacity of local people? If accepted 
that it is difficult to change the local dependence on natural resources, then should we 
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attempt to orient the livelihood alternatives for locals towards wise use of natural 
resources? Research is also needed on the concerted development of livelihoods in 
mountain areas near SUFs (e.g. Thuong Nhat), where suitable conditions for modern 
farming are lacking.  

Fifthly, the research identified certain challenges to future duplication of the BSM to 
other SUFs in Vietnam. Firstly, the work of identifying a sustainable harvestable 
amount of each NTFP is time consuming and costly (biological and social surveys), and 
the scientific basis and the approval scheme are still unclear. The research recommends 
reconsidering the method of negotiating between the NTFP user groups and the SUF 
management board to identify a sustainable harvestable amount of each NTFP. 
Secondly, the BSM duplication would entail more work for SUF management boards. It 
not only requires a certain amount of natural, physical and financial resources, but also 
the implementation capacity of related stakeholders. Consequently, to expand the BSM 
approach to other SUFs, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) 
needs to develop a guideline for BSM implementation to encourage the relevant 
stakeholders‟ involvement. The MARD guideline for national BSM implementation 
should take account of the differences between the local contexts, as well as create the 
necessary, flexible regulations to be applicable in practice. Therefore, based on the 
guideline, additional steps are necessary for the development of specific appropriate 
measures in the course of the BSM implementation at the provincial and local levels.  

Finally, based on the research findings and the reviews of BSM researches and practices 
in Vietnam and worldwide, the dissertation demonstrates some main requirements for 
the future duplication of the BSM in Vietnam. There are ten recommendations in 
Section 8 of this thesis: (i)  the terms benefit- sharing mechanism and co-management 
must be understood as being identical in the context of Vietnam; (ii) the BSM pilots 
under the MARD guideline must be continued; (iii) application of the principles of 
BSM and BSM implementation; (iv) clarifying the rights and responsibilities of the 
BSM actors; (v) establishing the institutional structure for BSM management and 
monitoring; (vi) organizing the BSM registration adequately before developing the 
benefit-sharing plan; (vii) simplifying the NTFP harvest procedures and enhancing the 
local autonomy; (viii) developing the methods of the benefit- sharing plan; (ix) 
developing the methods of benefit-sharing agreements; and (x) providing adequately for 
the potential budgets for BSM implementation for SUFs in Vietnam.    

In summary, the current research revealed that the BSM pilot policy in the Bach Ma NP 
has achieved some definite successes including (1) high support, demand and 
involvement by the local people during the BSM pilot-policy implementation; (2) 
improvement of local people‟s income, awareness, and practices in NTFP sustainable 
use and management; (3) increase of local people‟s awareness and participation in forest 
protection; and (4) improvement of natural-resource conservation in the co-management 
area during the BSM pilot. The process of the BSM implementation, however, still 
faced a number of challenges, such as (1) the complexity of NTFP harvest procedures; 
(2) the low local self-management (autonomy) in compliance with the BSM regulations; 
(3) the irregular and ineffective co-patrolling and monitoring activities; (4) conflicts that 
arose between NTFPs users from village to village in Thuong Nhat and between local 
traders and NTFP collectors; and (5) risks of overexploitation of NTFPs and advantage 
being taken of the NTFPs harvest to cut trees or trap animals. Furthermore, the 
implementation techniques and sustainability of the BSM pilot approach are still 
considered as significant barriers to wide-spread adoption of the program in the near 
future. As the case study in the Bach Ma NP - which presents only two years of BSM 
pilot - showed it remains a challenge to be able to perfect the management system, to 
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empower the BSM participants‟ capabilities, and to create the autonomy of local 
communities to co-manage the SUF. The BSM pilot, which seeks to shift from state-
focus based to local community-based management of SUFs in Vietnam, is a learning 
process that is both time and energy consuming. Therefore, it still needs greater efforts 
and good will from the government, relevant international agencies, stakeholders, and 
local communities to overcome the big challenge of true co-management in the context 
of Vietnam.  
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1. Research background 

Vietnam has more than 13.8 million hectares of forest, including the system of special 

use forests (SUFs) which is about 2 million hectares with 164 sites: 30 national parks 

(NP), 58 nature reserves, 11 species protected areas, 45 landscape protected areas and 

20 scientific practice and research forest (MARD-1739 2013). In recent years, although 

the SUFs have increased in both size and number the pressure on nature conservation 

still keeps rising. Even though the government has enhanced many efforts and increased 

investments in law enforcement or improvement of institutional and legal framework, 

most of the SUFs still face to illegal logging and overharvest of non-timber forest 

products (NTFPs), which may cause biodiversity loss and forest degradation. In practice 

it seems difficult to stop the demand for timber and NTFPs of surrounding 

communities. Therefore, the solutions need to accept the situation and shift to wise use 

of natural resources in order to ensure the harmony between conservation and 

development goals in the region. This is an urgent requirement and also is considered as 

one of the most basic elements for the sustainable development of the SUFs in 

Vietnam.  

According to Prime Ministerial Decision 126 in February 2012, the pilot policy on the 

benefit-sharing mechanism (BSM) in management, protection, and sustainable 

development in Vietnam‟s special-use forests (SUFs) was to be implemented in the 

Xuan Thuy and Bach Ma National Parks (Government-126 2012). These two parks 

were selected because they exemplify the two main types of ecological regions: wetland 

forest and terrestrial forest, respectively. This is a new approach and progress in nature 

conservation in Vietnam that is supposed to enhance the rights and responsibilities of 

local people in co-management of natural resources in the core zone of SUFs. 

The reason to select Bach Ma NP for doing research is that Bach Ma is a representative 

of a majority of SUFs in Vietnam that face to main threatens of illegal loggings, wild 

animal poaching and NTFPs over-exploitation. In addition, people who live in the 

buffer zone have limited ideas in terms of responsibilities and duties for sustainable use 

of natural resources in the NP. They seem not to understand to that these natural 

resources belong to the common national assets and they have no legal right of resource 

management and protection against outsiders. Many people who directly and indirectly 

get benefits from natural resources do not make any contribution to the conservation 

work (BMNP 2009). Hence, it is necessary to encourage such contribution and benefit 

sharing by natural resources users in order to sustainably manage and develop natural 

resources. 

However, the issue of sharing of benefits, rights and responsibilities in co-management 

of special-use forests is relatively new in Vietnam. The pilot policy on BSM in Bach Ma 

NP could encounter many challenges and difficulties both in the implementation and 

evaluation processes. Therefore, it was necessary to study how the pilot policy was 

implemented and what were the impacts on the natural resources conservation and 
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socio-economy in Bach Ma NP and its buffer zone. Then the study could suggest a 

number of solutions to develop the BSM policies as well as implementation methods for 

other special-use forests in Vietnam. 

 

1.2. Research questions 

How did the foundation process of the BSM pilot policy in Vietnam? 

+ Foundation process of co-management legislation of protected areas in Vietnam? 

+ Foundation process of the BSM pilot policy in Bach Ma national park? 

What were the impacts of the BSM pilot policy on socioeconomic factors? 

+ How was the perception, attitudes and expects of local people on the BSM?  

+ Level of local awareness on the BSM: benefits, rights and responsibilities? 

+ Level of local participation in forest protection and BSM implementation? 

+ Advantages/disadvantages when participating in the BSM implementation? 

+ Community conflicts and risks when participating in the BSM implementation? 

+ Costs/benefits analysis of the BSM implementation? How effective the BSM was?  

What were the impacts on the nature-resource conservation in the pilot area? 

+ Forest protection status: increase/decrease in number/scale of illegal cases inside 

the co-management area? 

+ NTFPs collection status: sustainably collected manner change or not? 

How were local people‟s perpectives on the BSM implementation‟s achievements, 

failures and future potential. 

 

1.3. Research objectives 

The research aims at assessing the impacts of the Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM) 

pilot policy on the socioeconomic factors and natural-resource management in the co-

management area between the Bach Ma National Park and the Thuong Nhat 

community. The research also aims to identify gaps from the BSM implementation and 

propose ways of improving the BSM pilot policy, in light of scaling up its application to 

other special-use forests in Vietnam. 

The specific objectives of this research are as follows: 

- To identify how and what basic concepts the pilot BSM has been developed. 

- To assess the impacts of the BSM on the socioeconomic factors in the pilot area 

of Thuong Nhat commune. 

- To assess the impacts of the BSM on the natural-resource management in the co-

management area. 
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- To assess the implementation of the BSM in Bach Ma NP. 

- To draw lessons and identify gaps from the BSM implementation towards 

scaling up the policy to other special-use forests in Vietnam. 

 

1.4. Research scope 

According to Decision 126, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

(MARD) is responsible for guiding implementation, approving the plan of BSM 

submitting from the two selected special-use forests, and organizational review and 

evaluation after the pilot period in order to improve BSM policies and submit to the 

Prime Minister for approval to apply throughout the country. Therefore the impact 

assessment study of the BSM in the Bach Ma NP is to contribute to the theoretical and 

practical basis for the MARD to build the new BSM policy for general application 

throughout the country. 

Funding for implementation of the pilot program were from the Vietnam Conservation 

Fund (VCF), the State budget and any interested organization. The VCF sponsored for 

funding Bach Ma NP to implement the project titled as "Piloting BSM in Bach Ma NP", 

which includes the activities of establishment of BSM management council, 

development and approval of the benefit sharing plans (BSPs); development, sign and 

implementation of the benefit sharing agreements (BSAs); media programs; livelihood 

development programs; NTFP monitoring surveys; management of NTFPs exploitation 

and use through patrol operations coordinating between rangers and seven village forest 

protection teams and one commune monitoring group (BMNP 2012).  

In addition, the project "Biodiversity conservation of forest ecosystems in Vietnam" 

organized by the German International Development Cooperation (GIZ) has done the 

initial survey on the socio-economic and natural resources use status in the seven pilot 

villages in  November 2012 (before applying the BSM plan approved by MARD). The 

report of this initial study has also identified the need to conduct impact studies of the 

BSM to assess the status of natural resources conservation and socioeconomy of local 

people in the pilot area basing on numbers of identified indicators. The results of this 

project were important references for the current research to contribute better scientific 

and practical basis to develop BSM policies and implementation methods for the future 

application. 

 

1.5. Research entity 

The research was not be done in all communes of the buffer zone of the Bach Ma NP, 

but only in the seven villages in the Thuong Nhat commune, which include: Ta Rin, 

Lap, Ta Lu, A Sach, A Tin, La Van and Hop Hoa villages which are the seven pilot 

villages applied the pilot policy. 

These seven villages were chosen because they all belong to one commune (Thuong 

Nhat) located in the new extension area of Bach Ma NP since 2008. In the past these 
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villages had their forest-product harvest area in the current core zone of the Bach Ma 

NP (9,219.5 ha that changed into the special-use forest since 2008). In their perception, 

different villages have different harvest zones accordingly to the boundaries that were 

once identified by streams and mountains. These villages were chosen to pilot the BSM 

policy because they are all belong to one commune that is easy to manage accordingly 

to the governance system of Vietnam (Nation - Province - District - Commune - 

Village). Additionally, the field study was also undertaken in the co-management forest 

area of the Bach Ma NP and the Thuong Nhat commune (9,219.5 ha). The research 

duration started from October 2012 to December 2014.
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2. Theoretical background 

 

2.1. Special-Use Forests system and its management in Vietnam 

2.1.1. Background information 

Vietnam has a landmass of 329,566 km2 and is bordered by China on the north, and 
Laos and Cambodia on the east. Most of the country consists of hills and mountains 
reaching up to over 3,000 meters above sea level, a 3,260-km long coastline harboring a 
variety of marine and coastal habitats, inland lakes and rivers, tropical rainforests, 
monsoon savannah, sub-alpine scrubland and two important river deltas (ICEM 2003). 
These habitats are home to about 16,428 plant species and 10,300 animal species 
(VNFOREST 2014). According to the Vietnam Red Data Book (2007), there are more 
than 882 endangered species, including 418 species of animals and 464 species of plants 
on land, in freshwater and sea. The global significance of the country‟s biodiversity has 
been reinforced by the discovery of five new species of mammals between 1992 and 
1997: the Sao La (Pseudoryx nghetinhensis (1992)), the Giant Muntjac (Muntiacus 
vuquangensis (1994)), the Truong Son Muntjac (Muntiacus truongsonensis (1997)), the 
Annamite Striped Rabbit (Nesolagus timminsi (1997)), and the Tay Nguyen Civet 
(Viverra tainguyenensis (1997)) (VNFOREST 2014). 

However, there are many threats to the country‟s terrestrial biodiversity but the most 
important has been deforestation due to logging, clearance for agriculture, forest fires, 
war damage, shifting cultivation, firewood collection and overgrazing. Apart from 
deforestation, the remaining area of good quality forest continues to degrade because of 
collection of rare medicinal plants and timbers, over-hunting and collecting of wildlife 
for trade (ICEM 2003). 

2.1.2. Categories of forests and Special-Use Forests (also known as Protected Areas 
or PAs) in Vietnam 

The Law on Forest Protection and Development (2004) divides forestland into three 
forest management categories: production, protection and special-use forests. Most land 
under the production forest category is managed by state-forest enterprises. The 
Protection and Special-Use Forests are administered by management boards. In most 
cases, these boards consist of the officials assigned by the relevant provincial forest 
departments (often the forest protection departments). 

Based on the Decision No 1739/QD-BNN-TCLN dated 31 July 2013 of the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) on the declaration of the national forest 
status in 2012, the forest coverage in Vietnam was 40.7%; the total forest area being 
13,862,043 ha, including 2,021,995 ha of Special-Use Forests, 4,675,404 ha of 
Protection Forests, 6,964,415 ha of Production Forests, and 200,230 ha of the planning 
forestry land (MARD-1739 2013). 

As mandated under the Prime Minister‟s Decision No 186/QD-TTg on 12 August 2006 
(Government-186), or more recently mandated under the Government‟s Decree No 
117/ND-CP on 24 December 2010 (Government-117), the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (MARD) and its provincial departments are responsible for all 
Special-Use Forests. Special-Use Forests (also known as Protected Areas or PAs) 
consist of national parks, nature conservation areas (including nature reserves and 
species/habitat conservation areas), landscape protection areas (also known as cultural-
historic-environmental sites) and scientific practice and research forests (Table 2.1.1). 
Institutional arrangements vary considerably among protected areas. In general, MARD 
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manages central national parks which are of special importance or that extend across 
more than one province (Government-186). Provincial authorities manage nature 
conservation areas, landscape protection areas and provincial national parks. Of the 
thirty national parks in Vietnam, twenty four are in the responsibility of provincial 
authorities and 6 are in the responsibility of MARD which recently has been 
decentralized to direct management by the Forestry Administration (VNFOREST) 
(Table 2.1.1). 

Table 2.1.1. Special-Use Forest categories in Vietnam 

Special-use Forest category Equivalent 
IUCN 
category * 

Number  

(as of 2013) 

Governance 

National park (NP)  II 30 MARD 

  + Central NP - 06 VNFOREST-MARD 

  + Provincial NP - 24 Provincial People 
Committees (PPCs)  

Nature conservation area (CA) I 69 PPC or its departments 

  + Nature Reserve IB  PPC or its departments 

  + Species/Habitat CA IV  PPC or its departments 

Landscape protection area III 45 PPC or its departments 

Scientific practice and research 
forest   

IA 20 MARD or agencies of 
MARD 

Total:  164  

(Source: VNFOREST 2014; * IUCN (1994): Guidelines for Protected Areas 
Management Categories) 

Based on the Prime Minister‟s Decision No 1976/QD-TTg dated 30 October 2014 on 
the approval of the national planning system of Special-Use Forests until 2020, Vietnam 
will have 176 sites with the total area of 2,404,440 ha (Table 2.1.2 and Figure 2.1.1). 
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Table 2.1.2. Planning of the Vietnam Special-Use Forests system until 2020 

Special-Use Forest 
category 

Planning time (2013) Planning until 2020 

Amount Area (ha) Amount Area (ha) 

I. National Park 30 1,077,236.13 34 1,083,226.28  

II. Conservation area 
(CA) 

69 1,099,736.11 58 1,217,781.89 

IIa. Nature reserve 58 1,060,958.87 44   1,112,988.92  

IIb. Species/habitat CA 11 38,777.24 14       104,792.97  

III. Landscape 
protection area 

45 78,129.39 61        92,713.13  

IV. Scientific practice 
and research forest   

20 10,652.25 9   10,838.15  

Total 164 2,265,753.88 176   2,404,439.85  

(Source: VNFOREST 2014) 
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(Source: VNFOREST 2014) 

Figure 2.1.1. Map of the Vietnam Integrated Protected Areas System until 2020 
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In addition, a number of Protected Areas in Vietnam have been recognized under 
international agreements, including two wetlands designated as Ramsar Sites, eight sites 
designated as Man and Biosphere Reserve, five sites designated as ASIAN Heritage 
Parks, and two sites designated as Natural World Heritage Sites (Table 2.1.3). The 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, as the national focal point for the 
Ramsar Convention, is responsible for nominating Ramsar Sites. Vietnam‟s National 
Man and Biosphere Committee is responsible for processing nominations for 
UNESCO‟s MAB Biosphere Reserves. The focal point for World Heritage Site 
nominations is the inter-ministerial Vietnam UNESCO Committee. In most cases, these 
international descriptions overlie Special-Use Forest categories in the national system. 
For example, the Phong Nha - Ke Bang World Heritage Site and the Xuan Thuy Ramsar 
Site are both established as Special-Use Forests (SUFs). Such sites are under SUF 
management boards reporting to the relevant PPC. Other internationally designated sites 
lie outside of established SUFs, for example Can Gio Man and Biosphere Reserve. That 
site has been added to the Ministry of Fisheries‟ list of proposed Marine Protected Areas 
and has special management arrangements involving a management board under the 
authority of the Ho Chi Minh City People‟s Committee (Dung et al. 2006). 

Table 2.1.3: Other types of Protected Areas in Vietnam 

Category Number 

(as of  2013)
 

Planning 
until 2020 

Note 

Wetland Protected 
Area (Ramsar sites) 

5 45 Prime Minister‟s Decision 1479 
(13 October 2010); 

 

Marine Protected 
Area (MPA) 

5 16
 

Prime Minister‟s Decision 742 
(26 May 2010)

 

Man and Biosphere 
Reserve (UNESCO) 

8 10
* 

Can Gio, Cat Tien, Cat Ba, Red 
River, Dat Mui, Cu Lao Cham, 
Tay Nghe An, Kien Giang. 

World natural 
heritage site 
(UNESCO)  

2 - Ha Long bay, Phong Nha – Ke 
Bang 

ASEAN heritage 
parks 

5 10
* 

Ba Be, Hoang Lien, Kon Ka 
Kinh, Chu Mom Ray, U Minh 
Thuong 

(Source: 
 
VNFOREST 2014; *: Government-1250 2013) 

 

2.1.4. Management of Special-Use Forests in Vietnam 

As mandated under Article 26 of Decree 117, the organizational structure of a Special-
Use Forest (SUF) management board consists of a directorial board (director and vice-
directors) and departments such as Planning and Finance; Organization and 
Administration; Science and Diplomacy; Forest Protection; Marine/Wetland 
Conservation (in case SUFs consist of marine/wetland); Centre of Environmental 
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Education and Services; Centre of Species Rescue, and Conservation and Development 
(Government-117 2010).   

For Special-Use Forest (also known as Protected Area or PA) policy and management, 
the key government agencies include the Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI), 
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD), the Ministry of Fisheries 
(MOFI), the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE), the Ministry 
of Culture, Sport and Tourism (MCST), and the Provincial People‟s Committees 
(PPCs). Their major roles in PA management are as follows: 

• Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI): throughout the annual budgeting process, 
it is responsible for setting funding levels and negotiating budget allocations including 
budgets for PAs based on the proposed financial plans of related ministries and 
provinces. 

• Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD): has overall responsibility 
for managing the system of PAs, reviews budget allocations for PA management 
boards, oversees implementation of the 5 Million Hectares Reforestation Program (661 
Program), which supports PA management through protection contracts and 
reforestation activities. It carries out surveys, plans and develops investment projects for 
establishing PAs. 

• Ministry of Fisheries (MOFI): is responsible for the natural resource management of 
all seawater, blackish water and freshwater including aquaculture areas. MOFI is also 
responsible for cooperating with MARD and MONRE to guide the management boards 
of PAs to manage marine and wetland areas within the PA. 

• Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE): is responsible for the 
Ramsar Convention, the Convention on Biological Diversity and co-ordinates the 
implementation of Vietnam‟s Biodiversity Law. 

• Ministry of Culture, Sport and Tourism (MCST): together with MARD, guides 
Provincial People‟s Committees (PPCs) to manage landscape protection areas (a.k.a. 
cultural-historic-environmental sites), and tourism activities inside the PAs. 

• Provincial People‟s Committees (PPCs): are responsible for managing a number of 
national parks, landscape protection areas and all nature conservation areas. Each PPC 
is responsible for proposing establishing new SUFs in its province, establishing and 
staffing SUF management boards, and allocating capital and recurrent budgets for their 
upkeep. The SUF management boards report to the relevant PPC either directly or via 
the provincial Forest Protection Department (FPD), Department of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (DARD) or other line department. The wide range of institutional 
arrangements is creating confusion over mandate and authority and undermining the 
effectiveness and role of management boards (Dung et al. 2006). 

• Local communities, NGOs or private sector bodies: do not officially manage SUFs in 
part or in whole. The common practice of getting local people involved in SUF 
management is through forest protection contracts. Depending on funding availability 
and forest areas to be protected, local households and individuals are assigned to certain 
areas for protection for which they receive on average VND 200,000 per ha per year. In 
some SUFs, local people are recruited as SUF staff or contracted labor. 
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2.1.5. Main constraints relating to the governance of Special-Use Forests in 
Vietnam  

Lack of concrete regulations relating to the decentralization of SUF management 
At present, management of Special-Use Forests (SUFs or PAs) is based on the Law of 
Forest Protection and Development (2004), Decree 23 on guidelines how to implement 
the Law of Forest Protection and Development (2006), Decision 186 (2006), Decree 
117 (2010), Decision 24 (2012) and related laws and under-law legal papers. However, 
there have been insufficient concrete regulations regarding the decentralization of PA 
management. This often leads to confusion in the institutional arrangements for PA 
management at provincial levels. The organizational structure of PAs is not united 
throughout the country. For example, the same type of PA can be managed by different 
levels (Provincial People‟s Committee/Department of Agriculture and Rural 
Development/Forest Protection Sub-department) or by different agencies (e.g. 
Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD) or Department of Natural 
Resources and Environment (DONRE)). This issue often causes limits of financing, 
management capacity for the PAs that are managed by lower levels or located in poor 
provinces (VNFOREST 2014). 

Unsustainable financing for the PA system 
Most PAs have a small core budget that comes from the province or, in the case of a 
few national parks, from the national government. These funds are seldom enough to 
cover the PA's full operations and maintenance costs. Most other funds are allocated 
annually and depend on the balance of state and provincial budgets. Thus, sustainable 
financing for protected area systems is an issue, especially for PAs located in poor 
provinces (ICEM, 2003).  

The management plans of PAs and buffer zones are not well integrated 
Decision 186 requests that the investment plan for a buffer zone has to be developed at 
the same time as the investment plan for a PA in order to enhance conservation. 
However, this policy has not been fully implemented nor integrated with the activities 
of the PA management boards for enhancing conservation activities (VNFOREST 
2014). PA management boards have authority only within PAs. In the buffer zone, 
management decisions are made by district and commune People‟s Committees, State-
Forest Enterprises, provincial DARD and DONRE. This leads to confusion, uncertainty 
and frustration amongst the various stakeholders. 

Communities living in PAs or in buffer zones do not really receive appropriate 
benefits from PAs 
At present, legal frameworks for PA management prohibit communities living in or near 
a PA from using natural resources inside the PA. This may give local people no 
incentive to use the resources wisely and sustainably, and no encouragement to 
participate in conservation work. There is still a lack of policies regulating the benefit 
sharing mechanisms (BSM) in PAs such as the BSM on natural resources management 
and use amongst management boards, local communities and related stakeholders 
(ICEM 2003). 

From the issues mentioned above, concerning the related research topic on the 
assessment of the BSM pilot policy in Bach Ma NP, following question arises here: how 
can be ensured that communities living in protected areas and buffer zones really 
receive appropriate benefits from protected areas? For this question, two main solutions 
are conceivable for further discussion: to identify appropriate mechanisms for 
increasing the participation of local stakeholders in conservation work and to consider 
sustainable use of resources in some protected areas and expand the categories of 
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protected areas that allow for various intensities of use by people such as IUCN's 
Category V and VI (ICEM 2003). 

 

2.2. Co-management and benefit-sharing mechanisms in protected areas 

2.2.1. Concepts and definitions  

According to Borrini-Feyerabend and colleagues (2000), a distinguished scholar and 
advocate of the concept, co-management is defined as “a situation, in which two or 
more social actors negotiate, define and guarantee amongst themselves a fair sharing of 
the management functions, entitlements and responsibilities for a given territory, area or 
set of natural resources” (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2000, p:1). In the context of 
protected area management, co-management could be described as the sharing of power 
and responsibility between government and local resource users (Plummer, Fitzgibbon 
2004). This approach can also be understood as a participatory, collaborative or joint 
management (Carlsson, Berkes 2005). However, some scholars have classified co-
management as a specific case of revenue sharing (Nkhata et al. 2012). Moreover, it has 
been emphasized that co-management needs to be adaptable to changing conditions and 
needs to explicitly incorporate learning (Folke et al. 2002). 

Concerning the concept of Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM), generally it is 
determined as one of the fundamental components of co-management (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2000). It could also be said that, as an important part of co-
management, the process of benefit sharing should be co-managed and hence the power 
and responsibilities in this procedure should be shared among actors in order to succeed 
in the co-management of protected areas (PAs) (Yitbarekt et al. 2013). 

Furthermore, the sharing of benefits from conservation is certainly a key element of 
nature conservation, which includes not only the distribution of the benefits attained 
from a resource, but also its management (Yitbarekt et al. 2013). Protected area co-
management is as a specific sort of community preservation as it pays special attention 
to the interplay between communities, private and governmental actors (Carlsson, 
Berkes 2005). 

In the case of Vietnam, the BSM pilot policy under the Decision No 126 encourages the 
development of participatory approaches to natural resource management and 
encourages the piloting of collaborative approaches and co-management agreements 
between the local village communities and PA management boards (Government-126 
2012). Therefore, the BSM used here (as the preferred term used by Ministry of 
Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD), Vietnam) is another term for co-
management or participatory management that is based on the sharing of rights, 
benefits, and responsibilities (Bechstedt et al. 2010; Spelchan et al. 2011). This is also 
the basic background of the research in doing assessment of the pilot BSM policy on 
protection, management and sustainable development in PAs in Vietnam.  

2.2.2. Necessity of co-management and BSM in protected areas 

A lot of developing countries in the tropics, where there is high biodiversity and local 
communities live on natural resources for sustaining their life, have developed their 
system of protected areas to address the growing conservation interests (Rashid et al. 
2013). However, most of the cases were not successful with the desired conservation 
goals, because the governments often focused on pure ecological conservation, but have 
not given much attention to the important role of local people, especially in realizing the 
traditional forest rights and practices (Craig 2002; Nepal, Weber 1995). This failure 
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often led to conflicts or mistrust between the protected area‟s management boards 
(MBs) and the local communities, resulting in a failure to meet the management goals 
of protected areas (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2002). The current situation of Vietnam 
protected areas management is not an exception. Although the government has recently 
paid more attention to PA management, forest protection and forestland allocation, 
policies on such areas in Vietnam have been unable to achieve their desired outcomes 
(Bechstedt et al. 2010). Most of the special-use forests (PAs) still face illegal logging 
and overharvesting of non-timber forest products (NTFPs), leading to biodiversity loss 
and forest degradation. In reality, it seems difficult to stop the demand for timber and 
NTFPs of surrounding communities if the government keeps the top-down management 
approach like before.  

In the recent decades, local people‟s roles of participating in and supporting the 
management of protected areas have been clarified as important factors to improve 
nature conservation, especially in developing countries (Rashid 2013; Wells, McShane 
2004). According to Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2006) the two most important factors 
influencing PA success, with the highest score, refer to the necessity of good relations 
between PA management and the local community, including “locally adapted 
involvement of residents” and “local communities supporting the protected area” (Stoll-
Kleemann et al. 2006). 

However, local people support the collaborative forest management when their 
participation is beneficial (Abbot et al. 2001; Mahanty, Guernier 2008). The received 
benefit is the true motivation and the most important reason for the local community to 
accept and practice participatory forest management. However, this management 
approach requires participants to bear a part of costs (money or labors) and other 
opportunity costs (Subodh Gautam 2010; Mahanty, Guernier 2008). This means that 
local people or forest resource users need to compare the costs of spending their time in 
participatory practices and meetings with the benefits they or their community expect to 
obtain (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2006). They would deny the conservation programs if the 
cost of participation in management and monitoring surmount the benefits they 
received. As stated by the authors Blomley & Iddi (2009), there is significant relation 
between the forest management outputs and the benefits shared with local communities. 
The local people receive less or much more benefits closely correlated to the forest 
degradation or improvement respectively (Blomley, T., Iddi, S. 2009). Hence, to get a 
genuine involvement of local stakeholders, agreements of benefit sharing mechanism 
(BSM) developed voluntarily and equally between the local communities and the PA 
management board are very important and promising methods to conserve, develop and 
sustainably use nature resources in PAs (Mustalahti 2009).  

As mentioned in the guideline of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 
(MARD) of the Decision No126 implementation in Vietnam (MARD-VCF 2012), the 
BSM agreements need to base on genuine collaborative partnerships and participation 
as an important theme to help protecting the forest from the exploitation of the 
“outsiders” (people who come from the other commune). Because on the one hand the 
BSM agreements on forest resource use and protection in PAs need to recognize that 
neither the local community, nor the management board can protect the forest resources 
alone, and that they need to cooperate with each other to protect the forest. On the other 
hand, the protected area management board depends on the involvement and support of 
the local stakeholders. This is like a process of “power sharing” under the BSM 
agreements among relevant stakeholders, especially between PA MBs and local 
communities. In case of PAs management in Vietnam, Bechstedt et al. (2010) stated that 
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it is essential to join a worldwide trend towards the transition of forest state ownership 
to forests designated for sustainable use by communities and indigenous peoples.   

2.2.3. Global experiences of co-management and benefit sharing mechanisms in 

protected areas 

Co-management has been practiced and developed in many parts of the world in an 
attempt to reconcile nature conservation and development agendas among stakeholders 
(Walker 2010). For example, in Canada, co-management happens mainly between two 
subjects, the State and local resource users, who are represented by local enterprises and 
indigenous communities. In fact, there are two approaches to analyze the co-
management system in Canada. First, the co-management is considered as a formal 
collaborative system among different agencies, through a formal agreement of shared-
power between the State and local resource-based groups. And the second approach 
originated from an assumption that the participants of co-management joined to solve 
their own issues (Berkes 2008). As a result, the co-management is considered as a 
favorite measure to support local communities and involved agencies in developing 
their knowledge and skills to solve their own issues themselves (Belcher et al. 2005). 

In Uganda, when taking a forest co-management study in the Bwindi Impenetrable and 
MgaHinga Gorilla national park the two researchers Wild and Mutebi (1996) stated that 
the collaborative management had been implemented between the national park 
management board and the local community. The two collaboration sides signed an 
agreement to allow the local people to harvest certain forest products sustainably, while 
taking the responsibility to join natural resource protection in the region. Co-
management here consists of only two partners, i.e. the management board and the local 
community (Wild, R., Mutebi, J. 1996).  

In Orissa and Uttarkhand in India, the State has allowed local citizens direct access to 
forest products and forest land, to benefit from the forests or has offered the citizens 
favourable conditions to access the State‟s programs of forest management. In return, 
the citizens cooperate with the state to manage forests through protection or plantation 
programs. Under the BSM among the State and local ethnic groups, project programs 
also supported to reconcile resource disputes between the State and local people. The 
co-management and collaboration programs have achieved considerable results in forest 
management in India with more than 63 thousands groups who have enrolled in joint 
forest management programs to regenerate 14 million hectares of forest (Eva, W. et al. 
2004). 

According to the report of Krishna (1999), in the Chitwan Royal protected area in 
Nepal, local people joined the cooperative management program with the local 
authorities and the PA management board  in management of the forests in the PA 
buffer zone. From this program, they could get 30% - 50% of the annual income from 
tourism. This income was used to re-invest in community socioeconomic activities 
(Krishna 1999). However, research done by Ghale (2010) showed that in Nepal the 
forests are mostly owned by the state with 74.6%, the rest 25% are community forests 
and 0.04% are private forests. This research depicted that the co-management approach, 
resource control and the benefit sharing situation in Nepal is not well-balanced (Ghale 
2010). 

In Brazil, the local people support the management of 2.2 million ha of watershed 
protection forests, and half of the population of Zimbabwe district participates in the 
CAMPFIRE program. This program offers local people a share of the profit from 
tourism in the wildlife sanctuaries. The program has helped the state to protect forests 
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well, has helped the locals to improve their income and forest resource access rights. 
However, the program has not supported and motivated the poor people to improve their 
livelihoods (Jocelyn, A., JoAnn, M. 2000). In India and Africa, this approach had 
positive influences on biodiversity improvement. This was demonstrated via an increase 
of species richness and tree density in areas where co-management was implemented, 
compared to forest areas without cooperation between the government and local 
communities (Blomley, T. 2013; Vemuri 2008). Additionally, in Bangladesh awareness 
of local people towards nature conservation greatly improved. Local people estimated 
their roles in conservation of NTFPs positively and initiated participation in forest 
protection (Mukul et al. 2010; Rashid 2012).  

Despite the achievements of co-management, there are still challenges relevant to the 
poor quality of local participation and inequality in distributing benefits between 
participants (Méndez-López et al. 2014; Koli 2010). Several studies in India and 
Mexico showed that when local participants were passive in their involvement, local 
cooperation was ineffective (Méndez-López et al. 2014). Research in Chunoti wildlife 
sanctuary in Bangladesh also indicated the co-management initiatives were not 
successful in solving the access and benefit equity among the forest users due to the 
different treatments captured by local elite and the societal patronage relation (Koli 
2010). This issue of elite capture also happened in protected areas in Nepal and India 
similarly (Bajracharya et al. 2006). 

In terms of overharvesting of forest resources, many surveys in Bangladesh and Africa 
revealed that NTFPs or other natural resources were usually overharvested even when 
the harvesting amount had been regulated. This problem may lead to the extinction or 
wide-scale degradation of some species in the forest (Belcher et al. 2005; Uma 
Shaanker, R. et al. 2004). According to a study in India by Vemuri (2008), collection 
and sale of NTFPs have not led to improve forest-based livelihood opportunities for 
traditional tribal stakeholders in forest villages due to the low prices paid to the 
collectors in rural areas by middlemen and traders (Vemuri 2008). 

Furthermore, ineffectiveness in controlling or monitoring activities caused unsuccessful 
co-management or BSM activities. Hossain and Karim (2009) defined that due to 
limited funds for patrolling activities, both quality and quantity of local participation in 
co-management activities in Bangladesh had decreased (Hossain, Karim 2009). In 
addition, the Cameroon government often failed to collect fines for illegal activities, and 
the process of integrating the indigenous people into forest management, decision-
making and benefit sharing were not always successful. These governance problems are 
attributed to the lack of a functioning control system and monitoring instruments, 
especially in developing countries (Lindhjem et al. 2011). 

In summary, the co-management and BSMs in PAs have experiences for decades all 
over the world. The co-management approach has reached some important 
achievements as well as faced a number of challenges as mentioned above. 

2.2.4. Some of the co-management initiatives in Vietnam protected areas 

The Law on Forest Protection and Development (1991) divides forestland in Vietnam 
into three categories, namely Production, Protection and Special-use Forests. Production 
Forests are managed by State-Forest Enterprises and earmarked for exploitation in 
compliance with approved management plans. Protection Forests are designated to 
protect land and water sources in critical areas and administered by management boards. 
The exploitation is restricted to mainly non-timber forest products in natural forests. 
However, Special-Use Forests (SUFs or PAs) are designated on the basis of their 
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importance for conservation of Vietnam‟s biodiversity, science, tourism or cultural and 
historical heritage and also administered by management boards. According to the Law 
on Forest Protection and Development (1991), the local people are not allowed to access 
and collect any natural resource in the PAs. In most cases, the PA management boards 
are staffed by officials assigned by the relevant provincial forest department, but does 
not include representatives from other sectors or stakeholders from the local 
communities (ICEM 2003). 

Therefore, to test for potential approaches to manage the PAs in Vietnam more 
effectively, some projects funded by the non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have 
recently developed different organizational models at the village community level such 
as Autonomous Forestry Board, Forest Protection Teams, etc. in Ngoc Son - Ngo Luong 
Nature Reserve, Xuan Son National Park, Hoang Lien National Park or Advisory 
Councils in Mu Cang Chai - Khau Ca Protected Area. These models were reported at 
the national workshop on PA co-management in Hoa Binh province, Vietnam on 24 
May 2013 held by the People and Nature Centre (PanNature), the International 
Organization for Wild Flora and Fauna Conservation (FFI), and the Vietnam PAs and 
National Parks association. Based on the models‟ reports, the presented research has 
reviewed these models to introduce them as worthy practical experiences for the BSM 
case study in Bach Ma NP as follows:   

a) Village forest protection team in Lang village, Xuan Son National Park 

Lang village, Xuan Son commune, Tan Son district, Phu Tho province, is home to nearly 75 
households (January 2011), mainly inhabited by the ethnics of Dao and Muong who live within 
the forest zone of Xuan Son National Park. The life of local people is mainly based on rice 
farming, shifting cultivation, forest product extraction and service activities. Special use forests 
(PA) contracting model for rural communities of the Lang village with Xuan Son National Park 
was started in 2007, through the assistance of state projects under the program of national 
reforestation of five million hectares (XSNP 2013). 

Lang village forest protection (VFP) team is an organization of rural communities, of 
which each household has at least one participating member. The team is divided into 
three groups and is managed by one team leader and three deputy leaders (including two 
women) elected by the community. The team leader is not the village chief. Under the 
advice of the forest development unit of the commune, Xuan Son Commune People's 
Committee issued a decision recognizing the Lang VFP team and the member lists, so 
that they can coordinate with the Xuan Son NP MB to protect the forest. 

The model of this VFP team is formed according to the village forest management 
guidelines under Decision No 126/QD-BNN dated 27 November 2006 of the Ministry 
of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD). Lang village‟s convention on forest 
protection and development was recognized by a decision of Tan Son District People's 
Committee. Once established, the VFP team signed a forest protection contract with the 
Xuan Son NP MB to manage 1,040 ha of PA forest, including 29 plots within the 
geographical boundaries of the village. A compilation of forest protection contracts has 
been established including boundary-specified maps and a current forest status map. On 
the day of forest allocation, all members of the VFP team witnessed and received the 
contracted forest from the national park MB and local forest rangers (XSNP 2013). 

Lang VFP team made a monthly patrol schedule for the three groups, each responsible 
for monitoring an area (the plot) of determined forest. This plan was notified to the local 
ranger station built in the commune to jointly patrol the forest. The groups assigned 
members to patrol the forest, every trip into the woods with five to six people along 
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monitoring routes. The deputy heads are responsible for timekeeping of members‟ 
patrol times. The main tasks of the VFP team are the prevention of illegal activities such 
as logging, illegal forest clearance; to support rangers seize violation means, and to 
pursue individuals entering illegally the forest to harvest forest resources. 

With the stock management norms of VND 200,000 /ha/year under the program 661, 
each year Lang VFP team received more than VND 200 million from the park if the 
forest protection results were achieved. After deduction of the responsibility allowances 
for team managers about VND 4 million/year, each participating household received 
from VND 1.8 million to VND 3.5 million/year, corresponding to 40-80 workdays 
patrol that they perform (XSNP 2013).  

The payment is supervised by the local authority and households. Villagers said they are 
pleased with the level of payment, especially when they receive wages on the occasion 
of Tet holiday. To knit community with forest protection, Xuan Son National Park in 
cooperation with local authorities has implemented projects supporting alternative 
livelihoods for people. Households participating in forest protection are in priority to 
support production, livestock, forest plantation or other livelihoods from community 
development projects. 

Although in the testing phase, the model of forest protection contracts for rural 
communities in Xuan Son NP gave good results: a self-management responsibility and 
self-monitoring in the community were promoted; more effective management schemes 
than the model of household contracts; and mitigation of forest loss lead by the locals. 

b) The Advisory Council for forest protection in Mu Cang Chai Protected Area 

Under the advice and support from the International Organization for Wild Flora and 
Fauna Conservation (FFI), Mu Cang Chai species and habitat protected area (PA), 
located in Mu Cang Chai district, Yen Bai province, was established under Decision No. 
513/QD-UBND dated 09 November 2006 by the People's Committee of Yen Bai 
province. Mu Cang Chai PA has a total area of 20,293 hectares and six communes in the 
buffer zone. The areas under protection are areas with high biological diversity, many 
species of rare plants and animals (black gibbon, rufous-necked hornbill, po mu, etc.), 
but the economic condition of the people is very difficult (MCCPA 2013).  

Right from the inception, Mu Cang Chai PA model was oriented as a co-management 
model based on community collaboration. Thus, in 2006, a Forest Protection Council 
has been established with an advisory role for the PA management board, connect and 
exchange information with the commune level. Since 2010, FFI combined with the 
People and Nature centre (PanNature) continued to support this model through enhancin 
local participation in forest management and protection.  

In 2011, the forest protection council has been strengthened by Decision No. 1785 / 
QD-UBND of Mu Cang Chai District People‟s Committee. Subsequently, the council 
continued to improve regulations on operations and renamed the Advisory Council 
(AC). The AC has 14 participants, including the district ranger head (as also vice-
director of Mu Cang Chai PA) as president and other members from forestry, land and 
resources, police, judicial, forest rangers, district youth union, farmer association and 
commune community representatives (chairman or deputy chairman of the CPC) of five 
communes. Specific responsibilities of the AC members are specified in Decision No. 
01 / QD-UBND dated 08 February 2012. Besides, in order to implement relevant 
activities at the commune level, the collaborative forest protection units in four 
communes (Lao Chai, De Su aneurysm, Pung Luong, Nam Khat) have also been 
established in late 2011. The AC holds a meeting quarterly to share activities among the 
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council members and to listen to comments from representatives of the communes to 
plan activities for the next quarter (MCCPA 2013).  

However, some major difficulties that the AC of Mu Cang Chai is currently facing are: 
(i) Members of the AC are active mostly part-time; and (ii) A big challenge to be able to 
make people willing to support and participate in protecting the reserve due to local 
poverty. 

c) Autonomous Forestry Board in the Ngoc Son - Ngo Luong Nature Reserve  

Ngoc Son - Ngo Luong Nature Reserve (NR) (Hoa Binh) has over 19,200 ha in the area 
of six highland communes of Lac Son and Tan Lac districts. The NR is mostly low 
limestone forests with high diversity of flora and fauna, consisting of many species in 
the Vietnam Red Book. Since 2010, FFI-Vietnam and PanNature have combined with 
Hoa Binh Forest Protection Department (FPD) to conduct a pilot of adaptive forest 
management model, to promote local people‟s participation in forest management and 
protection in the NC of Ngoc Son - Ngo Luong. This pilot works through the support 
and formation of organizations called Autonomous Forestry Boards (AFBs) (NSNR 
2013). 

Five AFBs were established in the communes based on an open and democratic election 
process. Each AFB has from five to seven members, including one member as a forestry 
staff of the Commune People‟s Committee, in order to ensure close contact between the 
AFB and local authorities. The AFBs act as a bridge between citizens and local 
authorities and forest owner to engage local communities to participate in the 
management and protection of the nature reserve. The specific tasks of the AFBs are as 
follows: 

+ Local involvement enhancing through negotiation and agreement: the AFBs, 
on behalf of the community, participate in discussion of related issues to the forest 
resource management in the region, thereby contributing to specify worthy benefits for 
the people, bringing the local voice to the responsible agencies. These issues discussed 
and agreed between the NC MB, the AFBs and commune authorities include defining 
scope of the forest co-managed by villages, forestry land use planning, sustainable use 
and management of forest products, indirect benefits from community forests like 
budget for forest protection contract, the development projects, etc. 

+ Forest protection patrolling: AFBs hold periodic patrols every week in the 
region with a combination of community members and local forest rangers. 
Participating households send members to co-patrol. AFBs are also involved in 
detecting and preventing acts of deforestation, and participated in mediation with 
violations in the communities.  

+ Advocacy of violators: AFBs coordinate with local forest rangers the 
organization of advocacy activities, raising awareness for the villagers about the value 
of forests and forest protection work, and focus on the major impact objects on forests 
such as youth, women.  

+ Supporting economic development in the buffer zone: AFBs build and 
implement small grant packages for benefiting the community. The implementation of 
this financing package helps improve capacity for AFBs, encourage people to 
participate in forest protection and maintain the original basis for long-term operation of 
the AFBs.  

+ The decentralization of forest co-management to AFBs has achieved certain 
results such as more local involvement and cooperation in forest protection and 
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management of the nature reserve.  However, it is necessary to increase the capacity and 
support from related authorities. Especially the NR management board and functional 
forces in comprehensive forest management need to be able to bring a real efficiency for 
nature conservation and community development (NSNR 2013). 

In summary, these co-management models have initially generated a positive signal for 
the PA co-management development progress in Vietnam. The models have created 
local-based institutions in order to cooperate with the PA management boards and the 
local authorities to protect and manage the forests. Under the operation schemes of these 
models, self-management responsibility and self-monitoring in forest protection have 
been initially promoted in the local community. However, the models have faced some 
certain challenges such as (i) low involvement of local people due to poverty, low 
awareness and low benefits received by local people; (ii) low capacity and support from 
the local authorities, nature reserve management boards and the local functional forces 
in comprehensive forest management and community development; (iii) budget 
shortage for monitoring activities; and (iv) the community institution had not yet clear 
legal position. Therefore, these models needed to be continually monitored, tested and 
evaluated for its performance and effectiveness. 

 

2.3. The challenges of co-management and Benefit-Sharing Mechanism in Vietnam 

The challenge is particularly great in Vietnam because decades of conflict, state control, 
and large-scale migration have undermined the capacity and initiatives of communities 
(IUCN 2010). While local communities live inside or nearby the PA, according to the 
current law, the PAs are owned and managed by the Government (under management 
boards). Local communities do not have any property right to manage or use the forest 
resources. Consequently, they have had to access, exploit and use the PA resources 
illegally and unofficially for their lives in the long-term, resulting in an overexploitation 
as many researchers stated (Bechstedt et al. 2010).  

Based on the literature reviews of the legal context of Vietnam PA management, the 
research assumes that in most of the recent initiatives of BSM or co-management in 
Vietnam PAs might face a main challenge due to the “being not a forest land owner” 
psychology of local people when being called to participate in forest co-management. In 
this assumption, a series of questions needs to be considered, for example: Is there any 
active and genuine participation (involvement) of local people when they practice the 
pilot BSM or co-management initiatives or not? Or is there any true and equal 
negotiation between local communities and management boards or not? Because it is 
completely new for communities to negotiate with the government as equals, which is 
very important factor to success the co-management, GTZ and FFI-supported co-
management projects have shown that a long-period of consultation and organization 
are required before any kind of negotiation is possible (IUCN 2010). 

Based on the Policy Brief No 5 of the People and Nature Centre (PanNature 2012) and 
the consultant reports at the national workshop on PAs co-management in Vietnam in 
Hanoi held by the Vietnam Forestry Administration in October, 2013, the presented 
research reviews and clarifies some obstacles, difficulties and challenges in terms of 
awareness, capacity, legislation, institution, organization, technique and finance need to 
be taken into account when discussing co-management and BSM in PAs in Vietnam as 
follows: 

(i) Implementation of policy on PA co-management is the decentralization process, 
promoting participation and responsibility to protect and develop forest resources 
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among the management board, local authorities and local communities. This process 
requires a change in perception and attitude of the state agencies, local authorities and 
local relevant stakeholders about their role and ability in protecting forests and 
conserving biodiversity. Accordingly, local communities should not be seen as agents of 
deforestation or as sources of cheap labor, but as the institution that has the right to 
access, benefit and responsibly manage and protect forest resources (Thoa 2013). 

(ii) Difference from production and protection of forests, existing legal provisions on 
the PAs virtually prohibit local people and communities to access, exploit and rationally 
use natural resources to sustain their livelihoods (Government-186 2006). Thus, the 
Decision No 126/QD-TTg recently has opened up testing opportunities to allow local 
communities to access and benefit from the PA managing participation (Government-
126 2012). However, the implementation techniques, potential risks and sustainability 
of this approach are still being considered as significant barriers to widespread adoption 
in the future. 

(iii) For participating institutions, the choice of co-management models to operate and 
solve problems of forest protection and biodiversity conservation effectively still needs 
to be discussed (PanNature 2012). The State has clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities of organizations and individuals in forest protection and management. 
Following this, the interdisciplinary collaboration rules between rangers, police and 
military force, or between the PA management board and local authorities have been 
established to co-patrol or to sign of forest protection commitments. However, this 
approach is only exercising the right and responsibility of governmental agencies; not 
really focusing on the local community, not having a real representative of the 
community to participate, or not meeting the concerns, the willingness and benefits of 
local participation.  

(iv) An important obstacle is the negotiation capacity of community organizations in the 
process of reaching an agreement of co-management with PA management boards and 
the local authority as mentioned above. It is important to support the locals to be able to 
protect their rights of resources access, benefits, voluntarily abide by the agreements on 
joint activities of forest protection and management (PanNature 2012). In addition, to 
become a community institution with the ability to provide public services on forest 
protection, community organizations need more consultation, guidance and trainings to 
have basic knowledge and skills of management and operation of the organization, 
negotiation, management of funds, forest patrol and monitoring, community media, etc. 

(v) The limited budgets of the State for PA management can present a major obstacle to 
offset the costs of promoting and maintaining the testing management models (Swan 
2010). A number of new financial mechanisms such as PFES (payment for forest 
environmental services), forest lease for ecotourism development, REDD+ (reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation and forest degradation) can bring financial 
opportunities to pay for local communities to participate in forest protection in the 
future. Besides, the policies of forest protection allocation and livelihood development 
in PAs‟ buffer zone under Decision No 24/QD-TTg in 2012 have also high potential to 
apply for maintaining the co-management and BSM initiatives which develop the co-
management policy for PAs in the future (Government-24 2012). 

In summary, Vietnam now has certain prerequisites for establishing and 
institutionalizing policies on PA co-management with a focus on the involvement of 
local communities. This is a learning process and requires the State having certain 
improvements on policies relating to the rights and responsibilities of all stakeholders to 
forest resources. 
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2.4. Foundation process of the co-management and BSM initiatives in Vietnam 

Protected Areas 

Vietnam has undergone a difficult history of wars to look for its independence. In 1975, the 
country was united and has been independent since then. The state governance system 
has four levels: national, provincial, district and commune. As the State legislation 
regulates, all land is owned by the people and managed by the state. In 1976, the 
General Department of Forestry was upgraded to Ministry of Forestry. Decision No. 
41/TTg of the Prime Minister established the category of Prohibited Forests and several 
protected areas were designated in the following years. In 1986, Decision No. 194/CT 
decreed the establishment of 73 new Special-use Forests nationwide, most of which 
lacked management boards, budgets or investment plans (Giacomo et al. 2002). In 
addition, in 1986, the State launched the “Doi Moi” policy, which led to the recognition of 
the role of non-state forest organizations in contributing to the forest management (Thang et 
al. 2010).  

In the 1990s, the state introduced forest policies and programs aiming at allocating the 
land use right to organizations, households and individuals for stable and long-term use. 
The certificates are granted for agricultural lands for up to 20 years and for forestry 
lands for up to 50 years. The land-use allocation process, particularly for forestry lands, 
has proceeded slowly. However, this is one of the most important decentralization 
policies that the local households or the communities have a land use right of the barren 
land or natural forests under the certificate of long-term use and management (Thi Ha et 
al., 2007).  

In Vietnam, protected areas were initially understood to be "prohibited forests" and later 
as Special-use Forests under the provisions of the Forest Protection and Development 
Law of 1991. Most protected areas in Vietnam are still called "Special-use Forests" 
even when they don‟t include any forest, such as cultural and historic sites, grasslands, 
freshwater lakes, and marine areas (IUCN 2004). 

In January 2001, Decision No. 08/QD-TTg classified Special-use Forests (as called as 
Protected Areas (PAs) in the presented research) into the following categories: (i) 
National Parks; (ii) Conservation Areas (include two sub-categories: „nature reserves‟ 
and „species and habitat conservation areas‟; (iii) Cultural, Historical and 
Environmental sites (Landscape protected areas) (Table 2.4.1). These Special-use 
Forests (PAs) comprise mainly terrestrial forest sites but also include a small number of 
wetlands and major marine sites (Government-08 2001).   

Table 2.4.1: Categories of Special-Use Forests in Vietnam 

Special-use forests (as known as PAs) Equivalent IUCN category * 

National Parks II 

Conservation Areas I & IV 

          Nature Reserves IB 

          Species and Habitat Conservation Areas IV 
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Landscape Protected Areas III 

Scientific and Experimental Forest Areas IA 

* IUCN (1994): Guidelines for Protected Areas Management Categories 

(Source: IUCN-Vietnam 2008) 

Table 2.4.1 shows that Vietnam has a number of protected areas in IUCN categories I to 
IV, there is no protected areas in category V (Protected Landscapes/Seascapes) or VI 
(Managed Resource Use Areas), both of which would allow sustainable use of protected 
area resources. However, in practice, people live legally or illegally inside the 
boundaries of most protected areas in Vietnam. Prohibiting their use of customary and 
traditional resources inside the protected areas sometimes creates conflicts (IUCN 
2004). 

Until 2002, according to the authors Giacomo et al. (2002), the various assessments 
conducted on Vietnam‟s protected areas system have exposed a number of challenges 
for environmental managers and planners. One of the challenges is limited stakeholder 
participation. Thus, a multi-sectoral representation should be encouraged in protected 
area management, mainly at the level of provincial conservation strategies and in the 
protected area management boards (Giacomo et al. 2002). 

The 2003 Land Law and the 2004 Forest Protection and Development Law further 
defined local responsibilities and associated legal rights for local people. Local 
households (HHs) and communities were then recognized as legal recipients of land use 
rights (Thang et al. 2010). 

In 2004, Vietnam Conservation Fund (VCF) under the Forest Protection Department 
was established as a component of the World Bank supported Forest Sector 
Development Project, providing a financial mechanism for supporting the development 
of co-management based approaches to protected areas, and to strengthen management 
capacity at site level (Bechstedt 2009). As a member of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD), Vietnam had to implement the CBD Program of Work on Protected 
Areas. The CBD program requires establishment of policies and institutional 
mechanisms to promote the involvement of local HHs, communities and relevant 
stakeholders in BSM development, capacity building, etc. in order to co-manage 
protected areas. It seems that there is a pressure from international regimes for shifting 
from state-control to community–based approach in PAs management in Vietnam.  

Since the middle of 2008, several co-management or collaborative management studies 
under the project-level initiatives have been done across Vietnam. These project-level 
initiatives were implemented to allow for the establishment of pilot BSM examples 
between the management boards of PAs and local communities (Bechstedt et al. 2010). 
To evaluate the initiatives rhetoric and reality, there was a GTZ workshop on co-
management held in Soc Trang on March 17-19, 2010. The workshop showed several 
examples of co-management in Vietnam, including two main areas of the coastal zone 
and inland PAs (Swan 2010). 

Two studies of co-management initiatives in Tram Chim National Park (Dong Thap 
province) and the GTZ-supported mangrove co-management agreement in Au Tho B 
Village (Ca Mau province) showed that local people could make a big contribution to 
forest protection and management if they had more rights and responsibilities over 
forests (Ha et al. 2012; Quan, Vij, S. 2008). However, a study commissioned by the 
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GTZ project showed that household-based mangrove forest allocation had failed to 
conserve the thin strip of mangroves in Au Tho B village. At national level, the 
contract-based forest allocation system in which the joined households were paid a few 
dollars per hectare a year to protect forest has generally failed to stop forest degradation. 
Reasons are that it was often not enough money to cover the opportunity costs of 
protection for the local people, resulting in no monitoring to ensure local compliance 
with the forest co-management regulations (IUCN 2010). In addition, a study by 
Bechstedt (2009) in Song Thanh Nature Reverse in Quang Nam province suggested that 
the BSM agreement needs to be based on a genuine partnership. Sharing and 
empowerment should be guaranteed to the marginalized and less powerful HHs (the 
poor in the community). Furthermore, responsibilities, rights and benefits as well as 
access to information need to be equally shared amongst stakeholders involved in the 
benefit sharing agreements (Bechstedt 2009; Ha et al. 2012). Swan (2010) stated that no 
effective and sustainable systems of co-management have yet been demonstrated in 
PAs, largely due to a lack of supportive enabling environments and a nearly-complete 
absence of impact monitoring. The author suggests that further external technical and 
financial support is required to realize the potential of co-management models for PAs 
in Vietnam (Swan 2010).  

Originated from the above process of co-management and BSM foundation, the legal 
framework and policy of PAs co-management and BSM have been developing in 
Vietnam recently. The master plan of forest protection and development in the period of 
2011-2020 was approved by the Prime Minister at the Decision No 57/QD-TTg dated 9 
January 2012. The Section III.3 of the plan mentions that the government delegates the 
management boards of PAs, protection forest, state forestry enterprises to operate the 
co-management mechanism with local communities in accordance with the sharing of 
forest protection, development responsibilities and getting mutual benefits basing on the 
stakeholders‟ contribution (Government-57 2012). Following this master plan, the 
Decision No 07/2012/QD-TTg dated 8 February 2012 by the Prime Minister placed 
significant progress on the policy of forest protection enhancement. Especially, article 4 
on the forest co-management policy states the establishment of a management council – 
the legal representative of local communities – that could ensure direct and voluntary 
negotiation between the PA management board and village community about the forest 
protection and development responsibility; and legal benefit sharing through the 
collaborative mechanism. The policy aims to enhance the effectiveness of forest 
protection and sustainable use, income increase, labor generation, etc. The Prime 
Minister delegates MARD to implement the forest co-management mechanism from 
2012 to 2014 through the method of “piloting BSM in some PAs” in order to basically 
shift from the state-control to multiple local-based management of forest, in which local 
communities share the responsibilities and benefits with the state agency (Government-
07 2012). 

 

2.5. The BSM pilot policy initiatives in the Bach Ma National Park 

To create the legal framework for the co-management policy development, in February 
2012 the Prime Minister issued Decision No 126/QD-TTg on the pilot policy of BSM in 
management, protection and development of PAs. According to Decision No.126, the 
Bach Ma National Park (BMNP or the Park) and the Xuan Thuy National Park (also 
known as the Xuan Thuy Ramsar) were the two PAs in Viet Nam chosen as pilot sites 
for implementing the BSM. The budget used for the pilot projects was from the 
governmental budget, the VCF and other donor supports. The BSM pilot aims to set up 
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a background for the legal framework of BSM, rights and responsibilities of MBs of 
PAs and communities based on co-management principles to manage, protect and 
sustainably develop PAs and to contribute to income generation and improvement of 
livelihoods for people living inside the park and in the buffer zone of the PAs 
(Government-126 2012).  

In the two pilot sites, benefits including agricultural, forestry and aquatic products in 
PAs will be sharable for the MBs of PAs, local village communities, households, 
individuals living legally inside the PAs or in villages‟ adjacent to boundaries of the 
PAs. The principles of the BSM pilot policy are (i) to ensure direct and voluntary 
negotiations between the MBs and local village communities (through the legal 
representatives of the so-called Management Council); openness and transparency 
during the implementation process; (ii) to bind responsibilities of stakeholders with their 
shared benefits; and (iii) to harvest, use sharable benefits without causing negative 
impacts on the target conservation of PAs.  

The Management Council (MC) includes representatives of MBs of PAs, local village 
communities, PA‟s forest protection department (FPD) or district‟s FPDs, and 
Commune People‟s Committees where the BSM is piloted. The MC has a function and 
jurisdiction over the development of a benefit sharing agreement, administration and 
supervision of the implementation of a pilot BSM in managing, protecting and 
developing the PA sustainably. Based on a specific case, one PA can have one or many 
MCs. The president of the MC is the PA director, the MC president deputy are 
representatives of the Commune People‟s Committees and PA‟s FPDs or district‟s 
FPDs. The MB of PA would be in charge of and co-operates with the MC to develop 
the benefit-sharing plans (BSPs) to submit to the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development (MARD) for approval. 

Rights and responsibilities of the PA MBs, local communities, households, individuals, 
the MC, district and commune People‟s Committees on the BSM implementation are 
clearly regulated in Decision No. 126/QD-TTg. Especially, this is the first time that the 
rights and responsibilities of a local community on a PA are recognized by law. 
According to this law, the indigenous communities have official rights to harvest, use 
sustainably natural resources, to raise certain animals or suitable plant crops to get 
benefits under the forest canopy as compliance of the approved proposal under the 
benefit sharing plans and agreements between them and the PA MBs.  

Concerning the BSM pilot case in the Bach Ma NP, local villagers have the opportunity 
from the commencement of the scheme to voluntarily register with BSM and develop 
BSM plans and BSM agreements. During the BSM agreements implementation, local 
people who participate in the BSM must follow its regulations, especially the NTFP 
exploiters have to follow the NTFP sustainable harvest regulations. Additionally, they 
are responsible for protecting the forest from illegal activities caused by insiders or 
outsiders, and for reporting in time to the village forest protection (VFP) teams and the 
forest rangers of BMNP about any illegal activities (MARD 2012). 

The BSM sharable benefits from the Bach Ma NP include three main sources: (1) 30 
different forest products (wild plants and animals); (2) all kinds of plants, crops and 
aquatic animals planted or grown under the forest canopy and bare land in the 
ecological rehabilitation sub-zone (ERZ) under the approved proposals; and (3) 
payments for environmental services such as Thuong Nhat hydropower service, trading 
of carbon credit, etc. (Government-126 2012). However, for its effective management 
possibility, the BSP was approved by MARD in October 2012 including only seven 
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NTFPs as sharable products for the BSM pilot between the seven villages and the Bach 
Ma NP‟s MB (MARD 2012). 

Recently, Decision No. 218/QD-TTg was approved by the Prime Minister dated 07 
February 2014 on the management strategy of the Vietnam system of PAs, marine 
protected areas, and continental wetland protected areas in the period 2015-2020. 
Article 1 of Decision No. 218/QD-TTg has directed the task to continue implementation 
of Decision No. 126 until 2015 in order to organize the workings of assessing, 
improving and issuing a general regulation on BSM policy from environmental services 
inside PAs. Until 2020, according to Decision No. 218, the Vietnam PAs system will 
approach the new management scheme based on the pilot BSM and co-management 
policies (Government-218 2014).   

In sumary, Vietnam has a certain legal foundation to clarify and legalize the co-
management in PAs by recognizing local community participation. This is a learning 
process, which is time and energy consuming to shift from state-focus based to local 
community-based management of PAs in Vietnam. It needs more efforts and good will 
from the government, relevant international agencies, stakeholders and local 
communities to overcome the big challenge of true co-management in the context of 
Vietnam. Because decades of conflict, state control and large-scale migration have 
undermined the capacity and initiative of communities in negotiation processes on their 
benefits, rights and responsibilities in forest use and management. It requires a long 
time of consultation and organization before any kind of equal negotiation is possible, 
and the community consultation and organization is costly in terms of time and 
resources (IUCN 2010).  
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3. Research methodology 

 

3.1. Study site selection 

According to Prime Ministerial Decision 126 in February 2012, the pilot policy on the 
benefit-sharing mechanism (BSM) in management, protection, and sustainable 
development in Vietnam‟s special-use forests (SUFs) was to be implemented in the 
Xuan Thuy and Bach Ma National Parks (Government-126 2012). These two parks 
were selected because they exemplify the two main types of ecological regions: wetland 
forest and terrestrial forest, respectively. Another reason to select the Bach Ma National 
Park (NP) was that it contains the majority of the SUFs in Vietnam facing critical 
threats such as illegal logging, wild-animal poaching, and NTFP over-exploitation.  

In the case study of the Bach Ma NP, the BSM was applied in seven villages of the 
Thuong Nhat commune, the Nam Dong district, and the Thua Thien Hue province. The 
BSM plan approved by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) in 
October 2012, stipulated that these villages would have the official rights and 
responsibilities to cooperate with the Bach Ma NP management board to protect the 
forest and sustainably use the seven kinds of NTFPs, including rattans, honey, Lingzhi 
mushroom, bamboo shoot, snails, wild boars, and Uoi seed (Scaphium lychnophorum 
Hance.) in the ecological park‟s rehabilitation zone. The study took place in these seven 
villages, as well as in the co-management forest of the Bach Ma NP and the local 
community, in order to evaluate the social, economic and environmental aspects of the 
BSM implementation‟s impacts (Figure 3.1.1).  

 

(Source: adapted BMNP 2013) 

Figure 3.1.1: Map of the Bach Ma NP and the co-management area under the BSM  
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3.2. Social science research and research design 

Social science research comprises three major methodological paradigms: qualitative 
research, quantitative research, and mixed research (Johnson 2007). All three are 
important and have value. Qualitative research tends to use the exploratory scientific 
method to generate hypotheses and develop understandings about particular people, 
places, and groups. Qualitative researchers typically are not interested in making 
generalizations. Qualitative research is discovery oriented and is conducted in natural 
settings (Flick 2005). In contrast, quantitative research is typically done under more 
tightly controlled conditions and tends to use the confirmatory scientific method, 
focusing on hypothesis testing and theory testing. Quantitative researchers seek 
common patterns in thought and behavior and generalize broadly. Mixed research 
involves mixing and combining qualitative and quantitative research in an individual 
research undertaking. In mixed research, the researcher uses a mixture or combination 
of quantitative and qualitative methods, approaches, or concepts in a single research 
study or in a set of related studies. The qualitative and quantitative parts of a research 
study might be conducted concurrently or sequentially to address a research question or 
a set of related questions (Johnson 2007). The key differences among the three research 
approaches are shown in Table 3.2.1.  

Table 3.2.1: Characteristics of Quantitative, Mixed, and Qualitative Research 

Category Quantitative Research Mixed Research Qualitative Research 

Scientific 
method 

Confirmatory or “top-
down”. The researcher 
tests hypotheses and 
theory with data 

Confirmatory and 
exploratory 

Exploratory or “bottom-
up”. The researcher 
generates new hypotheses 
and grounded theory from 
data collected 

Most 
common 
research 
objectives 

Description, 
explanation, and 
prediction 

Multiple objectives; 
fuller explanation 
multiple 
perspectives 

Qualitative/subjective 
description, exploration, 
and discovery 

View of 
human 
thought 
and 
behavior 

Regular and 
predictable 

Dynamic, complex, 
and partially 
predictable 
 

Dynamic, situational, 
social, contextual, and 
personal 

Focus 
Narrow-angle lens, 
testing specific 
hypotheses 

Multi-lens focus 

Wide-angle and “deep-
angle” lens, examining 
the breadth and depth of 
phenomena 

Source: adapted from Johnson B. & Christensen L. (2004) 
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Table 3.2.1: Characteristics of Quantitative, Mixed, and Qualitative Research 
(continued) 

Category Quantitative Research Mixed Research Qualitative Research 

Nature of 
observation 

Study behavior under 
controlled conditions. 

Study behavior in 
more than one 
context or condition 

Study behavior in 
natural environments in 
which behavior occurs 

Nature of 
reality 

Objective (different 
observes agree on what 
is observed) 

Common sense 
realism and 
pragmatic view of 
world 

Subjective, personal, and 
socially constructed 

Form of 
data 
collected 

Quantitative data 
based on precise 
measurement using 
structured and 
validated 
data-collection 
instruments. 

Multiple kinds of 
data. 

Qualitative data such as 
in-depth interviews, 
participant observation, 
field notes, and 
openended questions. The 
researcher is the primary 
data-collection 
instrument. 

Nature of 
data 

Variables 

Mixture of 
variables, words, 
categories, and 
images 

Words, images, 
categories 
 

Data 
analysis 

Identify statistical 
relationships among 
variables. 

Quantitative and 
qualitative analysis 
used separately and 
in combination. 

Use descriptive data; 
search for patterns, 
themes, and holistic 
features 

Results 

Generalizable findings; 
providing 
representation of 
objective outsider 
viewpoint of 
populations 

Corroborated 
findings may 
generalize. 
Presentation and 
integration of 
multiple dimensions 
and perspectives 

Particularistic findings; 
provision of insider 
viewpoints; present 
multiple perspectives 

Form of 
final report 

Statistical report 
(e.g., with correlations, 
comparisons of means, 
and reporting of 
statistical significance 
of findings) 

Mixture of numbers 
and narrative 

Narrative report with 
contextual description 
and direct quotations 
from research 
participants 

Source: adapted from Johnson B. & Christensen L. (2004) 
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In the present thesis, Vietnam‟s Bach Ma NP was selected as a case-study object. Case- 
study research is a form of qualitative research that is focused on providing a detailed 
account of one or more cases. The present research approach followed a case-study 
design, with formulation of research questions, and applied a variety of methods drawn 
from qualitative social science research to allow for data triangulation, and to achieve 
this, a set of methods was chosen: (1) a literature review, (2) semi-structured and 
structured household interviews, (3) village meetings, (4) focus-group discussions, (5) 
in-depth interviews, (6) a consultant workshop, and (7) forest surveys. 

The concept of triangulation was regarded as important in the context of the present 
study. The special appeal of triangulation is that it allows going beyond the limitations 
of a single method by combining several approaches and giving them an equal 
relevance. It is more fruitful if a variety of theoretical approaches are combined or taken 
into account in combining methods (Flick 2005). Triangulation is useful in helping to 
gain a more comprehensive picture of the contemplated situation and increasing 
objectivity and accountability in qualitative social research (Olsen 2004). 

In the case study conducted in the Bach Ma NP, triangulation was realised in terms of 
theoretical perspectives, data type and sources, and methods. Theoretical perspectives 
were triangulated by regarding the interviewees as their interaction and culture. Data-
type triangulation was adopted through the utilization of scientific literature, case-study 
reports, workshop proceedings, governmental reports, plans, legal documents, and also 
the survey data gathered from interviews. Data-source triangulation was assured by 
interviewing a large number of stakeholders from different stakeholder groups (e.g. 
rangers, village heads, local traders, members of village forest-protection teams and 
local authority members). Moreover, method triangulation (data-collection methods) 
was used by applying open and closed questionnaires in household interviews and 
organizing village meetings, in-depth interviews, focus-group discussions, consultant 
workshops, and forest surveys (Figure 3.2.1). Throughout the field visits and forest 
surveys, numerous unrecorded conversations took place with NTFP users, ranger staff, 
and members of the village forest-protection teams, thus furthering insights into the 
ground-based situations. 
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Figure 3.2.1. Methodological approaches of the research 

3.3. Data-collection process and data-processing method 

Secondary data was collected mainly from the Bach Ma NP, the Thuong Nhat 
Commune People‟s Committee, and the Vietnam Forestry Administration. The 
secondary data included Decision 126; the BSM plan; the BSM agreements; local 
socioeconomic reports; the Vietnam Conservation Fund (VCF) project reports; the 
Thuong Nhat forest-protection station‟s work record books  and reports; and reports, 
maps, and books of the Bach Ma NP and Thuong Nhat commune. Simultaneously, 
relevant research on BSM and co-management in Vietnam and worldwide were also 
gathered.  

The secondary data and research collected were reviewed to develop the research 
objectives and research questions. Then, the author held a group discussion with experts 
in June 2013 to get their advice on developing factors for impact assessment of the 
BSM pilot policy. The experts involved in this consultant group discussion included the 
two lecturers from the Hue Agroforestry College who undertook consultant work for 
developing the BSM plan, the BSM project coordinator, the president of the Thuong 
Nhat People‟s Committee, the head of Bach Ma NP‟s scientific department, the Talu 
village leader in Thuong Nhat, and the head of the Thuong Nhat forest-ranger station. 
The discussion output was a framework of factors used to assess impacts of the BSM 
pilot policy and the policy implementation. Based on this framework, the open and 
closed questionnaires were designed, tested, and used for household interview surveys.  

Quantitative: 

Structured HH 
interviews:  

12 closed questions 

 

Quantitative: 

Structured HH 
interviews:  

9 closed questions 

 

Qualitative: 

Semi-structured HH 
interviews:  

10 open questions 

 

 

Qualitative: 

Semi-structured HH 
interviews: 

5 open questions 

 

Mixed method: 

HH interviews:  

18 closed & open 
questions 

 

 

Mixed method: 

HH interviews:  

24 closed & open 
questions 

 

 

Qualitative: 

+ Village meetings: 7 
x 20 people 

+ Focus group 
discussions:  

3 times x 6 people 

+ In-depth 
interviews:19 
people 

+ Consultant 
workshops: 2 times, 
reported and took 
notes, ideas   

+ Forest surveys: 24 
sample plots, 4 main 
transects 

Collection, analysis, data triangulation, theoretical saturation of information 
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The primary data was collected at the study site in December 2013 and December 2014 
by using survey tools such as village transect walks, semi-structured and structured 
household interviews, village meetings, in-depth interviews, focused group discussions, 
consultant workshop, and forest transect and a sample plot survey (Table 3.3.1).  

 

Figure 3.3.1: Photos of consultant group discussion and household interview 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3.2: Photos of village meeting and in-depth interview 
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Table 3.3.1: Summary of the primary data collection process 

 

 

Data collection process 
Main issues 

Methods Quantity/description Time/Place 

Household 
interviews 

 

40 randomly 
selected households 

(First collection) 

 

 

72 randomly 
selected households 
(Second collection) 

 

 

7-12 Dec. 
2013 

Interviewee‟s 
house 

 

16-25 Dec. 
2014 

Interviewee‟s 
house 

- Local support/participation in the 
BSM implementation 

- Local awareness of the benefits, 
rights, responsibilities of BSM. 

- BSM advantages/disadvantages  

- Conflicts, inequity and risks 

-  BSM impacts on the local 
income, NTFP dependence 

- Local perspectives on the BSM‟s 
achievements, failures, potentials.  

Village 
meetings 

7 meetings x 20 
participants/each 
village (7 villages) = 
140 participants 

15-17 Dec. 
2013 

Village 
communal 
houses 

- Level of local support, 
participation in the BSM policy 

-  Impacts of the BSM on social 
and economic schemes 

- Level of local dependence on 
NTFPs (number of NTFP users) 

- Issues and solutions of BSM 

Group 
discussions 

3 group discussions 
x 6 NTFP-based 
villagers = 18 
participants 

19-20 Dec. 

Village 
communal 
houses 

- Failures and solutions when 
implementation of BSM 

- BSM management and illegal 
cases‟ treatment status 

- Social vulnerabilities: risks, 
inequities, conflicts. 

In-depth 
interview 

19 key informants: 7 
village leaders, 2 
local NTFPs traders, 
2 rangers, 7 VFP 
team heads, 1 local 
official 

26-28 Dec. 

Interviewee‟s 
houses or 
office 

- Individual perspectives on the 
BSM failures, risks, conflicts and 
future potentials: reasons and 
suggestions for improvement.  

- Cross check of the BSM issues 
that arose in village meetings. 

Consultant 
workshop 

5 local agencies + 5  
Bach Ma NP + 22  
BSM actors + 14 
VFP team members 
+ 35 villagers 

Mar. 2014, 
Thuong Nhat 
communal 
house 

- Awareness and feedback of the 
BSM from stakeholders 

- Suggestions, solutions for BSM 
implementation 
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Household interview surveys 

One socioeconomic baseline study of the Thuong Nhat commune in November 2012 
showed that about 65% of the households (HHs) were harvesting NTFPs in the Bach 
Ma NP and 35% of them were not. The study revealed that 36% of the HHs were poor 
and sub-poor and 64% were non-poor (GIZ 2012). To ensure the accurate representation 
of the  HHs in the interview survey, we based participation on the household name lists 
of the seven villages and randomly selected those to be interviewed according to the 
current ratio of HHs types mentioned above. The interviewees were all above 18 years 
old and mostly gender balanced, as we interviewed both spouses of the households. The 
profile of the HHs interviewed is shown in Table 3.3.2. 

Table 3.3.2: Interviewee profile of the surveys in December 2013 and December 2014 

Total number of 
HHs interviewed 

Age 
Households‟ 
dependence on NTFPs 

Household type 

18-40 >40 Harvesting 
Non-
harvestin
g 

Poor/ 

sub-poor 
Non-poor 

40 (9% total HH 
population) 

(December, 2013) 

36 4 30 10 15 25 

90% 10% 75% 25% 37.5% 62.5% 

72 (15% total HH 
population) 

(December, 2014) 

62 10 46 26 26 46 

86% 14% 64% 36% 36% 64% 

(Source: HHs interview survey in December 2013 and 2014) 

Questionnaires were designed and pre-tested with five HHs to verify and validate the 
HHs survey instrument in Thuong Nhat villages on 3-4 December 2013 (for the first 
household interview survey) and 10-11 December 2014 (for the second household 
interview survey).  

The first HH interview survey (in December 2013) was implemented with the 
questionnaire including ten open (semi-structured), eighteen closed multiple-choice and 
open (mixed), and nine closed multiple-choice questions. The questionnaire for the 
second HH interview survey (in December 2014) included five open (semi-structured), 
twenty four closed multiple-choice and open (mixed), and twelve closed multiple-
choice items (Annex 1&2). 

The questionnaires were developed based on the research questions and the framework 
of factors used to assess impacts of the BSM pilot policy and the policy implementation 
mentioned above. The closed questions were used to measure the level of local support 
for and participation in the BSM implementation, the local awareness of their benefits, 
rights, responsibilities when participating in the BSM, and the BSM‟s impacts on the 
local income and NTFP dependence.  

The open (and mixed closed and open) questions were used to clarify advantages, 
disadvantages, conflicts, inequity and risks of the BSM and the local perspectives on the 
BSM‟s achievements, failures, and future potential.  
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The questionnaire was used to interview the respondees at home. The closed- 
questionnaire interviewees were asked about a) their support and participation level in 
the BSM; b) their awareness of the benefits, rights, and responsibilities when 
participating in BSM; c) HH income and NTFP dependence; d)  perception of forest-
protection status; and e) perception of NTFP sustainable use.  

For each factor, the response multi-choice options were based on the respondee‟s 
agreement level (e.g. “strongly agree”, ”agree”, “agree normally” “disagree”, “strongly 
disagree”, “I don‟t know”.) The results were analysed by creating simple graphs in 
Excel that presented the distribution of responses among the given response options. 

The mixed questionnaire (between the closed and open questionnaires) were also used 
to ask the interviewees for their responses to the multiple-choice or Yes/No questions. 
Then the interviewer asked the individuals why they had selected the specific option. 
The answers to these questions and the open questions were classified and coded as “a”, 
“b”, “c”, “d”, etc., based on the category of the relevant answer for each question. The 
Countif formula of MS Excel 2007 was used to calculate the number of each answer 
category. 

The results of the HH interview surveys were often quantitative types such as average 
number, total number, and percentage. The calculated results of the first and second HH 
interview surveys were compared question by question to clarify the changes in local 
perceptions on relevant issues. The qualitative data collected from the focus-group 
discussions or the in-depth interviews were used to crosscheck and triangulate the 
results of the HH interview surveys and the results of the village meetings. 

Village meetings 

After finishing the HHs interviews, the researcher, along with the village heads, 
conducted seven village meetings in the villages investigated in Thuong Nhat to gain 
information on levels of local support and participation in the BSM policy, impacts of 
the BSM on social and economic schemes and levels of local dependence on NTFPs. 

There were seven village meetings, each involving the participation of twenty villagers. 
The village meetings took place in the village communal houses from 15 to 17 
December 2013. The questionnaire designed and used for village meetings included 
only open questions. At the village meetings, the researcher and the village head raised 
questions and - if needed - explained them to the participants. The frequency of each 
reply to each question was recorded on sheets of paper. The results of the village 
meetings were used to clarify the issues when interpreting the results of HH interview 
surveys.  

Focus-group discussions 

After completion of the household surveys, the village meetings and focus-group 
discussions were organized to clarify the issues of failures and solutions in the 
implementation of BSM and social vulnerabilities such as risks, inequities, and 
conflicts. There were three group discussions. Each group included six villagers, who 
were involved in various main types of NTFP exploitation (rattan group, Lingzhi 
mushroom group and honey group). Issues were presented one by one to the participants 
for discussion, and both the issues and the answers were written in brief form on a 
notice board during the exchange of opinions. Notes were taken in regard to all answers 
in order to support the data analyzed from the household survey. The group discussions 
took place in the village communal houses from 19 to 20 December 2013.  Each group 
session took about two hours. 
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In-depth interviews 

The researcher also undertook in-depth interviews with the leaders of the seven villages 
investigated, two local NTFPs traders, two forest rangers (one of them is the head of the 
Thuong Nhat forest protection station), seven VFP team heads, and the president of 
Thuong Nhat people‟s committee (who is also the vice-head of the BSM management 
council). The purpose of the in-depth interviews was to crosscheck the information 
gathered from the group discussions and the household interview surveys. The in-depth 
interviews were conducted with nineteen key informants from 26 to 28 December 2013. 
Based on the role of the interviewees, the interviewer asked specific questions to deepen 
the individual perspectives on the BSM failures, risks, conflicts, and future potential. 
Notes of the responses were taken in order to support the data triangulation of the 
respective issues. Each in-depth interview took about thirty minutes. 

Consultant workshop 

In order to share the study results, the researcher took part in a workshop to evaluate the 
BSM one year after its implementation. The workshop was held in the Thuong Nhat 
commune in March 2014. The workshop participants were from the provincial forest 
protection department (five people), the Bach Ma NP management board (three people), 
the Thuong Nhat forest protection station (two people), the BSM management council 
members (twelve people), the monitoring group (ten people), the village forest 
protection teams (fourteen people), and residents of seven villages (35 people). The 
author of this research attended the workshop to present the initial results of the research 
in order to get feedback from different stakeholders and to take notes of ideas or 
suggestions from the participants for data triangulation. 

The researcher also joined and shared the study results at the workshop to evaluate the 
BSM after two years of implementation in Ha Noi in March 2015. The workshop 
participants were from the different governmental agencies of MARD, BSM 
implementation partners such as local authorities and national parks, and the relevant 
NGOs working in Vietnam. The workshop was held by the Forestry Administration 
(VNFOREST) with the purpose of evaluating the BSM pilots and discussing the 
possibilities of extending the pilots and the co-management policy development for the 
special-use forests in Vietnam. 

Forest surveys 

In order to assess the impacts of the BSM implementation on the forest resources in the 
co-management area, two methods were used: a forest transect survey and a sample plot 
survey. Twenty-four sample plots were marked randomly on the map to get the most 
representatives of the different forest types before going into the forest to set up the 
sample plots for investigation. Then, the researcher identified the plot position in the 
forest by GPS and marked the central point of the sample plot using red paint on a tree.  

The circular plots were laid out to detect and measure the rattan resources and signs of 
forest impacts. From the center point, we used plastic strings with a length of 11.3m to 
detect and measure the rattan bushes and signs of forest impacts inside the oval (S=400 
m2, R=11.3m). We counted the number of living rattan stems of different lengths (0-
0.7m; 0.7m-2.5m; 2.5m-5.0m; >=5m) and the number of harvested rattans in each rattan 
bush. 

The surveys were repeated in the same plots in January 2014 and January 2015. The 
forest-resources surveys were conducted a total of eight times in co-operation with the 
rangers of the Thuong Nhat forest protection station and members of the village forest-
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protection teams. Each survey was done by seven people in three days along the 
designed transects/routes and with six sample plots designed in each survey location as 
mentioned above.  

MS Excel 2007 was used to process the data and to find out the local harvest behavior 
and the harvest sustainability level of rattans. The sample plots and transects were 
located in the three co-management zones managed by different villages as follows 
(Figure 3.2.2):  

+ Zone 1: Forests along the two main streams of Chan Mang and Ma Rai, which are 
under the common management of two villages: Village 1 (Ta Rin) and Village 2 (Lap), 
including sub-zones 424, 426, 427 and a part of sub-zone 429. 

+ Zone 2: Forests along the two main streams of Talu and Atin, which are under the 
common management of two villages: Village 3 (Atin) and Village 4 (Ta Lu), including 
sub-zones 428, 430 and a part of sub-zone 429 and 410. 

+ Zone 3: Forests along the La Van stream, which are under the common 
management of three villages: 5 (A Sach), 6 (La Van), and 7 (Hop Hoa), including sub-
zones 425, 410.  

Source: adapted BMNP 2013 

Figure 3.3.5: Map of the sample plots position for forest survey in the co-managed 
forests 
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4. The study site description 

 

4.1. The Bach Ma national park 

Administrative location 

Bach Ma NP is located in the two provinces, Thua Thien Hue and Quang Nam, and 

comprises the 12 communes of Phu Loc, Nam Dong (Thua Thien Hue) and Dong Giang 

(Quang Nam) districts. 

Geographical position: From 15
0
59‟28‟‟ to 16

0
16‟02‟‟ North Latitude 

    From 107
0
37‟22‟‟ to 07

0
54‟58‟‟ East Longitude. 

(Source: WWF-Vietnam 2013) 

Figure 4.1.1: Map of the Bach Ma National Park in linking with other Protected Areas 

Boundary of Bach Ma NP: 

- To the North, adjacent  Phu Loc forestry One member Limited liability company; 

- To the South, adjacent Dong Giang district, Quang Nam Province. 

-  To the East, adjacent Hoa Vang district, Da Nang Province. 

- To the West, adjacent Khe Tre town, Nam Dong district, Thua Thien Hue province. 
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(Source: adapted BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.1.2: Administration map of the Bach Ma National Park 

 

Area of the Bach Ma NP: The Bach Ma NP comprises of 42 small forests with a 

total area of 37,487 ha (34.380 ha of Thua Thien Hue and 3,107 ha of Quang Nam 

Province), including Strictly Protected Area is 12,065 ha, Ecological Rehabilitation 

Zone is about 20,324 ha and Administrative and Services Area is about 5,188 ha. The 

buffer zone includes15 communes and townlets with a total area of 58.676 ha (Figure 

4.1.3). 
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(Source: adapted BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.1.3: Map of the Bach Ma National Park and its buffer zone 

 

Topography of the Bach Ma NP 

Bach Ma NP is located in the central region of the Truong Son mountain range.  The 

width of the mountain is narrow, so the mountain side is strongly sloping, and the 

medium slope of the surrounding terrain is from 15
0
 - 35

0
. Nui Mang is near Dong 

Giang - Quang Nam and Nam Dong - Thua Thien Hue is very sloping. Many places 

have a slope of over 45
0
 so it is difficult to move in the terrain. The enlarged Bach Ma 

NP has many high mountains of over 1,000 m such as Truoi Top in the enlarged area in 

the Phu Loc district with the height of 1,170 m. The top of Mang mountain is 1,712 m, 

and this is the highest mountain of Bach Ma NP and also the boundary point among 

Thua Thien Hue, Quang Nam and Da Nang provinces. These high mountains cause 

differences of the climate between Thua Thien Hue and Quang Nam province leading to 

the differences of fauna and flora. The different climates have created many endemic 

fauna and flora in the enlarged area. The fauna and flora in this area is very diverse 

species, have a great value of heritage and they are distinguished from other areas in 

Viet Nam. Most of the enlarged area is located in the lowland from 80 to 1000 m a.s.l. 

At the foot of the mountains are long, narrow valleys with clean and clear streams 

which contribute to the change of the climate and the biodiversity of the area (Figure 

4.1.4).  
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(Source: adapted BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.1.4: Map of the Bach Ma National Park’s topography 

Geology, pedology of the Bach Ma National Park 

The mountains in Bach Ma NP are made of feralite on granite rock, magma and magma 

acid. The park has many hills and low mountains with landscapes divided and worn out 

strongly together with many small, short and sloping streams in the watershed. These areas 

are considered as protection areas for Truoi valley,  Phu Loc district, Ta Trach river, Nam 

Dong district, Cu De river, Kon river, Vang river of Dong Giang district. In the rainy 

season, sudden strong and fierce flood often occurs causing the landslide on the bank of 

rivers, streams. In the dry season, the streams in the area become drier, to the point that 

some streams have no water (Figure 4.1.5).  

Climate of the Bach Ma National Park 

Bach Ma NP is affected by two main phenomena: the Northeast monsoon with rain 

from September to April, and the Southeast monsoon which leads to a drought from 

May to September. In the rainy season, the rainfall is very high, the temperature is low 

and the moisture is high. In the dry season,the temperature is very high with a long hot 

time and average rainfall is very low. According to the data from hydrometeorology 

stations in the region, the average temperature of the region is 24
0
C. The annual rainfall 

is about 3,440 mm and it can vary from region to region. The rain starts from September 

to December accounting for over 70% of the total rainfall of the whole year and the 

annual moisture is 85%. There is a considerable difference between the temperature of 

Nam Dong and Phu Loc districts. 
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(Source: adapted BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.1.5: Map of the Bach Ma National Park’s hydrological system  

The enlarged area of Dong Giang-Quang Nam is located in the tropical moist monsoon 

belonging to the transition area between Southern and Northern part of the Truong Son 

mountain range so it has many rains and the temperature is hot and moist. The rainy 

season is from September to February of the next year, and the dry season is from 

March to August. However, due to the impact of the climate of the Northern part of Hai 

Van and the cold flow of Bach Ma mountain-Thua Thien Hue and Ba Na - Da Nang 

province, it‟s often cold for a long time. The average annual temperature is 23.5
0
C, the 

highest is 38
0
C, the lowest is 8

0
C. The months of highest ones are June and July, the 

lowest one is December. The average annual rainfall of the enlarged area is higher in 

comparison to other regions in Quang Nam province. The total of the rainfall/year is 

often from 2,000 – 2,500 mm, sometimes it can be up to 4,000 mm. The rainfall 

changes throughout the year. The highest rainfall is in October and November,and the 

lowest is in June. The average annual moisture is 86%.  

Biodiversity of the Bach Ma National Park 

Vegetation 

The Bach Ma NP is recorded as a high biodiversity area. The area is located in the 

transition region of the two flows of temperature and boundary of fauna between the 

South and the North of Viet Nam. The main types of forest found in this area is lowland 

evergreen forest located at the height of under 900 m: 

- Subtropical rain closed evergreen  forest: This type of forest is located in the area 

above 900 m, accounting for a small area, with different structure and species in 

comparison with lowland rain forest. The popular ones are rich and medium forests 

which have a two-layer structure, including 1-2 layer of timber and scattered shrubs.  



The study site description 

58 

 

- Tropical rain closed evergreen forest: This type of forest is located at the height of 

less than 900m including all statuses of forest such as rich forest, medium forest, 

rehabiliation forest, poor forest, bare land.  

 Flora 

According to the list of 2011 (Huynh, V. K. & Tran, T. A. 2011), the mushroom and 

flora includes 2,373 species, mushroom comprise of 55 families, 332 species, moss has 

25 families, 87 species; Fern & relatives have 28 families, 183 species; coniferous and 

non-coniferous have 164 families and 1,771 species in Bach Ma. Rare and precious 

species such as Dalbergia bariensis, Dalbergia cochinchinensis, Sindora tonkinensis, 

Sindora siamensis, Aquilaria crassna, Hopea pierei, etc. are also discovered in the park. 

Bach Ma has been a hot spot of endemic species. Bach Ma has recorded and named 5 

new species, namely Cissus bachmaensis, Calamus bachmaensis, Elaeocarpus 

bachmaensis, Glochidion bachmaensis and Licuala bachmaensis. According to the 

Vietnam Redbook (2007), there are 73 species and 204 endemic species in Bach Ma. 

Quantity and species are listed in the Redbook of Viet Nam shown in  the Table 4.1.1. 

Table 4.1.1: Mushroom and flora in the Bach Ma NP 

Mushroom and flora Quantity of 

species 

Vietnam 

Redbook 

Endemic 

species 

Mushroom 332 4 0 

Moss 87 0 11 

Fern and relatives 183 1 19 

Coniferous and non-

coniferous 

1,771 68 173 

Total 2,373 73 204 

(Source: Huynh, V. K. & Tran, T. A. 2011)  

 Fauna 

The wildlife is very diverse of many endemic, rare, and conservation-priority 

species. This area is within the habitat of the critically endangered Saola. According to 

Huynh & Tran (2011), it is recorded there are 2,151 species of 51 branches, 292 families 

and the details are as follows: Insects have 18 branches, 166 families and 1,429 species. 

Fish has 6 branches, 18 families and 76 species. Reptile-amphibian has 3 branches, 21 

families and 145 species. Bird has 15 branches, 57 families, 365 species. Mammal has 10 

branches, 31 families, 136 species. Among them, there are 79 species are listed in the Viet 

Nam Redbook. Among the precious and rare species listed in the Redbook of Viet Nam 

(2007), mammal ranks at the highest position for it has 39 species, amphibian and reptile 

have 18 species, bird has 18 species, fish and insect has 2 species each (Table 4.1.2). 
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Table 4.1.2: Fauna species in the Bach Ma NP 

No Category Species Family Branch Vietnam Red book 

(2007) 

1 Insect 1,429 166 18 2 

2 Mammal 136 31 10 39 

3 Bird 365 57 15 18 

4 Amphibian-Reptile 145 21 3 18 

5 Fish 76 18 6 2 

Total 2,151 292 51 79 

(Source: Huynh, V. K. & Tran, T. A. 2011) 

Forest resource status of the Bach Ma National Park 

The Bach Ma National Park is located in the two provinces with a total area of 37,487 

ha including 34,380 ha belonging to the Thua Thien Hue Province and the Quang Nam 

Province. The forested land, including natural forest and plantation comprising of 

32,428.2 ha, among them, most of the area is natural forest of about 31,845.3 ha 

(accounting for 86.5 %  total area of the NP) and the area of plantation is about 582.9 ha 

(1.65%). Natural forest has 4 states: Rich forest, medium forest, poor forest and 

rehabilitation forest (VNFOREST 2011). 

Rich forest: The area is about 11,445.3 ha (accounting for 30 % total area of natural 

area). The forest is still rich, there are a lot of big precious timber with a diameter of 

more than 40 cm such as Anisoptera scaphula, Erythrophleum fordii, Melanorrhoea 

laccifera Pierre, etc. The forest cover is closed and dense. The rich forest is located at 

the height above 500 m and has a complex terrain that makes it difficult to travel. Some 

forests are called rocky forests because they are located in steep areas with falls and 

deep abysses. Along the rocky canyon, there are many big trees of species such as 

Canarium sp., Burseraceae, Madhuca pasquieri, Dalbergia tonkinensis (Prain), 

Nageia, Dipteracarpus alatus. At the height above 1,000 m, there are some coniferous 

species, including 5-leaves pine, Fokienia with a medium diameter of about 50-70 cm.  
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(Source: adapted BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.1.4: Map of the Bach Ma National Park’s forest status  

Medium forest: The area is about 8,573 ha (22.9 %). The flora is very diverse, 

including Anisoptera scapula, Allamanda cathartica, Parashorea stellata Kury, 

Eurycoma Longifolia, Erythrophleum fordii, Melanorrhoea laccifera Pierre. 

Poor forest: The area is about 8,794 ha (23.5 %). The forest is located near the 

residential area and most of the forest is affected by verying levels of anthropogenic 

use. The vegetation at the foot of the hill is often bushes and sunlight tolerance trees 

such as Litsea cubeba, Mallotus japonica, Sterculia lyhnophora Hance, etc. or some 

other small-size woody trees like Ricinus communis, Fagus Sylvatica. 

Rehabilitation forest: The area is about 3,033 ha (8.1 %). This type of forest is 

distributed mainly in the newly enlarged area of the Nam Dong district, the Thua Thien 

Hue province. The vegetation consists of bushes and sunlight tolerance trees such as 

Litsea cubeba, Mallotus japonica, Sterculia lychnophorum. Especially this forest type is 

often affected by local people who come to collect NTFPs such as rattans, bamboo 

shoots, vegetables and fire woods.   

Shrubs and re-generated forest: Distributed mainly in the Nam Dong and the Phu 

Loc districts of the Thua Thien Hue province with a total area of 4,536 ha (12.1%). This 

forest type is also called brilliant with shrubs because the vegetation here is severely 

affected by human beings due to nearby the residence.  
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Table 4.1.3: Forest status of the Bach Ma National Park 

No Status of forest  Distribution  (ha) Total area Percentage 

(%) 
TT. Hue Quang Nam 

I Forestry land  3,857.4  3,107   36,964.4  98.6 

1 Forested land     9,321.2  3,107   32,428.2  86.5 

1.1 Natural forest     8,738.3  3,107   31,845.3  85 

1.1.1 Rich forest 844.3      1,601     11,445.3  30.5 

1.1.2 Medium forest      7,931        642       8,573 22.9 

1.1.3 Poor forest      7,929.9         864       8,793.9  23.5 

1.1.4 Rehabilitation forest       3,033.1        3,033.1  8.1 

1.2 Plantation         582.9          582.9  1.6 

2 Shrubs and re-

generated forest 

     4,536.2       4,536.2  12.1 

II Non-forestry land 522.6   522.6  1.4 

 Total    34,380 3,107   37,487 100 

(Source: VNFOREST 2011) 

f) Socioeconomic characteristics of the Bach Ma National Park’s buffer zone 

Population and ethnic minority groups 

The buffer zone of the Bach Ma NP includes the 15 towns and communes, namely Phu 

Loc, Loc Dien, Xuan Loc, Loc Hoa, Loc Tri (Phu Loc District, Thua Thien Hue 

Province), Khe Tre Town, Huong Phu, Huong Loc, Thuong Lo, Thuong Nhat, Thuong 

Long communes (Nam Dong District, Thua Thien Hue Province), Tu, A Ting, Song 

Kon, Ta Lu communes (Dong Giang District, Quang Nam Province). According to the 

statistical data of 2009, the buffer zone of Bach Ma NP has 13,211 household with 

62,607 people. 

More than 90% of the people in the Phu Loc district, the Thua Thien Hue Province are 

from the Kinh ethnic group. It is the same in 3 communes of the Nam Dong district with 

more than 90% of people are Kinh ethnic, whilst the rest 3 communes of the Nam Dong 

district are on the opposite side that the ethnic minority groups account for 80-95% of 

the population. In 4 remote communes of the Dong Giang district (the Quang Nam 

province), except for Song Kon (the Kinh group accounts for 76%), the other 3 
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communes account from 69% to 96% of  ethnic minority called Catu (Ka Tu or Co Tu), 

a minority people from the Mon-Khmer linguistic group. 

The life of local people 

The life of local people living in the buffer zone of the Bach Ma NP is difficult and 

these people still faces many difficulties. The rate of poor household in comparison to 

the criteria of the national poverty for the period 2006-2010 is still very high. The 

distribution of the poor households in the communes is very different from each other as 

follows: The rate of poor households in 5 communes of the Phu Loc district is quite low 

(from 9 to 24%) and 6 communes of mixed ethnic minority groups in the Nam Dong 

district are also the same (from 9 to 22%). The highest rate of poverty is Song Kon 

(57%), Ta Lu (41%) of the Dong Giang district, the Quang Nam province. 

 Main economic activities in the Bach Ma National Park’s buffer zone 

In some low lands of the buffer zone, such as Phu Loc, Loc Tri and Loc Dien towns, 

most of the people can grow wet rice, even though that the population density is quite 

high and the rate of households who has rice field is 0.11 ha. Nevertheless, the local 

people still have chances to generate income, though not from agriculture because this 

area is near the city and the coast. The area of dry plants (mostly rice) is more than wet 

rice in all other communes of the Nam Dong and the Dong Giang districts which are in 

the mountains far from the West of the buffer zone. The people of 6 communes of the 

Nam Dong district mostly plant Acacia (beside rubber). In recent years, the number of 

people planting Acacia has increased substantially. In this area, there are 3,169 ha of 

industrial trees of mono-culture whilst there are only 256 ha of wet rice and 468 ha of 

plants in slash-and-burnt area. 

 

4.2. The Thuong Nhat commune 

In 2008, the Bach Ma NP was extended to the southern forests of the Nam Dong and the 

Dong Giang districts according to Decision No 01/QĐ-TTg of the Prime Minister 

(Government-01 2008). One part of the extended area located in the administrative area 

of the Thuong Nhat commune with 9,219.5 ha was selected as the BSM pilot area for 

co-management, protection and development of forests for seven village communities in 

the Thuong Nhat commune (Figure 4.2.1). To understand more how the BSM works we 

need to study some main characteristics of Thuong Nhat commune as follows: 

The Thuong Nhat commune’s geography 

The Thuong Nhat commune is located in the West of the Nam Dong district, and about 

8 km far from the Khe Tre town, the Nam Dong district. 

The commune has the coordinates are as follows: 

- The East Pole:  16
0
03‟13‟‟ North latitude, 107

0
45‟28‟‟ East longitude. 

- The West Pole:    16
0
08‟34‟‟ North latitude, 107

0
38‟21‟‟ East longitude. 

- The North Pole:   16
0
08‟45‟‟ North latitude, 107

0
41‟19‟‟ East longitude. 



The study site description 

63 

 

- The South Pole:  15
0
59‟39‟‟ North latitude, 107

0
41‟27‟‟ East longitude. 

Administrative area of the commune: 

- To the North: Adjacent to Huong Hoa commune, Huong Thuy district, Thua Thien 

Hue province. 

- To the South:  Adjacent to Dong Giang district, Quang Nam province. 

- To the East: Adjacent to Thuong Lo commune, Nam Dong district, Thua Thien 

Hue province. 

- To the West: Adjacent to Thuong Long commune, Nam Dong district, Thua Thien 

Hue province. 

(Source: adapted from BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.2.1: Map of the Thuong Nhat commune and the BSM co-management area 

The Thuong Nhat commune (Thuong Nhat) has a total area of 11,453.45 ha, accounting 

for 17.57 % the area of the whole district. The provincial road no 14B goes along the 

North of the commune, connecting all the communes in the district, this is also the main 

transportation axis to connect Nam Dong district with the national road no 1 running 

along La Hi mountain pass. This is also the watershed protection forest of the Huong 

river, therefore it plays an important role in environmental protection and economic 

development of Thua Thien Hue province. 

Topography of the Thuong Nhat commune 

Topography is one of the basic causes ofdistinct of climate and unique vegetation 

distribution in an area. Besides, according to the height and steep of the topography, the 



The study site description 

64 

 

climate is classified by the height as well as it affects to the land erosion and techniques 

of cultivation. Thuong Nhat has a diamond-shaped area, stretching from the North to the 

South. It is a commune of Truong Son mountain range, so the structure of the geology is 

quite complicated. The topography of Thuong Nhat is affected by many complex 

systems. This leads to the creation of many rocks and minerals such as xerixit, xerixit – 

clorit, etc. Thuong Nhat‟s topography is mainly mountainous with the incline direction 

of the area toward North - South. The flat area of the commune‟s center has the average 

height of about 100 metres above sea level. 

Climate of the Thuong Nhat commune 

The climate directly affects the foundation of cover of flora pedology and hydrography 

in the region. Therefore, the climate is considered as an important ecological element 

leading to the distribution, development of crops and animals. Thuong Nhat is located in 

the tropical monsoon area affected by the transition of climate between the North and 

the South. The climate is divided into 02 seasons: The dry season starts from March to 

August, the rainy season starts from September to February of the next year.  

Hydrology of the Thuong Nhat commune 

Water is the basic element, creating the life on the earth, particularly in agricultural 

production. As for the plants, water is essential because it affects the crops, productivity 

and even the distribution of plants. Thuong Nhat has many streams distributed in the 

whole commune.The water surface area is about 60 ha. It is a mountainous commune of 

quite complicated topography with a high annual average rainfall. All the streams flow 

into Ta Trach river. The estuaries of the rivers, streams in the commune have a great 

potential of water, ensuring the irrigation for the agricultural cultivation, improvement 

of productivity of the plants and the use of agricultural land (Figure 4.2.2). 
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(Source: adapted from BMNP 2014) 

Figure 4.2.2: Map of the Thuong Nhat’s hydrological system 

Land resource of the Thuong Nhat commune 

Thuong Nhat has a quite complicated geological foundation, including the very ancient 

land and new-created rocks thanks to the depression, breakdown, curving, etc. so the 

kinds of land are quite diverse with the specific mineral character of the region 

comprises of granite, diorite, alluvium, clay. Because of the impact of wet tropical 

climate the main kind of land in this area is red-yellow feralite and light-yellow feralite. 

In addition, there is alluvium along the valley, but this kind of land accounts for a small 

percentage of the total area, the main part is light and average earth. This is a kind of 

land which the surface has a lot of organic substance. Although the exploitation process 

has been carried out for a short time, but this is useful for agricultural cultivation, suits 

with wet rice cultivation, crops and short-term industrial plants. 

Socioeconomic condition in the Thuong Nhat commune  

Population and labor  

The population and labor of seven villages are presented in Table 4.2.1. The whole 

villages have 485 households, 2,081 people and 809 labors. Among villages, village 3 

has the largest number of households (94 households) while the village 7 has the lowest 

number of households (48 households).  

Percentage of poor households 

Percentage of poor households is an important criterion to determine the social status of 

the survey area. This rate is determined by average income per person per month, 

according to the standards of the Vietnam government to the present time, as follows:  
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- Poor households: Average income per person per month less than VND 400,000.  

- Sub-poor households: Average income per person per month from VND 

400,000 to 700,000. 

- Non-poor households: Average income per person per month above VND 

700,000. 

Among the seven villages, village 3 has the largest poor and sub-poor households with 

40 households, of which poor household is 24 and sub-poor household is 16. Village 7 

has the lowest poor and sub-poor households with 4 households, of which poor 

household is 2 and sub-poor household is 2 (Table 4.2.1). 

Table 4.2.1: Population, labor, ethnicity and poverty status of Thuong Nhat  

Villa

ge 

Household Labor Ethnicity 

Poor Near 

poor 

Better 

off 

Total Male Female Total Catu Kinh 

1 11 12 64 87 70 84 154 390 2 

2 13 13 42 68 50 45 95 294 1 

3 24 16 54 94 95 77 172 384 5 

4 14 3 36 53 50 41 91 245 4 

5 14 9 39 62 48 46 94 260 0 

6 14 14 45 73 60 55 115 298 15 

7 2 2 44 48 51 37 88 71 112 

Total 92 69 324 485 424 385 809 1942 139 

% 19 14 67 100 52.4 47.6 100 93.3 6.7 

(Source: Thuong Nhat People‟s Committee - 2013) 

Transport, communication and infrastructure  

Table 4.2.2 shows the location and media of the seven villages in Thuong Nhat. At 

present, most of households travel by motorbike and communicate each other by mobile 

phone. System of traffic intra and inter-village or access to other social and economic 

places is very easy at the district and provincial level. This will facilitate the 

development of production and consumption of products. 
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Table 4.2.2: Transport and communication in the Thuong Nhat commune 

(Source: GIZ 2012) 

Access to the forests of the Bach Ma NP is very difficult, local people transport 

harvested products by hand and along streams (Table 4.2.3). 

Table 4.2.3: Infrastructure in the Thuong Nhat commune 

N

o 

Items Village 

1 

Village 

2 

Village 

3 

Village 

4 

Village 

5 

Village 

6 

Village 

7 

1 Village 

health 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2 Kindergarten 1      1 

Primary, 

secondary 

sch. 

      2 

3 Use of 

running 

water 

100 % 100 % 50 % 60 % 100 %  100 % 100 % 

N

o 

Items Village 

1 

Villag

e 2 

Villag

e 3 

Villag

e 4 

Villag

e 5 

Villag

e 6 

Villag

e 7 

1 Distance to 

commune 

center  

1.5 km 1.1 km 1.0 km 1 km 1.3 km 1 km 100 m 

2 Distance to 

nearest 

market 

2 km 1.4 m 1.3 km 1.3 km 1.6 km 1.2 km 300 m 

3 Vehicle Bike Bike Bike Bike Bike Bike Bike 

4 Form of 

communicat

ion 

TV, 

radio, 

Tel., 

village 

meetin

g   

TV, 

radio, 

Tel., 

village 

meetin

g   

TV, 

radio, 

Tel., 

village 

meetin

g   

TV, 

radio, 

Tel.,  

village 

meetin

g   

TV, 

radio, 

Tel.,  

village 

meetin

g   

TV, 

radio, 

Tel.,  

village 

meetin

g   

TV, 

radio, 

Tel.,  

village 

meetin

g   
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Use of 

stream water 

  50 %     

use of well 

water 

   40 %    

4 Inter-road asphalt asphalt asphalt asphalt asphalt asphalt asphalt 

5 Intra-road concret

e 

concret

e 

concret

e 

concret

e 

concret

e 

concret

e 

concret

e 

5 Access to the 

community 

forests 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

trails 

and 

stream

s 

6 Access to the 

Bach Ma NP 

ditto ditto ditto ditto ditto ditto ditto 

(Source: GIZ 2012) 

Land use in the Thuong Nhat commune 

The statistical results of the current use of forest and agricultural land in the Thuong 

Nhat commune are presented in Table 4.2.4. Agricultural land of the seven villages is 

very small, especially the land for rice production with 32.8 ha (average 0.042 ha/labor), 

the village 7 and 2 have the smallest areas, respectively 1.9 ha (0.022 ha/labor) and 2 ha 

(0.021 ha/labor). At present, the crop mainly grown is cassava, a plant that is typically 

grow in the garden and mixed with Acacia in the first year. From the above reasons, we 

can confirm that the ability to provide enough food for the local people is very difficult. 

This is one of the main reasons that prompted local people in these villages to go into 

the Bach Ma NP and community forests to exploit natural resources during leisure time 

and lack of food. 

From the survey in the Thuong Nhat commune, the total area of rubber plantation is 

319.8 ha, of which the harvested rubber plantation is about 150 ha and young plantation 

is 169.8 ha.  According to the local authority data report in 2012 and 2013, the total 

yield of rubber latex was about 50 – 60 tons per year. The rubber plantation supports 

more works for local people to take care and collect latex, however the total area of 

rubber plantation is limited. In addition, the price of rubber latex is unstable and much 

dependent on fluctuating markets. Because of this, local people report that that 

sometimes the income from selling this product could not cover the labor cost for 

collecting rubber latex. 

Table 4.2.4 shows the total garden area in this commune accounts 36.68 ha. On average, 

one household has 757 m
2
 of garden. Local people often plant cassava and mixed 

unvaluable plants without proper care of these plants, which results in low overall 
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percentage of household income. Recently, the Bach Ma NP and other agencies have 

paid attention to bringing livelihood programs to support this community and have 

gotten some preliminary results. Local people are gradually interested in improvement 

of the garden, especially they started planting new crops of economic value such as 

banana, sweet bamboo (for shoot collection), and starting raising pigs or chicks for 

selling. 

Table 4.2.4: Land use status in the Thuong Nhat commune 

Village Total 

area 

(ha) 

Natural 

forest 

(ha) 

Acaci

a (ha) 

Rubber 

(ha) 

Wet 

rice 

(ha) 

Crop 

land 

(ha) 

Garde

n (ha) 

Ponds 

(ha) 

Village 

1 

362.0 172.7 102.0 70.0 9.0 Mixed 

Acacia 

7 1.3 

Village 

2 

286.4 170.8 56.1 54.0 2.0 Ditto 3 0.5 

Village 

3 

750.58 280.5 175.0 57.0 7.5 6.0 1.88 0.3 

Village 

4 

268.1 102.0 43.0 31.8 5.9 Mixed 

Acacia 

2.1 0.5 

Village 

5 

283.4 168.3 45.0 35.0 3.5 Ditto 15.5 0.3 

Village 

6 

346.8 88.8 70.0 50.0 3.0 Ditto 5 1 

Village 

7 

38.5 0 12.0 22.0 1.9 Ditto 2.2 0.4 

Total 2,335.7

8 

983.1 503.1 319.8 32. 8 6.0 36.68 4.3 

(Souce: GIZ 2012) 

However, Acacia plantation recently seems to interest local people a lot due to its 

income generation. More and more people try to get a bareland to plant Acacia, even in 

their garden or community forest. The total Acacia plantation area in the Thuong Nhat 

commune is 503 ha, being planted by two Acacia species (Acacia hybrid and Acacia 

mangium) and paid intensive care for selling in 5 or 7 years after. 
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 Figure 4.2.3: Photos of the Catu ethnic people’s livelihoods in Thuong Nhat 
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4.3. The co-management area of the BSM pilot policy 

Forest resource status of the co-management area 

According to the Benefit Sharing Plan approved by the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Rural Development, the natural forest area of Bach Ma national park allocated to the 

seven villages to co-manage is 9,219.5 ha of different types of forests, including 4,362.6 

ha of rich forest, 180.1 ha of medium forests, 1,593.6  ha of poor forests, 1,207.6 ha of 

rehabilitation forests, 1.875,6 ha of shrub and re-generated forest (MARD 2012) (Table 

4.3.1). 

Table 4.3.1 and Figure 4.3.1 show that the co-managed forest area has medium volume 

distributing mainly at the elevation above 500 m a.s.l and there are a lot of valuable 

timbers such as Hopea, iron wood, etc. The poor forests, the restoration forests, shrub 

and re-generated forests distribute mainly at the elevation below 500 m. 

Table 4.3.1: Forest status of the co-management area 

N

o 

Forest status Area Description and regulation 

ha % 

1 Rich forest 4,362.6 47.3 - The terrain is quite complex. NTFPs which 

are suggested as benefit sharing species are 

very few, this is the habitat of many animals. 

- Suitable for forest management and 

protection. 

- No hunting of wildlife. 

2 Medium 

forest 

180.1 2.0 - The terrain is quite complex. NTFPs of flora 

which are suggested as benefit sharing species 

are very few. 

- Suitable for forest management and 

protection and hunting wild boar, taking honey 

and exploitation of Scaphium lychnophorum 

(Hance) seed (Uoi seed). 

3 Poor forest 1,593.6 17.3 - Quite favorable terrain. 

- Distributed near streams with many rattans 

but less than re-generated forest and 

rehabilitation forest.  

- Exploitation of rattan and wild boar. 

4 Rehabilitati

on forest 

1,207.6 13.1 - Favorable terrain. 

- Distributed near streams, with many rattan 
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species. 

- Exploitation of rattan and hunt wild boar. 

5 Shrub and 

re-generated 

forest 

1,875.6 20.4 - Near community forest. 

- Have a bigger amount of rattan. 

- Exploitation of rattan and hunt wild boar. 

Distribution area of bamboo, rat. 

 Total 9,219.5 100  

(Source: MARD 2012) 

Boundary demarcation of the co-management area 

Basing on the results of 7 village meetings, local people thought that their area of 

NTFPs‟ exploitation has been addressed according to the place they have been living 

from generation to generation. Therefore, the boundary demarcation among the villages 

has been already agreed, according to the name of the places, streams and mountains. 

However, there are some areas which do not belong to any village which means that 

these areas would belong to and managed by at least 2 villages (MARD 2012).  

(Source: adapted from BMNP 2013) 

Figure 4.3.2: Map of the boundary demarcation of the villages’ co-managed areas 

 

The results on the boundary demarcation for 7  villages is to be divided into 3 separated 

regions (figure 4.3.2) and the regions of exploitation for the villages are as follows: 

 Region 1 belongs to 2 villages, village 1 (Ta Rin) and village 2 (Lap): Regions 

of exploitation are at Tan Nan, Chan Mang and Ma Rai streams in the zone 424, 426, 

427 and a part of the zone 429. 
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 Region 2 belongs to 2 villages, village 3 (A Tin) and village 4 (Ta Lu): Regions 

of exploitation are at Ta Lu, A Tin streams in the zone 428 and 430. Two villages also 

manage a  part of the Ma Rai stream (zone 429) and Ra Lang stream (zone 410).  

 Region 3 belongs to 3 villages, village 5 (A Sach), village 6 (La Van) and 

village 7 (Hop Hoa):  3 villages share the same management and exploitation areas 

along Thuong Nhat and La Van streams (zone 425 and zone 410). 

The status of the NTFPs in the co-management area  

According to the BSP approved by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

(MARD), there were seven species allowed to exploit. However, the villages have 

registered to harvest different species among the permitted NTFPs as their dependence.   

- The vilages 1, 2, 5 and 6:  Registered four products of NTFPs (water rattan, Uoi 

seed, honey and wild pig). 

- The village 2: Registered six products of NTFPs (water rattan, Uoi seed, bamboo 

shoot, honey, snail and wild pig)  

- The village 4: Registered five products of NTFPs (water rattan, Lingzhi 

mushroom, honey, snail and wild pig)  

- The village 7: Only registered two products of NTFPs (water rattan and honey)  

The products of selected NTFPs have economic value, stable consumption market and 

attractive prices that have been interested in exploiting. 

Status of natural resource exploitation in the Thuong Nhat commune 

All local people who participated in village meetings and interviews said that 

households depend on natural resources. These people reported that they often go to the 

forests from 1 to 3 times every month, except the months of rainy season (from 

September to December). When exploit natural resources in the community forest, they 

go and back in a day while when exploit natural resources in the core zone of Bach Ma 

NP they often go into groups of at least 2-3 people and stay in the forest from 7 to 9 

days. Women rarely stay in the forests in the long term, because they have to do 

housework while their husbands go to the forest. 

The main natural resources are exploited mainly for the purpose of sale, including 

rattan, honey, Lingzhi mushroom and wild boar. All these products are exploited by 

men. Rattan is the most interested product of local people with 251 households, 

occupied 51.8 % of total commune households. Rattan is exploited by men mainly 

throughout the year in Bach Ma NP. Each household exploited about 2-3 times in a 

year, the average time taken about 200-300 kg, the current prices are 3,700 VND per kg. 

Honey is also interested by local people because the price is stable, easy to sell (80%) 

and can be used for home use (20%). However, not everyone can harvest honey, but 

only men who have certain skills, including the discovery of the bee nest and 

knowledge of how to climb on high trees and collect honey. That is why this is a work 

for men and overall a low percentage of the people in a communityare honey collectors 

(19.2%). It happens the same to wild boar harvest with more complicated level. There 
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are a few of people who can catch wild boars (8%), because it needs special skills and 

experiences. Lingzhi mushroom is also one of the products that bring more and more 

interest to local people because of its economic value. It appears that women could 

easily collect mushroom, but due to the distribution of Lingzhi mushroom often very far 

into the dense forests the men often discover by chance (or the familiar places where 

they collected last times) when they go to collect rattan, set traps or collect honey.  

Bamboo shoot and snails are getting more interest of the whole community because 

they are available in near forests and both men and woman could join to collect. Even 

the market price is not high, but these two products are very meaningful for the local 

community, especially creating more work for women besides fuel wood collection and 

houseworks. Woman and even children mainly do collection these products and sell at 

local markets or for home use. 

Market demand and linkages of the seven NTFPs permitted by MARD 

The 7 products chosen for the BSM include rattans, Uoi seeds, Lingzhi mushrooms, 

bamboo shoots, honey, river snails and wild boars. These products have economic value 

and consumption market. Market demand and linkages of these products are as follows: 

Rattans 

The rattan value chain in the Thuong Nhat includes rattan harvesters, local collectors, 

processing agencies and export units. Most of rattan harvesters are Ca Tu people. They 

are the first people to provide raw materials in value chain. The collectors are often 

small traders in the commune (such as Mrs. Kiem of village 3 or Mrs. Xuan of village 

2). The local collectors sell raw rattan to the rattan processing companies (such as Ngoc 

Minh, Hoang Tan companies). 

A small percentage of rattan is used by local people to weave daily equipments for 

home use while most of rattan harvested is sold to local traders. Market prices often 

change from year to year. Current price of rattan is about 3,700 - 3,900 VND/kg. 

Uoi seeds, honey and Lingzhi mushroom  

The Uoi seeds (seeds of Scaphium lychnophorum Hances), honey and Lingzhi 

mushroom value chain in the Thuong Nhat commune includes harvesters, local 

collectors of Uoi seed (Mrs. Kiem of village 3,  Mrs. Xuan of village 2,  Mrs. Ut of 

village 7 and Mrs. Dung of village 4), collectors of honey, Lingzhi mushroom (Mrs. 

Kiem of village 3,  Mrs. Le of village 3) and commercial units. Most Uoi seeds, honey 

and Lingzhi mushroom harvesters are Ca Tu people. The collectors are often small 

traders in the commune. They sell Uoi seed to the commercial units, Lingzhi mushroom 

to pharmacies or known consumers, and honey to known consumers. Most of Uoi seeds, 

honey and Lingzhi mushroom are sold to local collectors. Market prices often change 

from year to year. Current price of Uoi seed is about 120,000 VND/kg, honey is about 

300,000 VND/1 litter and Lingzhi mushroom is about 250,000 VND/kg. 
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Bamboo shoot, river snails and wild boars 

The bamboo shoot, snails and wild boars value chain in Thuong Nhat includes 

harvesters, local collectors and outside traders. Most of bamboo shoot, snails and wild 

boars harvesters are Ca Tu people. Wild boar is also snare-trapped by poachers who 

come from Quang Binh or Thanh Hoa provinces. These poachers are clever and more 

professional than local harvesters. Most of bamboo shoot, river snails and wild boars are 

sold to local traders to transport and sell to local or provincial restaurants/or consumers. 

Market prices often change from year to year. Current price of bamboo shoot is 3,000 

VND per kg, wild boar meat is about 120,000 VND/kg  and river snail is 9,000 VND 

per kg.  

 

4.4. Development of the Benefit-Sharing Plan in the Bach Ma National Park 

To study on how the benefit-sharing plan (BSP) was developed would be useful to do 

an impact assessment of the BSM on socoeconomic and natural resources conservation 

aspects. The impact assessment of BSM has to base on the BSP itself as well as how the 

BSP was implemented. In addition, to do an impact assessment of the BSM pilot could 

infer some implications and recommendations to perfect the development as well as 

implementation of a BSP when duplicates the BSM pilot into a policy. 

According to the Decision 126 and the guideline of MARD for implementation of the 

Decision 126, to implement the BSM pilot, a BSP must be developed and submitted to 

MARD for approval before applying in the pilot area (Government-126 2012). The 

main purpose of the BSP is to have a method to co-operate and sustainably manage the 

natural resources between Bach Ma NP and local people of seven villages in Thuong 

Nhat. Follows this main purpose, the specific objectives are to set up a structure to 

manage the BSM; to develop a registration book of BSM as the regulations of the 

Decision 126; and to provide all basic documents to implement the BSM through the 

BSP and the benefit sharing agreements (BSAs). 

Participatory approach and the Participatory Rapid Appraisal (PRA) tools have been 

applied during the implementation of the BSP development. There are many methods to 

develop the BSP which were implemented step by step in order to be able to inherit 

each other in a process. The steps are as follows: 

Step 1: Village meetings to develop participatory maps of NTFPs‟ distribution and 

storage 

Step 2: Field works to do participatory surveys and maps of the main NTFPs‟ 

distribution and storage 

Step 3: Data synthesis to estimate the annual harvestable NTFPs amounts for each 

co-management regions 

Step 4: Village meetings to organize BSM registration and BSPs drafting for each 

village 

Step 5:  Commune meeting to develop the BSP for the seven villages 
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Step 6: Village meetings to develop the BSM agreements (BSAs) 

Step 7: Consultant feedbacks, report at MARD and approval by MARD. 

Developing participatory maps of NTFPs’ distribution and storage  

Seven village meetings were organized to discuss about the development of the maps of 

NTFPs‟ distribution, storage and village harvest boundaries. Total local people taking 

part in the meetings wre 140 people, with 20 people from each village. These people 

wereboth male and female of households (HHs) who exploit NTFPs.  

The length of the village meeting was about 1 day for each village depending on the 

completion of assignments, interests and enthusiasms of local people. The local people 

wre informed early about the objectives, content, location and the time of the meeting. 

The communal house of the village was chosen as the meeting area. All people had the 

same opportunity during the discussion for raising recommendations and giving their 

ideas. First, participants we provided with summarized information on maps, including 

places, directions, boundary and main roads so they could have a general review of the 

area. Then, local people discussed shortly about the map information and made 

amendments if necessary. 

The method of placing the bean was used to collect the information about the 

distribution and storage of NTFPs as well as the quantity of the NTFPs‟ exploitation of 

local communities. The participants wre first divided into groups of users, then each 

group had to provide information about the quantity of each NTFP exploitation in one 

map. Each type of bean on the map representedone species. The participantswould take 

part in discussion and placed beans in the places that they often went to exploit. The 

frequency and quantity of each product was equal to the number of beans placed on the 

map. After that, all the participants would agree on the map of beans for NTFP 

distribution and storage. The distribution and storage of each NTFP have been recorded 

on the maps, drafting by local people by specific symbols for each species (different 

color of the beans). Besides, if there was any species in unsure, the facilitators would 

continue to discuss one again to check the accuracy of the information. Then photos 

would be taken after the maps wre completed, the digitalization of the draft maps at 

village and commune level could be carried out. 

Participatory survey and map of the main NTFPs’ distribution and storage 

Set up transects/routes and sample plots 

Before conducting field surveys, the consultants together with the park staff and local 

people have discussed to design the routes and plots. Based on the analysis of the draft 

map of the distribution and storage of NTFPs, satellite images, digital data on 

topography and the current status of natural resources to determine the routes and plots 

for each village to save time, labor and the most feasible implementation plan was 

designed. 

The routes and plots were placed across many kinds of topographies and vegetations of 

NTFPs. The routes were set up in parallel and the distance between the two routes are at 

least 100 meters. The maps would be used during designing as well as field surveying 
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such as the administrative and forest status of the NP and the map of the hydrology and 

topography of the pilot area. 

Under the instruction of the consultants, 4 forest rangers of Bach Ma NP and 3 local 

villagers have conducted 7 surveys, each survey has been carried out independently at 

the designed routes and plots. The sample plots were marked marked in red color paint 

on the tree as a centre point. The circular fixed sample plot of 400 m
2
 in size with a 

radius of 11.3 metres were laid out to investigate rattans and Uoi tree (Scaphium 

lychnophorum Hance.). The sub-sample plot  of 100 m
2
 (radius of 5.65 metres) was 

used for bamboo, medicinal plants, mushrooms, other meaningful NTFPs and animal 

marks investigation. 

The survey group of each village contained 8 members (one consultant, 4 forest rangers 

and 3 local people). The selected local people had to know how to distinguish different 

NTFPs, especially species listed in the sharable benefits of the Decision No 126. In 

addition, they could realize the boundaries to harvest NTFPs of their villager. The group 

leader (the consultant) would be in charge of making notes, GPS record, mapping and 

holding a rope. The rest members would bring a compass, scissors, rope when the other 

2 members detected the major NTFPs. Each survey group at village level would be 

equipped with field equipments such as GPS, compass, tape measure, strings, a data 

sheet to collect data, a map of the current status of the natural resources, the draft 

participatory map of NTFPs‟ distribution and storage and other field equipments. 

During surveying, the groups would use eyes to observe the area topography (main 

streams, valleys or mountain ranges) and combined the map and GPS to identify the 

plot location. The images of flora, information on land, height, directions, forest status, 

and the illegal impact signs such as loogings, trappings were also being recorded for 

documenting.  

The group has conducted surveys on both trails and sample plots. The surveying group 

walked along the trails with a slow speed of about 1 - 1.5 Km/h, using binoculars and 

eyes to observe 2 sides of the trails, and using ears to listen to animal sounds. For 

mammal or bird species survey, using their traces such as footprints, feces, caves, nests, 

signs of food, calls and others to identify the species name and quantity. For amphibian, 

fish, snail and reptile species, going along the streams, grass fields to detect their 

appearance. 

Methods of data processing  

Analysis and synthesis of data: Regarding flora species, the distribution and storage 

of NTFPs was identified by basing on the sample plot surveys. Regarding fauna species, 

the distribution and storage of NTFPs was identified by basing on the trail and plot 

surveys, interviews and information from specialists. 

Develop distribution maps: Used GIS software to develop a NTFP distribution and 

storage maps basing on the results of the surveys conducted along the routes, trails and 

in the plots with the GPS support, interview results and the local participatory maps. 
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Estimation of the annual harvestable amounts of NTFPs 

This is an important work in order to have a suitable estimation of the annual 

harvestable amount for each NTFPs that applies for the BSM in each region (which 

supposed to be co-managed by certained villages) in the co-management area. The 

estimated amounts need to be not only able meet the current demands, but also ensure to 

meet the future demands of the local community. The issue of sustainable harvest of 

NTFPs prompts to have good methods to estimate/or calculate the annual amount of 

each NTFP for each region to harvest without harmful to the generation ability of that 

NTFP species. This seems to challenge scientists because they have to solve the issues 

based on the social, economic and biological aspects. Concerning the biological aspects, 

in theory the annual harvestable amount of each species would be equal or lower than 

the annual growth amount of that species. However, in reality the sustainable harvest 

issue depends so much on socioeconomic issues such as local income, market demands, 

harvest customs/habits, indigenous culture/or knowledge, living standard or 

local/governmental management policies, etc.  

Granting to the BSP approved by MARD in October, 2012, the methods of estimation 

of annual harvestable amounts of NTFPS were based along the consequences of a 

scientific study, calculation and local demand negotiation (to be equal or lower than the 

calculated amount) at village meetings for BSP development and BSM registration. The 

amount of benefits to be shared could be determined based on the results of the surveys, 

the available quantity of the NTFPs, the status of exploitation and use of NTFPs in the 

past recent years and the trend of NTFPs in the coming years (MARD 2012). 

Rattan: Because the local people wre mostly interested in water rattan, the 

consultants calculated the rattan quantity that could be harvested of this species only. 

The harvestable quantity of water rattan could be based on the amount of annual growth 

(the average growth of height is about 1m/year) or only exploit 20% of the total amount 

of commercial rattan (the length ≥ 5 m, 1 m length is about 1,1 kg) (Table 4.4.1). 

Table 4.4.1: The estimation of the harvestable quantity of water rattan 

Category 

 

Unit Region 1             

(village 1, 2) 

Region 2          

(village 3, 4) 

Region 3 

(village 5, 6, 

7) 

Tan nan, 

Chan 

mang 

streams 

Ma 

Rai 

stream 

 A tin 

Stream 

Ta Lu 

stream 

La Van and 

Thuong Nhat 

streams 

Quantity of 

commercial 

rattan 

stem/ha 220 145 300 133 163 
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Annual amount 

of exploitation 

stem/ha 45 30 60 27 33 

The area can be 

exploited 

ha 625 500 579 500 1,000 

Total quantity   (Kg) 28,125 15,000 34,794 15,755 32,626 

(Source: MARD 2012) 

The amount of rattan that could be harvested in a year for the regions is as follows: 

 Region 1 (village 1 and village 2): Area that could be exploited was about 1,125 

ha with a total amount that could be exploited in a year was 43,125 kg. 

 Region 2 (village 3 and village 4): Area that could be exploited was about 1.079 

ha with a total amount that could be exploited in a year was 48.240 kg. 

 Region 3 (villages 5,6 and 7): Area that could be exploited was about 1.000 ha 

with a total amount that could be exploited in a year was 32.626 kg. 

Wild boar: The amount of wild boar recorded in the co-management area was 

calculated by the frequency of their appearance in the patrolling routes, transects; the 

interview results of local people and the estimation of 4 levels of signals of appearance 

as follows: i, High quantity (>30%),  medium quantity (20-30%), iii, Few quantity/Low 

quantity (10-20%) and rare/very few quantity (1-10%). Based on these criteria and the 

footprints recorded by the survey groups, the results of the surveys showed that the 

current amount of wild boar in the co-management area was still high and comprised of 

a high percentage of other species. This species lived in the lowland of less than 800 m 

(a.s.l), gathering in the secondary forest near the community forests of the Thuong Nhat. 

According to the statistical data, it was estimated that each stream had 3-5 herds of wild 

boar, each herd had about 10-20 individuals. The grown-up wild boar could give birth 

up to 2 times per year. Each time it gave birth to about 5 to 8 piglets (MARD 2012).  

Based on the amount of wild boar to be born, the consultants estimated the amount of 

the maximum quantity of wild boar to be exploited (about 20% piglets to be born). The 

number of wild boar to be hunted per year for each region and village was as follows: 

 Region 1 (village 1 and village 2): There wre about 6-10 herds. Each herb could 

give birth to about 10 to 16 piglets with a minimum quantity to be born can be 80 to 128 

piglets. The permitted amount to be hunted in the region was 16 to 26 ones per year.  

 Region 2 (village 3 and village 4): There were about 4 herds. Each herd could 

give birth to 10 to 16 piglets with a minimum quantity to be born could be from 40 to 64 

piglets. The amount to be hunted yearly could be about 8 to 13 ones. 

 Region 3 (village 5,6 and village 7): There were about 5 herds, each herd could 

give birth to 10 to 16 piglets yearly with a minimum quantity to be born was from 50 to 

90 piglets. The amount to be hunted yearly could be 10 to 18 ones.  
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Bamboo shoot, linhzhi mushroom and honey: The quantity of these species to be 

maximally exploited was estimated about 60% of the quantity that local people have 

exploited before in Bach Ma NP. 

Uoi seed (Scaphium lychnophorum Hance.): The quantity of Uoi seeds to be 

harvested with a high yield of 3-year circle, the other years the yield was only equal to 

30-40 % of the peak season. According to the surveys, the year of 2011 was the year of 

a high yield of Uoi seeds. The amount of Uoi seeds to be maximally exploited could be 

at 40% of the amount to be harvested by local people in the past. 

Based on the calculation results, the annual amount of NTFPs which were allowed to be 

exploited in 3 regions required to negotiate with the NTFP user groups again. Details of 

corresponding villages are shown in Table 4.4.2; 4.4.3 and 4.4.4. 

Table 4.4.2: Harvestable quantity of NTFPs in the region 1 

No Proposed 

NTFPs 

Unit Amount/ 

year 

Community 

needs 

Amount to 

be harvested 

Results 

of BSP 

1 Rattan Kg 34,200 25,550 43,125 25,550 

2 Wild boar Individual 12 89 16-26 9 

3 Bamboo 

shoot 

Kg 800 1,100 480 480 

4 Uoi seed  Kg 2,200 985 475 475 

5 Honey Bottle 

(0.5L) 

800 345 480 445 

6 River snail Kg 510 500 300 300 

(Source : MARD 2012) 

Table 4.4.3: Harvestable quantity of NTFPs in the region 2 

No Proposed 

NTFPs 

Unit Amount/ 

year 

Community 

needs 

Amount to 

be 

harvested 

Results 

of BSP 

 

1 Rattan Kg 116,000 33,800 48,240 33,800 

2 Wild boar Individual 15 38 8-13 8 

3 Bamboo shoot Kg 640 277 277 277 
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4 Uoi seed  Kg 600 570 200 200 

7 Honey Bottle 

(0.5L) 

600 400 360 360 

8 River snail Kg 700 400 400 400 

(Source: MARD 2012) 

Table 4.4.4: Harvestable quantity of NTFPs in the region 3 

No Proposed 

NTFPs 

Unit Amount/ 

year 

Community 

needs 

Amount to 

be 

harvested 

Results 

of BSP 

 

1 Rattan Kg 26,400 108,000 32,626 32,000 

2 Wild boar Individual 21 70 10-18 12 

3 Honey Bottle 

(0.5L) 

940 642 576 565 

4 Uoi seed,  Kg 1,020 727 250 250 

(Source: MARD 2012) 

BSM registration and BSP development for each village 

To organize the BSM registration and develop the BSP for each village, the consultants, 

together with the villagers, forest rangers and specialists of Bach Ma NP, have 

conducted village meetings to discuss on the objects, time, place, method and annual 

harvestable amount of each NTFP, etc. The details are as follows: 

Seven meetings were held to organize the BSM registration and develop the BSPs for 

villages. The meeting contents included identification of the list of sharable benefits 

(objects, quantity, time, exploitation measures), the mechanism for monitoring and 

management, the prevention and mitigation measures of risks during exploitation, the 

maps of distribution and storage of NTFPs managed by each village. The most 

important thing in this step was that the consultants and the participants needed to 

explain and negotiation the harvestable amount and exploitation methods accordingly to 

the survey calculation and local demand on the basis of sustainability. 

Commune meeting to develop the BSP draft for the seven villages 

One meeting at commune level was held to discuss and have agreements in the areas 

managed by the villages and the BSP. This meeting was also to set up a monitoring 

group of the commune, develop its operational regulations and assign tasks to members. 

The participants of the meeting included the representatives of 07 villages (each village 
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has 4-5 elected members), the BSM management council (MC), Thuong Nhat 

Commune People‟s Committee and Bach Ma MB representatives.  

Village meetings to develop the BSM agreements 

Seven village meetings were hold to develop the BSM agreement (BSA) for each 

village to sign with Bach Ma NP MB.  The meeting was also to establish a village forest 

protection team by election based on certain criteria.  

Consultancy and approval of the BSP 

All the above steps were synthesized to make a BSP draft. One workshop at the 

provincial level was organized to get comments of relevant agencies, then the 

synthesized BSP draft was sent to  specialists or managers (Departments, NGOs, etc.) of 

different fields from relevant organizations for consulting.  

A workshop at the central level was organized by the Vietnam Administration of 

Forestry (VNFOREST) to review the BSPs. Finally, the consultants and the Park MB 

finalized the BSP and sent to the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

(MARD) for approval. 
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5. Research results 

 

5.1. Impacts of the BSM on the local people’s awareness 

Local accessibility of the BSM information 

The interview survey shows that 97.5% of the interviewed people know about the BSM. 

This means that the work of BSM propaganda has been implementedwell by a variety of 

means. When being asked about the sources of BSM information, the interviewed 

people supposed that 73% from village meetings, 58% from local forest rangers, 8% 

from public media such as signboards, radio broadcast and posters, and 5% from the 

commune authority staff (Figure 5.1.1).  

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

Figure 5.1.1: Local accessibility of the BSM information 

Although the Bach Ma NP management board (MB) and the BSM management council 

(MC) have disseminated many posters, sign boards and radio broadcasting programs on 

the system of communal megaphone communication, mainly the BSM information 

comes to local people from the village heads and the local rangers who often cooperated 

to hold village meetings. This confirms that the village meeting is the most effective 

ways to propaganda of the BSM information to the local community and the role of 

village heads and local rangers is very important to bring information to local people.  

Local support and expectations to the BSM 

The results of HHs interview (in December 2013) as well as group discussion show that 

the BSM policy is highly supported by local people.More than 90% of interviewees 

answered strongly support (43%) and support (50%) for the BSM policy (Figure 5.1.2). 

Only 5% of interviewees have no idea or are not clear about the benefits that the BSM 

can bring to them. From the village meetings, these people frequently survive in better 

condition such as the villages 6, 7 where they mainly get benefits from rubber 
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plantation, commercial or farming activities that they are not so much dependent on 

NTFPs harvest. 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

Figure 5.1.2: Local support level on the BSM pilot policy 

The local expect to the BSM was surveyed and reached interested results. There were 4 

kinds of expectations of local people on the BSM, including “NTFPs harvest official 

right” (48%), “livelihood and income improvement” (40%), “better forest protection” 

(18%) and “not clear of not expect” (3%) (Figure 5.1.3). This outcome indicates that the 

real expectation of local people is that they possess an official right to reap the natural 

resources in order to improve their income or their livelihood which is suited to their 

collection custom of natural forests. Under the BSM pilot, the NTFPs harvest right is 

formalized and guaranteed by the law so that there are 88 % of interviewees being 

expected to have the official harvest right and improve their livelihood. 
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(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

Figure 5.1.3: Local expectations to the BSM at the first recognized 

Therefore, the BSM pilot policy has initially met the high expectation of local people in 

implementing their official right of NTFP utilization. In reality, when holding village 

meetings or group discussions, most of the local people expected to have more rights in 

the forest product exploitation, which is not only NTFPs but also timber that is used for 

furniture, house construction or for the coffins. This practical comment of local people 

may explain the reason why the rate of people who pay much attention to the 

expectation of “better forest protection” is quite low with 18%. This result was clarified 

at village meetings and group discussions and had the same result that local people 

mostly prioritized their rights of official NTFPs harvesting and livelihood increase 

rather than the responsibility of forest protection.  

Impacts of the BSM on the local rights and responsibilities 

To raise awareness of local people on the rights and responsibilities of them when 

participate in the BSM is very important to implement the BSM effectively. From the 

table 5.1.1 we can see that local people have not been so clear about their rights and 

responsibilities when being asked for the first time without any suggestion from the 

interviewer. It may have two consumptions. On one side local people might not surely 

be aware of their rights and responsibilities when participating in BSM, while on 

another side they might  understand partly, but when being asked without giving answer 

choices they could not tell clearly due to the fact that they are Catu ethnic people, who 

are often timid and difficult to fully understand well the terms “rights” and 

“responsibilities” in Kinh ethnic language.        
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Table 5.1.1: Local awareness level of rights and responsibilities 

Parameter Rights Responsibilities 

Know when first asked (%) 25 15 

Unknown (%) 75 85 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

Concerning the local awareness on the rights when participation in BSM, the survey 

results show that among 25% of interviewees who could answer at the first ask, there 

are 50% of them mentioned about the right of “harvest NTFPs officially” (table 5.1.2). 

These people are identified from the list of interviewees as they are mostly dependent 

on NTFPs. The right of “harvest NTFPs officially” as these people knew more clearly 

than other rights reflects the primary expectation of local people in BSM as the above 

analysis. 

Table 5.1.2: Local awareness level on their rights when participating in BSM 

Parameter a b c d e f 

Among 25% of interviewees 

who could answer at the first 

asked (%) 

50 10 0 20 0 20 

Know when reminded (%) 65 62.5 47.5 52.5 42.5 52.5 

The most important right (%) 20 25 12.5 7.5 17.5 17.5 

(Note: a= harvest NTFPs officially, b=Remind or chase out the outsiders when 

entering into the forest, c= Remind others of sustainable NTFP extraction, d=Monitor 

the village fund, e=Protect the forest, f= Participate in village meetings) 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

However, when having the answer choices suggested by the interviewer, the 

interviewee selection is quite balanced among the rights, such as “harvest NTFPs 

officially” (65%), “Remind or chase out the outsiders when entering into the forest” 

(62.5%), “Remind others of sustainable NTFP extraction” (47.5%), “Monitor the village 

fund” (52.5%), “Protect the forest” (42.5%), and “Participate in village meetings” 

(52.5%). The same effect of “the balance of rights” also happens to the query of which 

right is the most important, even the right “Remind or chase away the outsiders when 

entering into the wood” is slightly higher with 25% of total answers and the right 

“Monitor the village fund” is a little lower with 8% of total answers. This could be 
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explained through the group discussions that when local people have the official right of 

NTFP harvesting, they start thinking about the risk of losing natural resources caused by 

outside intruders and express the need of right to remind or chase intruders out of the 

co-management areas when they meet. Some members of the village forest protection 

(VFP) teams also expressed their proposals in the group discussion that they ask 

“something formal like a logo print or a uniform when patrolling” in society to convey 

the official right to chase or even catch the intruders when being met in the woods.  

Touching on the local awareness on the responsibilities when participation in BSM, the 

table 5.1.3 shows that among 15% of interviewees who could do at first ask, there are 

66% of them mentioned about the duties of “Follow of the NTFP extracting 

regulations” (33%) and ”Deduction for the village fund after harvest” (33%). These 

responsibilities together with the obligation of “Apply for harvest permission paper” are 

the very important conditions to guarantee the sustainability of the BSM. Particularly, 

when comparing the importance among the responsibilities, 52% of interviewees agreed 

that “Contribution for the village fund after harvest” is the most significant one. When 

taking the in-depth interview of Mr. Tran Van Bien, the president of the Commune 

People‟s Committee (CPC) (as also the vice-president of the BSM management 

council), he said that “Contribution for the village fund after harvest is the very import 

thing to sustain the BSM”, because “the villages need to build this fund to receive 

money for the forest protection team to do patrols and monitor works”.  

Table 5.1.3: Local awareness of their responsibilities when participating in the BSM 

Parameter A B C D E F 

Among 15% of interviewees who 

could answer at the first asked (%) 

17 33 33 17 0 0 

Know when reminded (%) 65 55 40 0 0 0 

The most important responsibility 

(%) 

21 18 52 9 0 0 

(Note: A= Apply for harvest permission paper, B= Follow of the NTFP extracting 

regulations, C= Deduction for the village fund after harvest, D= Deliver of messages 

for rangers, E= Village fund oversee, F=Sustainable NTFP extraction remind) 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 
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Later on one year of BSM implementation, through the efforts of BMNP and the local 

authority the local awareness of people‟s rights and responsibilities increases 

considerably. Figure 5.1.4 shows that local people have understood mostly the rights of 

“harvest NTFPs officially” (100%), “Remind or chase away the outsiders when entering 

into the woods” (93%), “Remind others of sustainable NTFP extraction” (73%) and 

“Monitor the village fund” (81%) which are a good deal higher than the results surveyed 

one year ago. 

(Note: a= harvest NTFPs officially, b= Remind or chase away the outsiders when 

entering into the forest, c= Remind others of sustainable NTFP extraction, d= Monitor 

the village fund, e= Protect the forest, f= Participate in small town meetings) 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013 and December 2014) 

Figure 5.1.4: Increase of local awareness of rights from the first to the second year 
of BSM implementation 

Touching on the local awareness of responsibilities, the survey in December 2014 

showed that the local awareness has increased considerablyafter 2 years of participation 

in BSM (Figure 5.1.5). At the end of 2013, although the BSM program has 

implemented many propaganda activities the local awareness of responsibilities was still 

depressed. Some responsibilities were not aware of local people in December, 2013, but 

increased a lot after one year of keeping implementing the BSM in 2014 such as 

“Deliver of messages for rangers” (72.7%) and “Sustainable NTFP extraction remind” 

(95.4%) (Figure 5.1.5). 
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(Note: A= Apply for harvest permission paper, B= Follow of the NTFP extracting 

regulations, C= Deduction for the village fund after harvest, D= Deliver of messages 

for rangers, E= Village fund oversees, F=Sustainable NTFP extraction reminds) 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013 and December 2014) 

Figure 5.1.5: Increase of local awareness of responsibilities from the first to the 
second year of BSM implementation 

The increase of local awareness after one year of BSM follow-up implementation has 

proved that the BSM or co-management is a learning process and local people, 

especially the ethnic people of Catu, could learn by doing well. This is a good baseline 

upon which we can improve the effectiveness of the BSM implementation, because the 

basic of BSM or co-management as Spelchan and colleagues defined is a partnership 

arrangement based on the sharing of responsibilities, rights and benefits (Spelchan et 

al., 2011). So it is important as mentioned above that the protected area management 

board and the BSM management council (MC) need to do well the outreach program of 

BSM/co-management propaganda in order to let locals understand well their rights, 

benefits received and responsibilities no only through village meetings but also through 

facilitating locals to practice BSM and share information among them. 

 

5.2. Impacts of the BSM implementation on the local participation 

Local participation in the BSM registration 

According to the guidelines for the BSM implementation of the MARD, the registration 

process for the BSM should be participatory, be at the village level and every person or 

household should be given the opportunity to register for a BSM if they use and rely on 

the forest (MARD-VCF 2012). The important point is to guarantee that as many forest 

users as possible are encouraged to register for the BSM. This is also important to 

calculate the quantity (households (HHs) involved, demand of permitted NTFPs) and 

quality of local involvement in the BSM implementation. Thus, the assessment criterion 
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of local participation in BSM registration could be based on the rate of the registered 

HHs and  the actual harvest HHs of NTFPs. 

Table 5.2.1: Level of local registration in the BSM 

NTFPs 
Actual harvest 

HHs in 2012
 

Number of registered 

HHs 
Rate (%) 

Rattan 169 144 85.2 

Honey 93 103 111 

Lingzhi mushroom 50 6 12 

Bamboo shoot 50 22 44 

River snail 130 25 19.2 

Uoi seed 188 99 52.7 

Wild boar 43 70 163 

(Source: reviewed from the BMNP 2012 and the MARD 2012) 

The actual harvest HHs and the registered HHs are reviewed basely on the survey 

results and the registration mentioned in the BSP approved by MARD in October 2012.  

According to the table 5.2.1 the rate of registered HHs is various depending on the types 

of NTFPs. There are two main groups in the rate of registration results. One group has a 

rate of registered HHs smaller than the actual harvest HHs, such as rattan (85.2%), Uoi 

seed (52.7%), Lingzhi mushroom (12%), Bamboo shoots (44%) and river snail (19.2%). 

Another group is with the rate of registered HHs bigger than the actual HHs such as 

honey (111%) and wild boar (163%). 

Concerning on the first group, it can explain that there may be a mistake of the BSM 

registration organization. The results of group discussion and village meetings showed 

that there is a mistake in holding the village meetings for the BSM registration. The 

meeting invitation informing time was short and the meeting time was at harvesting 

time (in summer of 2012) when most of NTFP harvesters were going to the forest and 

therefore could not notice the meeting invitation from the village heads. Besides, some 

participants said that they did not harvest NTFPs but they still took part in BSM 

activities such as village meetings or NTFPs sustainable harvest training courses (the 

main reason may be for getting the meeting tips). As clarified in the focus group 

discussion, these participants are often the relatives of the village heads or the substitute 

participants of the HHs when the main members are busy (ex. collecting in the forest). 

Based on these reasons, we could define that the BSM registration organizing process 

was not good at the steps of meeting time selection, meeting informing and HHs 

selection for meetings. 
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For the second group, the rate of registered HHs is bigger than the actual NTFP harvest 

HHs with the honey (111%) and wild boar (163%) products, because these are the two 

economic-valued products that first opening for locals to harvest officially. As a result, 

there were much more HHs registered than the actual HHs who should have special 

skills for harvesting these products. In fact, not many wild boars were harvested by local 

people due to the limitation imposed on the harvesting regulated at the BSP sustainable 

regulations.  

Local participation in the BSM development 

Assessment of local participation in the BSM development includes the steps mentioned 

in Figure 5.2.1. First of all, as the finding in the Section 5.1, the village meeting is 

assessed as the most effective tool to bring the BSM information to local people. Hence, 

it would be necessary to assess the community participation in BSM development 

through the criteria of meeting attendance as well as local people capacity of raising 

ideas in the meetings. 

     (Source: Impirical survey data - December 2013)  

Figure 5.2.1: Local participation in the BSM development 

The survey results of HHs interview and village meetings are coincident each other with 

most of the steps of participation. Figure 5.2.1 shows that most of the representatives 

have joined in all of the activities of BSM development with high percentage level (85-

90%). This is a good result which reflects that the BSM was well planned and 

implemented systematically with high level of local participation.  

Assessing the local people capacity of raising ideas in the meetings, Table 5.2.2 shows 
that 47% of local people never raised any idea in the meeting, because they are often 
unconfident in front many people (30%) or they have had the same ideas to former ideas 
(44%). This is a very typical characteristic of Catu people with shy, quiet behavior, and 
a tendency to smile or nod their head to express agreement to speakers. Therefore, the 
figure of 53% of interviewees saying that they have raised ideas in the BSM meetings is 
impressive. The raised ideas focused on the subjects related to BSM implementation, 
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including criticize of people who do not conform to the BSM regulation (39%), 
comments on livelihood models (33%), improvement of monitoring and meeting 
activities (9%), need of stricter methods for punishing outside intruders (9%) or 
demands of NTFP species for BSM (6%).  

Table 5.2.2: Local people capacity of raising ideas in meetings 

Parameter Reasons % 

No (47%) Too shy/not confident 30 

Same to former ideas/enough ideas 44 

 

Yes (53%) 

People do not follow BSM regulation 39 

Need stricter methods for outsiders 9 

Ideas about livelihood models 33 

Improve monitoring & meeting activities 9 

Increase number of NTFPs harvested 6 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

Based on the above criteria of meeting attendance frequency and capacity of raising 

ideas of local people in meetings, we can conclude that the BSM policy was 

implemented well with high level of participation, interest and enthusiasm of local 

people. These are the very positive signals to contribute to the success of the BSM pilot 

program. 

However, it is important to consider if the local participation in the process of BSM 

development was genuine or not, active or passive. This does not only depend on the 

local people themselves, but also depend on the capacity of the meeting facilitator. As a 

number of researchers also indicated that the skills of the facilitators who mobilize 

participation and  interests of participants were important factors in co-management 

success (Carlsson, Berkes 2005). Méndez-López et al. (2014) who carried out a study in 

South East Mexico stated that feelings of exclusion of local people could diminish their 

interest in participation in the management of PAs.Thus, it is important to enhance the 

capability of the meeting organisers (village headmen and park rangers) as well as to 

have regular meetings during the BSM implementation to make sure that local people 

can maintain their interest in the BSM activities as much as possible. 

Local participation in the BSM implementation 

Local compliance with the NTFPs harvest procedures 

One of the most important harvesting procedures is the application for NTFP harvest 

permission paper. The process regulated at the BSP that local people (or HHs) who 

want to harvest the NTFPs must fulfill a form (available at the village head or Thuong 



Research results 

93 

 

Nhat ranger station), get the written form signed by the village head to prove his/her 

permanent villager of the village. Then the NTFP harvester has to submit the form to the 

ranger station to check and confirm the harvest amount, time and location. After that the 

harvester has to submit the form to the vice-chairman of the MC (as also the president 

of the CPC) for approving (or denying) the application. After getting this three-step 

process, the local NTFP user will have a right to harvest the NTFPs officially.   

The HHs survey in 2013 showed that the rate of the actual times of HHs applied for 

harvest permission paper and the actual harvest times in 2013 was very low with the 

products of rattan (17.9%), honey (17.4%) and Lingzhi mushroom (16.7%) (Table 

5.2.3). The other NTFP products were not well monitored by the forest ranger station 

such as wild boars (there were 06 applications by local groups in 2013 but not 

harvesting due to limitation of sustainable harvesting regulations), river snails, bamboo 

shoots (be considered as low income and difficult to control which explained by 

rangers) and Uoi seeds (not ripen season in 2013). 

Table 5.2.3: Level of the local compliance with the NTFPs harvest procedures in 2013 

Parameter Rattan Mushroom Honey 

Number of actual NTFPs harvest HHs 160 40 95 

Average times per year 3 3 2 

Total times of HHs harvested NTFPs 480 120 190 

Total times of HHs applied for harvest 

permission paper at the ranger station in 2013 86 20 33 

Rate of register in 2013 (%) 17.9 16.7 17.4 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

However, Table 5.2.4 shows that the rate of NTFPs harvesting application times 

increase considerably in 2014 in comparing with the rate in 2013. The rate of 

application times and the actual times going to harvest NTFPs in the forests in 2014 

were 45% with rattans, 20.3% with mushroom and 23.8% with honey products. This 

result is quite relevant to the HHs interview results that there were 56% of HHs in 2013 

and 76% of HHs in 2014 applying for NTFP harvest permission paper before entering 

the forest. In addition, the number of papers applied for harvest permission and 

approved by the BSM management council also increased from 160 cases in 2013 to 

470 cases in 2014 as reported by BMNP (BMNP 2014). These changes are pretty 

impressive because it is a positive sign to clarify the increase of local awareness and the 

need of NTFPs harvest legalization in comparing before that they never did due to there 

was no BSM policy. 
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Table 5.2.4: Level of the local compliance with the NTFPs harvest procedures in 2014 

Parameter Rattan Mushroom Honey 

Number of actual NTFPs harvest HHs 200 74 120 

Average times per year 3 3 2 

Total times of HHs harvested NTFPs 600 222 240 

Total times of HHs applied for harvest 

permission paper at the ranger station in 2014 

270 45 57 

Rate of register in 2014 (%)      45.0        20.3          23.8  

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

As the results reflected in both years of 2013 and 2014, we could see that the local 

people obligation of the harvest procedures is at low level and increasing yearly when 

more law enforcing efforts from the BSM implementation units. The results of village 

meetings or in-depth interviews show that the procedures of harvesting permission 

paper application are time consuming and complicated for the NTFPs‟ users due to the 

three-step application process. The NTFPs‟ users lose their patient to do all steps of the 

application process and hence very often they passed the steps to go to forest without 

permission. This was caused by the local awareness and habit created in a long time ago 

that forests are the common places where people can enter without planning or asking 

anybody, especially in case of NTFPs exploitation. 

On the other hand, the push and pull effect has also happened here due to the very loose 

management of the rangers or the village forest protection (VFP) teams applied at the 

forest. The results of in-depth interviews of the rangers or group discussion with the 

VFP team members show that they only reminded the NTFPs users to get the 

permission paper for next times, but not implement any fine or punishment when they 

met harvesters without permission papers. This will cause no differences between the 

NTFPs‟ exploiters with and without permission papers and can result in decreasing the 

willingness of local people to follow the BSM regulations.  

From the above analysis, it seems that the local people‟s awareness and practice in 

participation of harvest permission paper application increase annually when BSM 

implementation. 
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Local compliance with the sustainable harvest regulations 

One of the important objectives of the BSM pilot policy is that increase of the 

awareness as well as the practice of local people in harvesting NTFPs more sustainable 

than before. The above sections have analyzed and shown that local awareness on 

sustainable harvest increased from year to year. In addition, more than 85% of local 

NTFPs users taken part in the training courses of sustainable exploitation of NTFPs 

might result in a high percentage of interviewees (97% in 2013 and 93% in 2014), 

ensuring that they have followed the regulation on sustainable harvest when they 

collected NTFPs. The reasons why local people accept this regulation will be seen in the 

Figure 5.2.2. 

 

           (Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Figure 5.2.2: Reasons of the local people’s sustainable harvest of NTFPs 

The village meetings‟ surveys stated that the local people rarely found any case of 

unsustainable exploitation of NTFPs in the forest in 2013 or in 2014. However, when 

being asked about the size of rattan they often harvested, the most answers were that of 

over 3.5m long, which violates that regulation of over 5m. This problem is due to the 

NTFPs traders buy rattan by the kilogram and the rattan harvesters said that they had to 

cut any rattan over-3.5m long for sell because it is enough to satisfy their cutting labor 

cost as well as they are also afraid that the next exploiters will quit if they leave it 

growing until over-5m high. This issue may prompt to the idea of which method is good 

for rattan sustainable harvest regulation. If keeping the current regulation, it will be very 

difficult to control local users‟ adherence torattan-collecting regulations, unless there is 

no solution to control the local buyers by stricter regulation on buying rattan by the 

length size (over 5m) instead of buying rattan by the kilogram. However, to have and 

implement well this regulation is not simple because it needs to involve different 

stakeholders with the synthesis solutions related to political and socioeconomic issues. 
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It may need to have a feasibility research on the potential of FSC application in parallel 

with the BSM pilot policy in the whole region.  

To have a fuller assessment of the local participation in implementing the harvest 

sustainable regulations, we also need to consider the actual NTFPs harvest levels and 

the harvest signs at the field by forest investigation. These issues will be analyzed in  

Section 5.7 of the thesis. 

Local compliance with the contribution for the village fund after harvest 

Contribution for the village fund after harvest is supposed to be an important criterion 

that proves the local autonomy and its sustainability after the project ends. As the above 

analysis in Section 5.1, there is a high awareness of local people on the need of 

“contribution for the village fund after harvest” (Figure 5.2.3). However, in reality it 

seems that there are many challenges to translate the “high” awareness of local people 

into true in action. The survey found that there were a few cases (< 10 cases) that local 

NTFPs harvesters contributed for the village fund after harvest. The results of village 

meetings clarify the reasons why this negative point happened.  

 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013 and December 2014) 

Figure 5.2.3: Reasons of the low contribution for the village fund after harvest 

Table 5.2.5 shows that local NTFP harvesters rarely contributed for the village fund 

after harvest for various reasons. The biggest reason due to low responsibility of the 

village heads who are responsible for reminding and going to collect the deduction 

money at the checkpoints, the users' houses or the local NTFPs trading places. The other 

reason is that the NTFPs users are often low income and the harvest amount as well as 

the deducted money were small to pay for the village fund (26.4% in 2013, 29% in 

2014). From this, it is necessary to make clear the deduction mechanism under the 
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village regulation in order to increase the responsibility and motivation of the village 

heads and NTFPs users as well. 

Table 5.2.5: Solutions to increase the contribution for the village fund after harvest 

Dialogue Agree 

(%) 

(a) Harvester pays a credit of certain money to apply for NTFP harvest 

permission, and after harvesting will contribute for the village fund 

according to the harvest amount. The VFP team is responsible for this task?  

15 

(b) Harvester pays a credit of certain money to apply for NTFP harvest 

permission, and after harvesting will contribute for the village fund 

according to the harvest amount. The village head is responsible for this 

task? 

7 

(c) The NTFPs trader is delegated to deduct 10% of the total sell of NTFPs 

to keep for the village fund. This must be regulated by the whole village at 

a meeting. 

35 

(d) Another solution proposed by the interviewee: No idea (74%); Village 

meeting to decide the fund contributionmechanism (13%); Others (13%) 

43 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

From Table 5.2.5, the solutions to increase the contribution for the village fund after 

harvest could be setting up village meetings to get agreements on a regulation of 

contribution mechanism. Under this mechanism, the harvesters have to pay at the local 

trader (35%). Another solution is that the harvesters pay a credit to apply for NTFP 

harvest permission papers, and after harvesting will contribute for the village fund 

according to the harvest amount (35%). The village could issue its regulation to 

mobilize the village head or the VFP teams to collect the contribution fund. In this case 

the receipt issue is also needed to manage well the fund and create the trust among 

people. However, when in-depth interviews of the village heads were conducted, they 

seemed to be hesitant to take this task and passed the village forest protection (VFP) 

teams with the reason and proposal that this small fund from NTFPs contribution 

needed to be collected and managed by the teams for their patrol and monitoring works. 

Perhaps this is the reason why in one recent conclusion of the BSM management 

council they handed over the fund collection and management of the forest protection 

teams. This fund will be called “Village forest protection fund”, and only used to 

substitute the labor cost of members for patrolling instead of the village decision of fund 

use rate before (Table 5.2.6). 
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Table 5.2.6: Mechanism of the contribution for the village fund after NTFP harvest 

(Source: MARD 2012) 

Local participation in the Park’s forest protection (message delivers, co-patrol  

and treatment of illegal cases)  

One of the objectives of the BSM pilot policy is to enhance the co-operation of local 

community in forest protection (Government-126 2012). So the assessment of local 

participation in BSM needs to consider the awareness and the actions of local people in 

forest protection co-operation including three main expectations such as message 

deliveries, co-patrol and illegal case treatment.  

According to the guidelines for implementation of Decision 126, the BSM is designed 

to help reduce the activity of “outsiders” (from other communes) coming into the 

vicinity of the village and commune to cut trees, poach animals or collect NTFPs 

(MARD-VCF 2012). Hence, the BSAs always include the responsibility of local people 

Village Exploiter 

(%) 

Contribu

tion rate 

(%) 

Details of the village fund 

Village 1 95 5 1%  poor people. 

1% wedding, funeral.. 

3%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

Village2 90 10 5%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

5%: village fund 

Village 3 90 10 5%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

5%: village fund 

Village 4 95 5 1% poor people 

1% wedding and funeral 

3%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

Village5 94 6 3%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

3%: Village fund 

Village 6 90 10 4%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

3%: Tools 

2%: Village fund 

1% awarding 

Village 7 90 10 5%: Forest monitoring and protection 

team 

5%: Village fund 
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to deliver messages to the relevant agencies (especially to the park rangers) when they 

find the “outsiders” entering the forests or some cases that violating the harvesting 

boundary or sustainable harvest regulations. The HHs interview result as mentioned in 

Figure 5.2.4 shows that only 21% (2013) or 22% (2014) of the interviewees used to 

deliver messages. This result is quite close to the ranger report about the number of 

local messages that they received in 2013 about 19 times and in 2014 25 times. 

According to the in-depth interview of the head ranger of Thuong Nhat forest protection 

station, the message delivers are about 50% of the members of the VFP team members 

because they have more chances than others to monitor the forests and in some cases the 

VFP team members could get the messages from other local people. In addition, the 

messages are about 50% of the local people who live nearby the forest entrances or 

especially from the NTFP users who often collect snails along streams. After receiving 

the messages, the Park rangers timely plan to patrol to treat the cases with or without 

cooperation with local partners. Most of the cases the rangers patrol themselves to 

ensure the patrol in-time and secrete principles. Some cases they have to cooperate with 

the VFP members or/and the commune police (also the vice-leader of the commune 

monitoring group) to arrest the “outsiders”/intruders and confiscate the intruders‟ tools 

and items. It is also assessed by the rangers that even the number of message delivers is 

not yet high, but much more than the past years. They said that it is more important to 

have good/ exact messages (from trusted people) than the quantity of messages and for 

the year 2013 and 2014 they felt happy and supportive of their work due to the right 

messages and the increasing number of messages they could get from the local people 

than the last years. This is a positive sign to prove that the BSM pilot policy has brought 

the more co-operation of local people when they aware of their rights and 

responsibilities from the policy.  
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  (Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013 and December 2014) 

Figure 5.2.4: Local participation increases in forest protection cooperation 

In fact the co-patrol activity in 2013 achieved some certain results such as 80 times of 

co-patrols (each time includes 4-5 days by 5 VFP members and 2 rangers), 70 snare 

traps removed, 39 illegal tents destroyed and more than 30 cases warned and expelled 

the outsiders out of the forest (BMNP 2013). However, as stated in an interview with 

the head of Thuong Nhat forest ranger station, the VFP teams have not yet been able to 

actively set plans and patrol themselves because there was no mechanism or budget for 

them to do so.  

The research also clarified from the work record books of Thuong Nhat forest protection 

station that the number of logging cases decreased significantly after two years of BSM 

implementation (Table 5.2.7). 

Table 5.2.7: Illegal logging status in the co-management area 

Category 

Total of illegal 

logging cases 

Total of wood 

confiscated (m3) 

Total of messages 

delived by locals 

Year 2012 14 14.06 12 

Year 2013 6 11.59 19 

Year 2014 8 5.737 25 

(Source: Work Record Book of Thuong Nhat forest protection station, 2012, 2013, 2014) 

The above results are similar to the research conclusion of Minh et al. (2014) that there 

was no encroachment on forestland in the co-managed area (which happened before in 

some places along the Park boundary in Thuong Nhat) and no significant impacts on the 

forest vegetation. 

From the above analysis, we could say that thank to the BSM policy, the local 

awareness and actions in cooperation with the park rangers in forest co-management 
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have increased annually after the BSM implementation. Nevertheless, it is necessary to 

deliver a clear mechanism for local people when they deliver serious messages. In 

addition, it is also important to set up a good working mechanism, budget and training 

of necessary skills for the VFP team members to be more active in implementing their 

full responsibilities as required. 

Local participation in treatment of illegal cases 

Apart from the criteria of “message deliver” and “co-patrol”, the assessment of local 

participation in forest protection would be based on the treatment levels of illegal cases.  

The table 5.2.8 shows that the local participation in treatment of illegal cases is at 

various different levels depending on each illegal case. In general, the local treatment of 

illegal cases is at the low level of treatment. They mainly warn (328%), expel (105%) 

the intruders or report to the VFP teams (101%), to the park rangers (81%) or to the 

village heads (44%) when they go home (the total of report action is 151%).  

In the case of NTFPs management, they mainly warned the NTFP intruders from the 

other communes (47% in 2013, 37 in 2014) or other villages (54% in 2013, 44% in 

2014) when they found the intruders collect NTFPs in their village exploitation zone. 

With this level, they have started to express their property right of the co-management 

forest resulting in the good sign that most of NTFP intruders from other communes such 

as Thuong Quang, Huong Huu never come back again to exploit NTFPs inside the co-

management forest (according to the village meetings survey).  

Table 5.2.8: Local participation in treatment of illegal cases 

Treatment 

methods 

Outsiders 

cut tree or 

trap animals 

(%) 

NTFP 

intruders 

from other 

communes 

(%) 

NTFP 

intruders 

from other 

villages (%) 

NTFP users 

violate the 

harvest 

regulation 

(%) 

Total  

(%) 

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014  

a. Arrest them 0 5 4 8 4 4 12 3 40 

b. Warn them  0 32 47 37 54 44 40 74 328 

c. Report to 

the VFP team 

14 11 18 13 17 13 9 6 101 

d. Report to 

village head 

20 3 4 4 4 2 2 4 44 

e. Report to 

the park 

rangers  

20 15 9 8 2 9 14 4 81 
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f. Expel them 20 15 5 21 13 10 21 0 105 

g. Report to 

the commune 

police 

4 2 9 2 6 1 2 0 26 

h. Do nothing 22 17 5 8 0 16 0 9 76 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013 and December 2014) 

Granting to the results of village meetings, the local peoples' methods in treatment of 

illegal events are mainly at the layer of “warning action” in order to inform the intruders 

about their law violation. Because the local people are often compliant each other then 

that it is difficult to go through the proper methods in illegal case treatment due to they 

are know each other and feel inconvenient to apply heavy treatment levels. That is why 

in case of harvest regulation violations the local people mainly warn the intruders (40% 

in 2013 and 74% in 2014). 

 

5.3. Impacts of the BSM on the social vulnerabilities 

The aim of the BSM is to develop a legal framework for lo cal people to officially 

harvest the NTFPs in order to improve their income and participation to co-manage the 

forest resources of Bach Ma NP. During implementation of the BSM, conflicts, 

inequality or risks have happened and should be assessed in order to promote the co-

management‟s effectiveness. 

Conflicts when implementation of the BSM 

Table 5.3.1 shows that 16,7% of the interviewees supposed that there were conflicts 

regarding implementation of the BSM. Although this number is low we need to explore 

what these issues are because it can cause conflicts in future. Once the benefits such as 

income increase are accountable and only for a group NTFP users the conflicts would 

occur naturally in the community. 

Table 5.3.1: Conflicts when implementation of the BSM 

Parameter   Agree (%) 

- No conflict when BSM implementation  83.3 

- Conflicts when BSM implementation: 16.7 

+ NTFP exploitation zones 50 

+ Social arguments among villagers and traders 16.7 

+ Contribution for the village fund after harvest 16.7 
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+ Registered and non-registered harvesters 8.3 

+ Procedures of application for harvest permission paper 8.3 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

The HHs interview results show that the most conflict is about the NTFP exploitation 

zones among villages (50%). As refer to the way to divide the boundary of NTFP 

exploitation zones mentioned in the Benefit Sharing Plan (BSP) approved by MARD, 

we could see that it was developed in a democratic and participatory process from 

villages to commune level of meetings. The NTFPs exploitation zones were divided for 

villages based on the places where each village has been living from generation to 

generation in the past. Therefore, the boundary demarcation among the villages has 

been already agreed customarily according to the name of the places, streams and 

mountains. However, there are some areas which do not belong to only one village, but 

at least 2 villages (MARD 2012). The village meetings have explained that these areas 

were understood by everybody as common zones so that everyone could go to exploit 

NTFPs. In fact, there were a few cases that villagers exploited NTFPs in places 

managed by other villages, especially in the case of forest honey and Lingzhi mushroom 

collection. 

Besides, there was the conflict between the NTFPs exploiters and the local traders 

(16.7%). The interviewees complained about the local traders often bought their 

products with lower price than the commune vicinity traders. The result of crosscheck 

from the village meetings and group discussion proved that this phenomenon is true. It 

is explained by some main reasons which are difficult to solve by the MC or the local 

CPC. In-depth interview of the related sides, from the local buyer (Mrs Kiem – the main 

NFPs buyers in the area), she supposed that she bought with lower price because “the 

NTFPs’ users borrowed money from her to buy food and stuffs when start to go to the 

forest, and the price always up and down depending on the market”. From the NTFPs 

exploiters, they said that even they wanted to sell to other traders they could not, 

because “the local trader have frighten or even fought at the outside traders when they 

come to the villages in Thuong Nhat commune to buy NTFPs”. This issue was also 

discussed at the MC meetings, but it seemed that there was no proper solution. As stated 

by the CPC president that they had an announcement to inform and encourage the 

traders from outside to register at the CPC to ensure fair trading in the commune. 

However, the CPC could not manage the behavior among the NTFPs‟ traders and as a 

result, there was no trader registered and could buy NTFPs from the villages of Thuong 

Nhat commune.  

Inequity when implementation of the BSM 

The HHs interview survey in December 2014 showed that there are 54% of 

interviewees supposed that it was equal while 32% supposed that it was not equal when 

implementation of the BSM (Table 5.3.2). 
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Table 5.3.2: Inequity when implementation of the BSM 

Parameter Agree (%) 

- Equity 54 

- Do not know 14 

- Inequity: 32 

+ Treatment of registered and non-registered 

harvesters 

61 

+ Difference of harvest levels among the harvesters 26 

+ Compliance of deduction for village fund after 

harvest 

9 

+ Classification of NTFPs exploitation areas 4 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Most of the inequality cases happen in the treatment methods of the registered and non-

registered harvesters (61%). According to the interviewees, the non-registered 

harvesters were often criticized and chased out of the forests by rangers when they 

exploit the NTFPs. In addition, the registered harvesters were supported to join the 

livelihood programs while the non-registered harvesters were not supported. According 

to the in-depthinterviews of the village heads and the park rangers, the criteria of 

household selection for livelihood programs are a priority for the HHs who are 

registered to join the BSM, having suitable capacity (time, labors, land, etc.) for the 

livelihood model and being selected by votes in the village meetings. As analyzed in the 

Section 5.1, the process of BSM registration was not organized well due to the 

limitation of time selection for village meetings. As a result, a part of harvesters who 

were in the forests could not join the BSM registration meetings because they could not 

get the invitation from the village head and rangers beforehand. On the other hand, the 

livelihood programs could not meet to the whole HHs in villages due to the budget 

shortage. Together with the criteria of HH selection mentioned above consequently 

caused inequalities with implementation of the livelihood programs among registered 

and non- registered harvesters. 

The other inequality when implementation of the BSM is the “difference of harvest 

levels among harvesters” (26%). According to the interviewees, the reason is that due to 

no regulation to balance the harvest amount among harvesters, some HHs which 

comprise of young male labors could harvest a lot of NTFPs while other HHs can not. 

Apart from this issue, the reflection of people who live in other communes such as 

Thuong Long, Huong Huu, Huong Giang but used to exploit the NTFPs in the co-

management forests of Thuong Nhat commune and Bach Ma NP, is that “it is unfair 
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when the government had a decision to give only people from Thuong Nhat commune 

an official right to manage and harvest the NTFPs in the forests”.    

Risks when implementation of the BSM 

Review of potential risks and negative impacts to the forest of Bach Ma NP can have a 

better assessment of the BSM impacts as well as solutions to address risks when the 

policy extended. There are 4 direct risks assessed by the interviewees in December, 

2013 (Figure 5.3.1) as follows: 

Over-exploitation of NTFPs (20.4%): If local people harvest NTFPs over the available 

amount it will lead to over-exploitation. To address this, the BSM project organized 

training courses for the NTFPs‟ users to increase their awareness, techniques of 

sustainable NTFPs harvest before applying in the field. In addition, the rangers and VFP 

teams have to regularly organize patrols to monitor the NTFPs exploitation.  

Taking advantage of the NTFPs harvest to cut trees (34.7%):This is the most risks that 

cause the forest damages more seriously if the rangers could not control well. Especially 

valuable trees such as the Hopea trees, the iron wood, etc. are the main objects of the 

intruders. Although on that point was no report that local NTFPs‟ users took advantage 

of NTFP harvest application to carry out logging, there are 34.7% of the interviewees 

supposed that this risk is existed. The village meetings show that the NTFPs‟ users 

rarely carry out logging, but most of the loggings are done by outsiders. The illegal 

loggings are mostly organized by the Kinh traders from other places. The traders 

supported about 3 million VNDs monthly to the outsiders (mostly from other 

communes) to organize logging of the purposed trees with chain saws and the outsiders 

hire local unemployed youths with the price up to 200,000 VNDs per day to transport 

the timber to the gathering places. The key solution to this issue is to continue 

strengthening law enforcement and developing the agreements on co-management 

between the management board of Bach Ma NP and the local community in order to 

enhance the participatory governance of local people in forest protection and wise use. 
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(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013) 

Figure 5.3.1: Risks when implementation of the BSM 

Taking advantage of the NTFPs harvest to trap animals (34.7%): The forest users of 

Katu ethnic people hunt all kinds of animals they meet when they go to the forest. 

Besides local people, there are many others coming from outside to hunt wildlife inside 

the NP. This risk definitely happened to the rate of 34.7% of the interviewees agreed. 

Some issues have been identified from the group discussion that local users of NTFPs 

often take advantage of the official NTFP harvest to collect small animals such as fish, 

rats, snakes, frogs or lizards for additional food. Most of the cases of big animal 

poaching are done by the professional trappers from Quang Binh or Ha Tinh provinces. 

As the rangers said these people stay long time in the thick forest, laying out a series of 

snare traps in lines to catch mammals. In 2013, thank to the messages handed over by 

the local NTFPs‟ users the rangers arrested and treated 2 groups of 6 poachers from 

Quang Binh province when they lay snares in the woods. The solution to address this 

risk is strengthening the message deliver from local NTFPs‟ users by producing a good 

mechanism in message deliveries and raising consciousness of local people on their 

rights, obligations and benefits when participation in the BSM.  

Taking advantage of the NTFPs harvest to do gold mining (10.2%): In the past recent 

years, gold mining was not carried out by local people but by outsiders causing threats 

to the biodiversity of Bach Ma NP. In 2013, this issue is largely blocked by the rangers 

as the report cited as well as the confirmation of local participants from the village 

meeting. The head of Thuong Nhat forest ranger station said that the final instance of 

gold mining done by 4 men from Thai Nguyen province was held by the rangers and the 

commune police. The best solution to this risk is to continue developing a system of 

message deliver in the local community to watch out the outsiders and deliver messages 

to the rangers in time when they appear in the region. 
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5.4. Impacts of the BSM on the local people’s dependence on the NTFPs 

exploitation 

There are two ethnic groups in Thuong Nhat commune, namely Kinh and Catu. The 

Catu ethnic group dominated with more than 85%. Most of Catu people are low 

education, hard life and dependence on the natural resouces. Most of households have 

limited land to do farming cause during leisure time and lack of food they have to rely 

on natural resources such as exploitation of NTFPs, illegal logging, hunting and 

trapping from Bach Ma NP and community forests. Therefore, the exploitation and use 

of natural resouces have a close relationship with the lives of local people in Thuong 

Nhat commune.   

The socioeconomics baseline study in 2012 showed that over 65% of total households 

in Thuong Nhat commune depend on exploitation of natural resources in Bach Ma NP 

and its buffer zone (GIZ 2012). This is the same as the result of the survey in 2014. 

According to the HHs survey in December, 2014, the total number of HHs who depend 

on the NTFPs is about 64%, including 16.7% of “very dependence” and 47,2% of 

“Dependence” (Table 5.4.1).  

Table 5.4.1 also shows that the “Poor and sub-poor” HHs are more dependent on the 

NTFPs (117%) than the “Poor-off” HHs (83%). In particular, there are 67% of the 

“Poor and sub-poor” HHs are very dependent on the NTFPs in compare to that of 33% 

of the “Non-poor” HHs. 

Table 5.4.1: Dependence of local people on the exploitation of NTFPs 

NTFPs dependence level Agree (%) Poor/sub-poor 

HHs (%) 

Non-poor 

HHs (%) 

Very dependence 16.7 67 33 

Dependence 47.2 50 50 

Not dependence 36.1 19 81 

(Source: Empirical data - December 2014) 

In addition, the HHs survey in December, 2014 shows that the income sources of the 

local people are mainly from the natural forest exploitation (18% as a main income and 

46% as a sub-income). This reveals that the local people are very dependent on the 

natural forest resources (Table 5.4.2). 

Table 5.4.2: The income sources of the interviewed HHs 

Income sources Main income (%) Sub-income (%) 

Rice production 2 0 

Gardening 29 23 
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Livestock 5 5 

Forest products 18 46 

Rubber plantation 18 4 

Acacia plantation 14 9 

Others 5 11 

(Source: Empirical data - December 2014) 

On the other hand, the survey in December 2014 shows that the income of the 

interviewed households is mainly from the forest products with 79.1% of the total 

income, inluding 35.1% of NTFPs exploitation (84.7% HHs involved), 17.6%  of 

Acacia plantation (26.4% HHs involved) and 16.8% of Rubber plantation (41.7% HHs 

involved) (Table 5.4.3). Although the agricultural activities such as rice production, 

gardening, livestock raising, etc. involve 88.9% of people participation, the income rate 

of these sources is quite low, with only 9.6% of livestock and 12.5% of cultivation 

works. This could be explained that due to the lack of production land for gardens or 

rice paddy fields in the mountainous areas, together with the low techniques in 

cultivation and livestocks raising, the income generated from the agricultural works is 

still very low in compare to the forestry works.    

Table 5.4.3: The income and income structure of the 72 interviewed households 

Income 

source 

Annual 

income  

(VND 

1,000) 

HHs 

involved 

Average Min Max Incom

e rate 

(%) 

HHs 

involve

d rate 

(%) 

Forest 

protection 

12,360 17 727 60 5,000 0.7 23.6 

 Acacia  302,000 19 15,895 2,000 32,000 17.6 26.4 

 Rubber  287,300 30 9,577 600 25,000 16.8 41.7 

Livestock 163,800 11 14,891 300 30,000 9.6 15.3 

Cultivation 213,500 53 4,028 700 15,000 12.5 73.6 

NTFPs 600,500 61 9,844 1,000 30,000 35.1 84.7 

Total:                 1,712,960 100 100 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 



Research results 

109 

 

According to Table 5.4.3, the total income generated from the exploitation of NTFPs is 

600,500,000 VND/72 HHs/year which counts 35.1% of the total income generated from 

all activities (1,712,960,000 VND/72 HHs/year). This means that the NTFPs 

exploitation play a significant part of the total household income generation. In addition, 

as the village meeting survey stated, this income source is meaningfull because it can 

bring the cash to the local people to add in the daily household expenditure, especially 

in the Tet holiday or other events of the HHs or the community. This result is also 

coincident with the survey in December 2014 that there are 84.7% of the interviewees 

agreed that the income of NTFPs collection was very meaningful to them because it 

could increase their income and thus improve their daily life in diferrent ways such as 

daily expenditures or purchase of rice, medicine, seedlings or fertilizer as well (Table 

5.4.4). 

Table 5.4.4:  Meaningful of the income from the NTFPs exploitation 

Meaningful of NTFPs 

exploitation to HHs income 

Reasons 

Yes 84.7 % - Daily life expends. Ex. purchase of rice, medicine, 

seedlings, fertilizers, etc. (62.5%) 

- Income increase/life improvement (22.2%) 

No 15.3 % No idea, do not harvest NTFPs 

(Source: Empirical survey data – December 2014) 

 

5.5. Impact of the BSM implementation on the local household income 

Assessment of the economic impacts of the BSM to the villages is a complex issue. 

With the time and capacity limitation, the research only focuses on assessment of the 

BSM impacts on the HHs income. The HHs income of the Thuong Nhat community 

comes from various sources including activities related to natural resources exploitation, 

agro-forestry livelihood, labor works and others. Among these sources, the income 

generated from the BSM could be mainly from the exploitation of the seven permitted 

NTFPs in official way and other NTFPs in unofficial ways. The research questions 

include: How does the BSM influent on the income structure of the local HHs? And 

how much do the local people in Thuong Nhat commune could benefit from the BSM? 

The results in Table 5.5.1 were the synthesis results of the socioeconomic research of 

the GIZ in November, 2012 and the HHs interview surveys in December, 2013 and 

2014. Table 5.5.1 shows that the rate of income generated from the NTFPs exploitation 

increases considerably by the year 2012 (18%), 2013 (22.9%) and 2014 (35.1%). The 

main reason of increase is that the BSM pilot policy has opened causing more people 

involving in NTFPs exploitation since October, 2012 when the Benefit Sharing Plan 

(BSP) was officially approved by MARD. Additionally, in 2014 the Uoi trees were 
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fruited and given the local people a good chance to collect and increase their income 

while in 2012 and 2013 the Uoi trees were not fruited.  

Table 5.5.1: Increase of the rate of income generated from the NTFPs exploitation 

Year Income 

sources 

Cultivatio

n 

Livestock Forest 

plantation 

NTFPs  Service, 

others 

Income 

(VND1,000) 

2012
* 

Average 

(1,000) 

7,107 8,185 3,658 6,711 11,600 37,262 

Rate (%) 19.1 22.0 9.8 18.0 31.1 100.0 

2013 

 

Average 

(VND1,000) 

2,358 2,110 6,988 4,412 3,396 19,264 

Rate (%) 12.2 11.0 36.3 22.9 17.6 100.0 

2014 Average 

(VND1,000) 

2,965 2,275 8,185 8,340 2,026 23,791 

Rate (%) 12.5 9.6 34.4 35.1 8.5 100.0 

(Sources: Empirical survey data - December 2013 & December 2014; 
* 
Reviewed  (GIZ 2012)) 

From the above analysis it could be affirmed that the BSM implementation has 

influenced significantly on the income structure of the whole community. In particular, 

it has brought more income for the local HHs from the NTFPs exploitation. 

Based on the HHs survey in 2013, the income of the whole commune from the 

seven permitted NTFPs in 2013 is about 1.35 billion VND (Table 5.5.2). 

Table 5.5.2: Income of the whole commune from the seven permitted NTFPs in 2013 

Species Unit Total yield Unit price 

(VND) 

Income (VND) 

Rattan Kg 139,360             3,700  515,632,000 

Honey Bottle 

(0.5L) 

2,470          150,000  370,500,000 

Lingzhi 

mushroom 

Kg 536          250,000  134,000,000 

Bamboo shoot Kg 3,070             3,000  9,210,000 

River snail Kg 4,080           9,000  36,720,000 
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Uoi seed
(*) 

Kg N/a          120,000  N/a 

Wild boar Individual 71       4,000,000  284,000,000 

Total (VND):  1,350,062,000 

(Source: Empirical survey data – December 2013; N/a: not available; 
(*)

Scaphium 

lychnophorum species) 

Besides, the survey in December 2014 shows that the income of the whole commune in 

2014 increases about 165% in compared to the income of 2013 (Table 5.5.3). The main 

reason is that the Uoi trees were fruited and given the local people a good chance to 

collect and increase their income in 2014 (VND 642,816,000) while in 2013 the Uoi 

trees were not fruited. In addition, the income from collection of the rattans in 2014 is 

127% higher than in 2013 and the income from Lingzhi mushroom collection in 2014 is 

195% higher than in 2013. 

Table 5.5.3: Income of the whole commune from the seven permitted NTFPs in 2014 

Species Unit Total 

amount 

Unit price 

(VND) 

Total amount 

Rattan Kg       168,400              3,900           656,760,000  

Honey Bottle 

(0.5L) 

          2,868           150,000           430,200,000  

Lingzhi 

mushroom 

Kg             873           300,000           261,960,000  

Bamboo shoot Kg           2,137              3,500              7,479,850 

River snail Kg           3,527            10,000             35,268,000  

Uoi seed Kg           5,357           120,000           642,816,000  

Wild boar Individual               49        4,000,000           195,000,000  

Total (VND):       2,229,483,850  

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

 

5.6. The costs and benefits of the BSM implementation 

To analyze the cost and benefit of the BSM we need to take accounts of all the costs of 

the BSM project, including the benefit sharing plan (BSP) and the benefit sharing 

agreements (BSAs) development and implementation, the establishment of the BSM 
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management structure and the relevant activities such as awareness raising, livelihood 

development, forest protection co-patrol, etc. In addition, the costs could include the 

difficulties or chance losses of the local people when participation in the BSM. On the 

other hand, the benefits could include both countable and non-countable values that the 

local community and the management board of Bach Ma NP could receive when 

implementing the BSM. The countable values can include the local income generated 

from the BSM, and the non-countable values can include the co-management 

mechanism established, the local participation in forest protection and the better use and 

development of the forest resources in case of good implementation of the BSM. 

The costs of the BSM implementation 

From the reviews of the project proposal and its financial approval decision reported by 

Bach Ma national park, the cost for BSM development and implementation from March, 

2012 to March, 2014 is about VND 3.5 billion (equivalent to USD 150,000) (table 

5.6.1). Among this, the budget from the Vietnam Conservation Fund (VCF) is about 

80% and the Government budget is about 20% (BMNP-VCF 2014). 

Table 5.6.1: The costs of the BSM implementation (from March 2012 to March 2014) 

 

No  

Main activities Approval of 

implemented 

budget (VND) 

           

1  

Establish and management cost for the BSM implementation 

units  

        

120,500,000  

           

2  

Development and approval of the BSM plans         

442,265,800  

           

3  

Patrol and monitor of the VFP teams and the park rangers         

652,446,600  

           

4  

BSM awareness raising and dissemination         

316,469,200  

           

5  

Purchase of equipments and facilities         

325,200,000  

           

6  

Trainings of NTFPs collection and livelihood models            

63,802,400  

           

7  

Village meetings, workshops, MC meetings to evaluate the 

BSM implementation 

        

321,747,200  

           

8  

Supports of seedlings, relevant materials, etc. for livelihood 

programs 

        

897,895,800  
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9  

Consultancy works         

354,473,600  

         

10  

Others            

26,361,865  

 *  Total (VND):      

3,521,162,465  

(Source: Reviewed from the approval decisions of the VNFOREST (2012) on the 

VCF project implementation budget) 

Apart from the budget above, the costs of the BSM is also considered from the 

difficulties and chance losses of the local people when participate in the BSM. This kind 

of costs is difficult to calculate in money. Concerning on the difficulties of local people 

when participate in the BSM, the study has also analyzed, including the complexity of 

the NTFP harvest application procedures, the low contribution for the village fund after 

NTFP harvest and the limit of harvest amount. Besides, the oppotunity costs of the 

locals could be the losses of time, labor work to do farming or other works to earn 

money instead of joining the BSM activities. However, for these things, the BSM 

project always paid to local people a substitute amount equivalent to the local labor 

allowance when they joined the BSM activities such as meetings, forest monitoring, co-

patrolling and training course participation. 

The benefits of the BSM implementation 

The HHs income generated from the BSM are mainly from the exploitation of the 7 

permitted NTFPs. Besides, the local people can get more income through the livelihood 

programs or daily wages paid by the BSM project such as forest co-patrol, meetings, 

training courses, BSM management and monitoring activities, etc. To identify these 

kinds of income generation sources, the HHs interviews and village meetings were used 

to measure the income of the exploitation of the permitted NTFPs, and the reviews of 

the BSM project proposal and reports were used to calculate the rest income sources. 

The surveys in December 2013 and December 2014 have shown the benefits from the 

NTFPs exploitation of the whole commune is about VND 1,605,527,700 in 2013 and 

about VND 1,904,320,350 in 2014 (Table 5.5.2 and Table 5.5.3). Apart from the 

income from the NTFPs collection, the livelihood program has played a very important 

role to enhance the income for the local people in the BSM pilot villages. The livelihood 

program was developed as a by-program of the BSM project with the aim to support the 

local HHs the ways (seedlings and trainings) to improve livelihood and reduce the 

pressure to the forest. There were nine models implemented including livestock 

development (e.g. pig, poultry, goat, fish and castle raise), garden improvement 

(banana, sweet bamboo culture), nursery for Acacia and local tree seedling production, 

indigenous tree plantation, vegetable and medical plants garden development, etc. 

Despite it is difficult to count how much benefit the local people can get, all of the 

models were implemented well under the participatory selection of the local people with 
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the facilitation of the local experts and consultants. The budget of these livelihood 

models is about VND 1.26 bilion and there were more than 200 local HHs involved and 

benefited about VND 950 million for seedlings, materials and training allowances in 

livelihood models (BMNP-VCF 2014).  

Additionally, one part of the local community could also got the income from the BSM 

activities such as forest co-patrols, meetings, training courses, the BSM management 

and monitoring allowances, etc. Based on the review of the project proposal and reports, 

we could calculate and find that the local people received about VND 820 million of 

cash mostly for the participation of the BSM project activities in from March 2012 to 

March 2014.  

From the above data, we could calculate the direct benefits of the BSM in two years of 

implementation about 5.575 billion VND for the whole commune as the following table. 

Table 5.6.2: The benefits of the BSM in two years of implementation 

Parameter Cash income 

(VND)  

Exploitation of the 7 permitted NTFPs in 2013 1,350,062,000 

Exploitation of the 7 permitted NTFPs in 2014 2,229,483,850 

Seedlings, materials and training allowances for the livelihood 

models 
(*) 

950,000,000 

Forest co-patrols, meetings, training courses, the BSM management 

and monitoring allowances, etc. 
(*)

 

820,000,000 

Equipment purchase for running the BSM project (Bach Ma NP + 

the MC) 
(*)

 

225,800,000 

Total benefits for the whole commune and Bach Ma NP: 5,575,345,850 

(Source: Empirical survey data – December 2013 & December 2014; 
(*)

: Reviewed 

from the approval decisions of the VNFOREST on the VCF project budget) 

The costs and benefits analysis of the BSM implementation  

From the above results, we can count the benefits and the costs ratio by 155.7% (Table 

5.6.3). This result is definitely acceptable due to the benefits are as 1.5 times as higher 

than the costs and the BSM implementation is considered as effectiveness in the income 

aspects.  
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Table 5.6.3: Rate of the benefits and the costs of the BSM implementation 

Parameter 

Costs of the BSM (VND) Benefits of the BSM 

(VND) 

Level benefits/costs (%) 

3,521,162,465  5,575,345,850 155.7 

On the other hand, the benefits of the BSM are not only the direct income or cash that 

the local people could get, but also the indirect and non-countable benefits for the local 

people, the local authority and Bach Ma NP. The uncountable benefits could include the 

co-management mechanism established, the better local awareness and participation in 

forest protection and management, and consequently the sustainable use, management 

and development of the forest resources in the co-management areas if the BSM policy 

implemented effectively.  

 

5.7. Impacts of the BSM implementation on the natural resource conservation in 

the co-management area 

To assess the impacts of the BSM implementation on the environmental aspects of the 

co-management area is very complicated with many challenges. Because the pilot of 

BSM has been implemented in only two years, it is challenging to measure changes in 

the environment. Therefore, the research only focused on the questions: What is the 

status of NTFPs harvest before and after the BSM policy was implemented? How does 

the local forest users affect the NTFPs resources? And how does the BSM 

implementation affect natural resource conservation in the co-management area? 

5.7.1. Status of NTFPs harvest before and after the BSM implementation 

a) Level of NTFPs harvest amounts before and after the BSM implementation 

The Benefit Sharing Plan (BSP) was approved by MARD according to Decision 2394 

dated 2 October 2012. The seven products chosen for the BSM policy implementation 

include rattans, Uoi seeds, Lingzhi mushroom, bamboo shoot, honey, river snails and 

wildboars. These products have economic value and consumption market. The results 

from the analysis of household interview and monitoring data showed that there were 

three main NTFPs evaluated, including rattans, honey and Lingzhi mushroom. The 

rangers stated that the other four NTFPs were difficult to evaluate due to an inability to 

control the number of people who were involved in harvesting these products. In 

addition, the local people said that the BSM implementation has a direct influence on 

NTFP exploitation. Comparisons of the harvest amounts of the seven selected NTFPs 

before and after the BSM implementation are given in Table 5.7.1. 
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Table 5.7.1: Harvest amounts of the 7 NTFPs before and after the BSM implementation 

Species Unit 

Before  

(2012) 
(*)

 

After 

2013 2014 

Rattans Kg         203,600        139,360        168,400  

Honey 

Bottle 

(0.5L)            2,380            2,470            2,868  

Lingzhi 

mushroom Kg               700              536               873  

Bamboo shoot Kg            4,400  3070           2,137  

River snails Kg            2,610  4080           3,527  

Uoi seed 
(**) 

Kg            3,920  N/a           5,357  

Wild boars  Individual                 48  71                49  

(Source: 
(*)

 Reviewed from GIZ (2012); Empirical survey data – December 2013, 

December 2014; N/a: not available data. 
(**) 

Uoi seed: the seed from the Scaphium 

lychnophorum species, often used for medicinal purposes) 

Table 5.7.1 shows that the rattan harvest amounts and hunting numbers of wild boars in 

2013 are lower than in 2012 (before the BSM implementation) and in 2014. Rattans are 

the main NTFPs that local households are interested in. The total harvest amounts of the 

wild rattans and bamboo shoots in 2013 and in 2014 are much lower than in 2012. In 

contrast, total harvest amounts of other NTFPs are much less than in 2012. This can be 

explained from the group discussions that were conducted. In these interviews villagers 

stated that the BSM gave more chances for the local villagers to harvest the NTFPs and 

the stricter control by the rangers and the village forest protection (VFP) teams has 

reduced the harvest amounts of rattans and bamboo shoots.  

5.7.2. Excessive level of the NTFPs exploitation in 2013 and 2014 

Follows up Decision No. 2394, the BSM management council has requested local 

people to register and apply for the harvest permission paper. However, the local people 

did not harvest the above NTFPs in November and December 2012. Therefore, it should 

be noted that the BSM plan approved by MARD was only officially applied from 

January 2013 to December 2014. Table 5.7.2 shows the amounts and excessive level of 

the seven NTFPs harvested in 2013 and 2014 in comparison with the permitted harvest 

amounts and the annual yield. 

 



Research results 

117 

 

Table 5.7.2: Amounts and excessive level of the 7 NTFPs harvested in 2013 and 2014 

Species Unit 

Estimati
on of 
annual 
yield 

(*) 

Permitted 
harvest 
amounts by 
the BSP 

2013 2014 

Harvest 
amount 

Excess
ive 
level 
(%) 

Harvest 
amount 

Exce
ssive 
level 
(%) 

Rattans Kg 136,390 91,350 139,360 102.2 168,400 123.5 

Honey 
Bottle 
(0.5L) 

1666 1,287 2,470 148.3 2,868 172.1 

Lingzhi 
mushroo
m 

Kg 490 400 536 109.4 873 178.2 

Bamboo 
shoot 

Kg 1820 480 3,070 168.7 2,137 117.4 

River 
snails 

Kg 1302 660 4,080 313.4 3,527 270.9 

Uoi seed Kg 2709 950 N/a N/a 5,357 197.7 

Wild 
boars  

Indivi
dual 

46 29 71 154.3 49 106.5 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2013 and  December 2014;
(*)

GIZ 

(2012); N/a: not available)  

Based on the results in Table 5.7.2, we see that most of the selected products harvested 

in 2013 and in 2014 had the amounts much larger than the permitted amounts regulated 

by the BSP. The results indicated that the local people harvested all kinds of the 

permitted NTFPs as regulated in the BSP at the end of 2014. However, the Uoi seed was 

not harvested in 2013, because this species only gives many fruits every 3 years, 

meaning that there were very few Uoi seeds collected by local people. In comparison 

with the estimated amount of annual yield of the seven NTFPs, most of the NTFPs were 

exploited in excess amounts, including river snails (313.4 % in 2013 and 270.9 % in 

2014), Uoi seed (197.7 % in 2014), bamboo shoots (168.7 % in 2013 and 117.4 % in 

2014), honey (148.3 % in 2013 and 172.1 % in 2014), wild boars (154.3 % in 2013 and 

106.5 % in 2014), rattans (102.2 % in 2013 and 123.5 % in 2014), and Lingzhi 

mushroom (109.4 % in 2013 and 178.2 % in 2014). 

The above results confirm that there is a risk of overexploitation of NTFPs in 2013 and 

2014. This can be explained by the fact that during the first two years of BSM 

application, the implementation experiences of the relevant BSM partners were limited 

by the loose management and monitoring in NTFPs exploitation. Additionally, the BSM 

policy has brought favorable conditions for the local people in both official and un-
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official use of the NTFPs, resulting in much larger of these products harvested by the 

local people. Regarding this issue, as already stated in the workshop at commune level, 

it is important that the annual yield of NTFPs harvest is not larger than the NTFPs‟ 

annual growth. This is also one of the main challenges to scale up the BSM policy in the 

future, because each species needs to be researched thoroughly in its growth rate and its 

availability in each region in order to calculate the harvestable amount for it to be 

managed in a sustainable manner. 

5.7.3. Impacts of the BSM policy on the sustainable use of rattan resources in the 

co-management area 

a) Annual yield of rattans in the co-management area 

As mentioned above, wild rattans are the main NTFPs that many households are 

interested in. The two most valuable rattan species harvested in the co-management area 

are Daemonorops poilanei and D. jenkinsiana. In fact, the relationship between rattan 

stock and yield may have profound consequences for the sustainable use of rattan. In 

addition, the growth rate is often used to determine the number of harvestable rattan 

canes. Growth and yield studies have already been conducted on these two rattan 

species in the co-management area. The results from the analysis of the data collected 

from the sample plots after implementing BSM policy in the first two years are 

summarized in Table 5.7.3. 

Table 5.7.3: Annual yield of rattans in 2013 and 2014 

Items Unit 2013 2014 

Number of pre-commercial and commercial canes (≥ 

2,5 meters tall) 

Canes/ha 884 1,455 

Average growth rate of pre-commercial and 

commercial canes
(*) 

M/cane/yr 1.0 1.0 

Number of pre-commercial canes (2,5- 5 meters tall) Canes/ha 591 966 

Number of commercial canes (≥ 5 meters tall) Canes/ha 294 489 

Annual growth rate of pre-commercial and 

commercial canes (= number of  pre-commercial and 

commercial canes)  

M/ha/yr 884 1,455 

Annual yield of cane (≥ 5 meters long)  Canes/ha/yr 177 291 

Annual yield of cane (≥ 5 meters long) (1 

cane=1.1kg)
(*) 

Kg/ha/yr 195 320 

(Source: Empirical survey data - 2013 and 2014; 
(*)

 WWF 2013) 
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Table 5.7.3 shows that the number of pre-commercial and commercial canes are 

different from 2013 to 2014. There are no differences between the two rattan species 

(Daemonorops poilanei and D. jenkinsiana). The growth of rattan species in the co-

management area is about 1.0 meter/cane/year (WWF 2013). The growth occurs mostly 

in the pre-commercial period because of the large number of stems (Loi et al. 2013). 

Therefore, the growth of pre-commercial and commercial canes in 2013 and 2014 are 

884 and 1,455 meters/ha/year or 177 and 291 merchantable (≥ 5 meters long) 

canes/ha/year or 195 and 320 kg/ha/year (1 meter of rattan cane equivalents to 1.1kg) 

(WWF 2013). This is the amount of annual yield that can be harvested from the natural 

forest without diminishing the current stock of canes in different sites of the co-

management area. 

b) Impacts of the BSM implementation on the rattan-resource exploitation in the 

co-management area 

The sustainable use of wild rattans is not only important for the natural forest ecology 

system, but also for sustainable forest management. If the rattan volume is reduced, not 

only the existence of rattan species is threatened, but the forest biodiversity is also 

affected (WWF 2013). The harvest of commercial rattan canes can cause changes in 

rattan stock and population. Harvest levels could be more or less depending on the 

growth rates and the number of young canes becoming pre-commercial or commercial 

canes. Therefore, the data collected from the permanent plots is used to address several 

questions about the period before and after the BSM policy implementation: Is there any 

change of the number of rattan canes at all size-distribution? Is there any change of the 

density of rattan? Is there any change of the number of pre-commercial and commercial 

canes? What is the regeneration level of rattan?  

The analysis of the data on the impacts of rattan resource exploitation before and after 

the BSM implementation are presented in the following table: 

Table 5.7.4: Rattan exploitation status before and after the BSM implementation 

Evaluation 

indicators 

Surveys in January  2014 Surveys in January  2015 

Before  After  
Cutted 

amount 
Before  After  

Cutted 

amount 

Number of 

clump/ha 
597 597 N/a 550 550 N/a 

Number of canes  

(> 0.7 m) /clump 
5.37 4.44 0.93 4.78 3.14 1.65 

Number of canes  

(> 0.7 m) /ha 
1,622 1,172 450 2,444 1,725 719 
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Number of canes 

(0.7-2.5 m) /ha 
738 722 16 989 878 111 

Number of pre-

commercial canes       

(2.5-5 m) /ha 

591 363 228 966 594 372 

Number of 

commercial canes 

(≥ 5 m) / ha 

294 88 206 489 253 236 

(Source: Empirical survey data - 2013 and 2014) 

Table 5.7.4 shows that the number of cutting canes in 2014 is much higher than in 2013. 

In comparison with the results in Table 5.7.3, it shows that thenumber of the harvested 

amount is much larger than the annual yield and the growth rate of rattan. By the end of 

the first year of the BSM implementation (2013), there were 450 canes (>0.7 m long)/ha 

removed from the co-managed forest, reducing the stock from 1,622 to 1,172 canes/ha, 

of which 206 canes belong to commercial canes (≥ 5 m long), 228 canes belong to  pre-

commercial canes (2.5-5 m long), and 16 canes belong to  young canes (0.7-2.5 m long). 

In the second year of the BSM implementation (2014), there were 719 canes/ha 

removed from the co-managed forest, reducing the stock from 2,444 to 1,725 canes, of 

which 236 canes lie in the commercial canes, 372canes lie in the pre-commercial canes, 

and 111 canes lie the young canes (0.7-2.5 m long). This data indicates that there is a 

risk of over-exploitation of rattans during the first two years of the BSM 

implementation, especially during the second year of 2014. However, the number of 

mature canes still retains an average of more than 3 canes/clump forthe breeding rattan 

population in both 2013 (4.44 canes/clump) and 2014 (3.14 canes/clump). These results 

meet thesustainable rattan exploitation regulations as indicated by the BSP 

implementation policies. 

5.7.4. Impacts of the BSM implementation on the NTFPs harvest status in the co-

management area  

The sustainable exploitation of NTFPs in the co-managed forest has a great potential for 

not only promoting forest protection and biodiversity conservation, but also enhancing 

the livelihoods of local people. The results from the HHs interview survey of 72 

interviewees about the impacts of the BSM implementation on the NTFPs harvest status 

are summarized in the following Figure: 
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(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Figure 5.7.1: Local perspectives on the NTFPs harvest status in the co-management 
area 

Figure 5.7.1 shows that after the first two years of the BSM implementation, the NTFPs 

harvest status is more sustainable than before implementation. When asked about the 

sustainable NTFPs harvest  in the co-managed forests, 73.6% of the interviewees 

admitted that it was more sustainable than before, while only 8.3% answered that it was 

less sustainable than before. This result is contrary to the above results that there is a 

risk of NTFPs‟ overexploitation after the BSM started. As a result of this finding, some 

important questions arise to consider in future work: What is the appropriate NTFP 

amount that local people could sustainably collect from the forest? Which monitoring 

methods and reporting schemes are best applied to ensure effective control of the 

harvest level to prevent overexploitation? Is there is also a need to reconsider the 

method of identifying a harvestable amount of each NTFP? 

5.7.5. Impacts of the BSM implementation on the nature-resource conservation in 

the co-management area 

a) Local perspectives on the forest protection status in the co-management area 

As mentioned above, the BSM policy implementation has encouraged local people to 

participate in forest protection. The results from the household interview surveys are 

summarized in the following table: 

Table 5.7.5: Local perspectives on the forest protection status in the co-managed area 

Forest protection 

status 

Agree 

(%) 
Main reasons 

Better 83.3 
More serious management scheme (40%), awareness 

increase (26.6%), more obligation of the harvest 

regulations (21.7%), more people participation in forest 

73.6

8.3 12.5
5.6

More sustainable 
than before the BSM 

started

Less sustainable 
than before the BSM 

started

Not change Do not know

Agree (%)
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protection (8%), others (1.7%)  

Moderate 5.6 Local people still do wood loggings or wildlife trappings 

Worse 1.4 More NTFPs exploitation than before 

Don't know 9.7 Rarely or not go to the forests  

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Table 5.7.5 shows that 83.3% of the interviewees admitted that the forest protection 

status after two years of the BSM implementation has improved, due to a stricter 

management scheme (40%), local awareness increase (26.6%), more people 

participating in forest protection (21.7%), and more obligation of the harvest regulations 

(8%). The research showed that from the work profile of Thuong Nhat forest protection 

station that the number of logging cases decreased significantly after two years of BSM 

implementation (Table 5.7.6). 

Table 5.7.6. Illegal logging status in the co-management area  

Category 

Total of illegal 

logging cases 

Total of wood 

confiscated (m3) 

Total of messages 

delivered by locals 

Year 2012 14 14.06 12 

Year 2013 6 11.59 19 

Year 2014 8 5.737 25 

(Source: Reviewed from the work records of Thuong Nhat forest protection station, 2012, 

2013, 2014) 

The above results are similar to the research conclusions of Minh et al. (2014) that there 

was either no encroachment on forestland (which happened before in some places along the 

Park boundary in ThuongNhat) or not any significant impact on the forest vegetation in 

the co-management area. 

 

5.8. Local perspectives on the BSM implementation and future potential 

To study the local perspectives on the BSM implementation and future potential is very 

neccesry to have a good foundation upon which to improve the process of BSM 

development and implementation in the future. It is taken for granted that the weak 

capacity in BSM implementation can lead the low effectiveness of forest co-

management. From the results in the sections above, it could be concluded that the Park 

rangers and the BSM-involved agents have not implemented the BSM regulations and 

principles seriously. Most of the cases of violating to the BSM regulations were treated 

loosely or in non-strict ways by the rangers or the VFP teams. This limits the BSM 
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regulations ability to hold local people in compliance and results in the low self-

management of the BSM. In the sections above, the data have analyzed and the results 

have discussed some positive/negative impacts of the BSM implementtaion on the 

social, economic and environmental aspects. In this section, the research will focus on 

the local perspectives on the advantages, disadvantages, and the ineffectiveness of the 

BSM implementation and the local suggestions for the continuous and better 

implementation of the BSM in the future. 

 

5.8.1. Local perspectives on the BSM implementation’s advantages and 

disadvantages  

Further study on the local perspectives on the advantages and disadvantages of the BSM 

implementation is necessary to identify the gaps and recommend suitable solutions so 

that managers have better guidelines for policy development and implementation.  

The advantages of local people when participating in the BSM implementation may 

include various things, including the fact that are economic, social, and environmental 

benefits. In this part, the research assesses how the local people evaluate the BSM 

advantages. The household interview results in 2013 and 2014 have the same feedbacks 

from local people, in which they indicated that they overall got advantages from the 

BSM (83% in 2013 and 88.6% in 2014). 

Figure 5.8.1 shows that one of the most significant advantages is that local people can 

access and harvest legally the NTFPs (46%). As a result, the NTFP resources became an 

important source for local people to increase their income (28%). Apart from these two 

advantages, the local people also reported that they could get benefits from the seedling 

and training support measures of the BSM (18%).  

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Figure 5.8.1: Local perspectives on the advantages of the BSM implementation  
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use the NTFPs inside the co-management forests. Although this is not a land tenure 

right for the local people, most of the participants agreed that it is important to declare 

the resources utility right so that they can expel “outsiders” (people who come from 

other communes) from the co-management forests. As stated by one of the village head, 

when the “outsiders” are expelled and do not come back, the villagers are satisfied 

because they could confirm their right to the NTFPs and felt these resources could be 

sustainably exploited by only them.  

Aside from the above advantages, the local people have faced some clear disadvantages 

(or difficulties) when participating in the BSM implementation. Table 5.8.1 shows that 

36% of the interviewees believed that they did not suffer any difficulty because it was 

simple to implement the BSM (87%). However, 64% responded that they had some 

difficulties, including application procedures for harvest permission paper (38%), 

contribution for the village fund after harvest (29%) and limit of harvest amount (18%) 

(Table 5.8.1). 

Table 5.8.1: Local perspectives on the disadvantages of the BSM implementation 

Parameter  Local people feedbacks % 

Not found 

disadvantage 

(36%) 

Simple and easy to implement 87 

No idea at all 13 

Disadvantages 

(64%) 

  

  

Application procedures for harvest permission paper 38 

Contribution for the village fund after harvesting 29 

Implementation of the harvest regulation  7 

Limit of harvest amount 18 

Lack of production land 4 

Far and difficult to access the forest 4 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

As detailed in Section 5.2, there were some difficulties for local people to pass through 

the three steps to get to the forest to access the NTFPs. To solve this problem, one of the 

participants recommended in a group discussion that the third step for approval at the 

commune president might not be necessary. The reason given was that it is difficult for 

the president to meet due to his busy schedule. The BSM council could delegate this 

task to the village head (step 1, for delivering and guiding the NTFPs harvesters to 

fulfill the form) and the forest rangers (step two, for checking the form and decide 

approve or not approve to issue the permission paper). On the other hand, the group 

discussion shows that there is not a significant difference among local people who have 

or do not have a permission paper when entering the forest for NTFPs harvesting. 
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Because the VFP teams or the Park rangers just reminded, but never fined or did any 

punishment to the ones who harvest NTFPs without permission papers. Hence, the BSM 

management council should enhance the monitoring activities when the BSM 

implementation. 

Concerning the disadvantage reported as “contribution for the village fund after NTFP 

harvest”, the main reasons have been detailed in Section 5.2. The village fund 

contribution is considered very important to sustain the BSM. However, it seems that 

there is a contrast between high awareness of its necessity and low practice in reality. 

The solution to address this disadvantage was discussed in the Section 5.2, namely that 

Bach Ma NP needs more monitoring activities and a clear mechanism increase local 

compliance with the regulations.  

The third disadvantage relates to the “Limit of harvest amount” (18%). As discussed 

and clarified in the group discussion, it was not about the harvest amount of the 

permitted NTFPs such as rattan, Lingzhi mushroom, but rather the other species that 

locals should allowed to harvest. Some local people proposed to have a right to harvest 

mice and squirrels. Because of the Catu people‟s customs, they like to have these 

animals for their preserved food (i.e. pickled dish or smoky dried meat), especially to 

serve to distinguished guests when visiting their houses for Tet holiday or other home 

ceremonies.  

Local perspectives on the BSM implementation’s ineffectiveness  

In responses from the household survey in December 2014, the local people commented 

that there were several ineffective activities of the BSM. The livelihood development 

activity seemed to be the most interested and complained-about by the interviewees. It 

drew the largest number of complaints, with 26.9% of interviewees appraising it 

negatively. The next largest number of complaints was about the contribution for the 

village fund after NTFPs harvest (19.4%) and the harvest application procedures 

(18.3%) (Figure 5.8.2). 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Figure 5.8.2: Local perspectives on the BSM implementation’s ineffectiveness  
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The livelihood program has played an important role in the enhancement of the income 

of local people in the BSM pilot villages. The budget of this program was about USD 

60,000 (equivalent to about VND 1.26 billion) and was used to fund about 200 HHs 

with trainings and seedlings support (BMNP 2014). The report of BMNP mentioned 

that this activity was successful due successful methods of livelihood models and 

households selection, the high percentage of HHs involved (41% of the total HHs), and 

the good results from the models‟ economic effectiveness. However, the interviewees 

and locals who joined the group discussion also complained about the HHs selection 

inequity and the low quality of support for chicks and piglets. Some of local people 

were not selected even though they met the HHs selection criteria of the village, and the 

chicks and piglets were small and weak, and some died after being raised for just one 

week. 

The second complaint by the interviewees was that there was low compliance with the 

contribution for the village fund after NTFPs harvest. This issue was defined in the 

Section 5.2, and in general was that the local NTFP harvesters rarely contributed for the 

village fund after harvest. This happened for various reasons. The most significant 

reason was that there was little responsibility of the village heads for reminding and 

going to collect the deduction money at the checkpoints, users' houses, or local NTFPs 

trading places. The other reason was that the NTFPs users are often from low income 

households and not self-conscious enough to contribute for the village fund. Therefore, 

it is necessary to make the contribution mechanism clear under the village regulation if 

we are too increase the responsibility and motivation of the village heads and NTFPs 

users. 

The locals also complained about the harvest application procedures. The results of 

village meetings and in-depth interviews show that the harvest application procedures 

are time consuming and complicated for the NTFPs‟ users, complicate primarily by the 

three-step application process. On the other hand, the loose management of the rangers 

has caused no differences between the NTFPs‟ exploiters with and without permission 

papers, and decreased the willingness of local people to follow the BSM regulations. 

Therefore, although the local people‟s awareness and practice of the procedures 

compliance increase annually, the level of participation was quite low and needs to be 

improved. More effective monitoring and awareness raising activities are needed in a 

long-term strategy to increase the level of local compliance with the BSM regulations 

and their autonomy in BSM implementation. 

Local perspectives on the BSM future potential  

Regarding opinions about the continuation of the BSM pilot policy, all interviewees 

reported that the policy should continue (96%). The three main reasons answered by the 

interviewees were that the BSM can give more benefits and income to local people 

(38%), long-term NTFPs exploitation (23%), and better forest protection (13%) (Figure 

5.8.3). 
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(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Figure 5.8.3: Local perspectives on the BSM future potential 

Local people suggested several ways to improve the BSM if it continued in the future. 

From the household survey results stated in Table 5.8.2, most of the interviewees 

mentioned that the BSM should pay more attention to the livelihood program to reduce 

dependence of local people on the forest resources (28.6%). They said that they needed 

to have good seedlings, animal breeds and trainings to improve their livelihoods. The 

interviewees also recommended enhancing the law enforcement and forest monitoring 

of the park rangers and the VFP teams under a clear mechanism (21.4%). As analyzed 

in the above sections, this activity is necessary to increase the local compliance with the 

law/regulations and the local autonomy in BSM implementation.  

Table 5.8.2: Local perspectives on the better BSM implementation 

Activities need to do 
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of ideas 

Rate of 

agree 
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Raise the local awareness and mobilize the locals to join the 

BSM 5 6.0 
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More serious enforcement and monitoring of the rangers and 

the VFP teams under the clear mechanism 18 21.4 

Don't know or other ideas 12 14.3 

Total:  84 100.0 

(Source: Empirical survey data - December 2014) 

Additionally, nearly 18% of the interviewees suggested that the BSM Management 

Council (MC) could simplify the procedures of registration and application for NTFPs 

harvest. The village meetings also have similar ideas on this issue because it is time 

consuming and complicated when local NTFPs users have to pass three steps to get the 

harvesting permission paper. They recommend that, instead of three steps, a two-step 

application process should be applied under the delegation of the BSM MC to the 

village heads and the ranger stations. On the other hand, nearly 12% of the interviewees 

expected to have more allowance support and incentive policies for the VFP teams and 

the participants if the BSM continues to operate.  
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6. Discussions 

The process of development and implementation of the BSM pilot policy in Bach Ma 

NP has certain achievements as well as challenges. The presented research has defined 

some main findings and debated some issues that need to have further discussion for 

improving the BSM duplication in the context of Vietnam. This section includes three 

main issues: the local perspectives on BSM implementation‟s achievements, failures 

and future potential; the main findings and issues for further discussion on the BSM 

development; and on the BSM implementation as well. These findings and issues are 

mainly based on the local perspectives, concrete facts and literature reviews when doing 

the impact assessment of the BSM implementation on the aspects of socioeconomy and 

natural resources conservation in the co-management area. 

 

6.1. Local perspectives on the BSM implementation’s achievements, failures and 

future potential 

Most interviewees expected improvements in forest protection (83.3%) and 

sustainability of NTFPs harvests (73.6%) after the BSM implementation (Section 5.8). 

The presented research also clarified from the work record of the Thuong Nhat ranger 

station that the number of logging cases decreased significantly after two years of BSM 

implementation (Section 5.7). Additionally, Minh et al. (2014) concluded that there was 

both no encroachment on forestland in the co-managed area (which happened before in 

some other places along the Park boundary in Thuong Nhat) and no significant impact on 

the forest vegetation. These achievements are very important to show that by involving 

local communities in park management they were more likely to contribute to 

conservation, hence to successfully protect areas (Mbile et al., 2005; Nagothu, 2003). 

This is also in line with the findings of Vemuri (2008) and Blomley (2013) in India and 

Africa that applying co-management under the BSM had positive influences on biodiversity 

(Vemuri 2008; Blomley 2009).  

The achievements of the BSM implementation could be due to various reasons. Firstly, the 

high interest of local people caused the high support and increase of local awareness of their 

rights, benefits and responsibilities as analyzed in Sections 5.1 and 5.2. This is quite similar 

to the study results in Bangladesh that awareness of local people towards nature 

conservation greatly improved, resulting in positive conservation of NTFPs and good 

participation in forest protection (Mukul et al. 2010; Rashid 2012). Secondly, the 

official right to manage and sustainably harvest NTFPs could make the local people 

highly interested and involved in the BSM implementation (Section 5.1). Although the 

official right is not a land tenure right for local people, most local people agreed that it 

was important to declare the resources utility right, so they can expel the outside 

intruders from the co-managed forests. In fact, there were more than 30 cases where the 

local people expelled the intruders from other communes when they met in the co-

managed forests, and the number of messages delivered to the park rangers has 

increased annually over two years of the BSM implementation (Section 5.2). This 

positive cooperation opened a good opportunity for the MB and local communities to be 
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closer to each other in forest management and sustainable use. As a result, local people 

are expected to abide by agreeing to rules and protecting what has then become their 

forest resources against the non-local intruders, if they are more effectively supported 

and empowered by local authorities (Betsch, 2010). Thirdly, the BSM achievements 

could also be based on local people‟s interest in the socioeconomic benefits, which will 

be discussed in Section 6.2.2.  

Despite achievements of the BSM, there are some disadvantages and ineffective 

activities about which local people complained during BSM implementation. These 

include “harvest application procedures” and the “contribution to the village fund after 

NTFP harvest”. The results of Section 5.8 showed that the harvest application 

procedures were time consuming and complicated for the NTFP users due to the three-

step application process. Most of the participants of the village meetings suggested that 

the BSM management council could delegate the tasks to the village heads (for 

delivering and guiding the NTFPs harvesters to fill in the form) and the local forest 

ranger station (for checking the form if relevant to the BSAs and deciding whether to 

approve issuing the permission paper). Besides, due to the loose management of the 

rangers and VFP teams, there has been no differentiation between the NTFP exploiters 

with and without permission papers, resulting in a decrease in the willingness of local 

people to follow the BSM regulations (Section 5.8). To mitigate this problem, the 

interviewees suggested that more monitoring activities and serious treatments of the 

park rangers and VFP teams under the incentive mechanism needed to be considered to 

apply in a long-term strategy in order to improve the level of local compliance of 

regulations and their autonomy in BSM implementation. 

According to responses from the household surveys, the local people also complained 

that the livelihood development activity was the most ineffective activity (27%) of the 

BSM implementation (Section 5.8). Among the 96% of interviewees who supported 

continuation of the BSM, 29% of them proposed to support the distribution of seedlings 

and trainings to improve livelihoods. It seems that the livelihood program is the most 

interesting activity demanded by the local people. However, when starting the BSM in 

Bach Ma NP, the livelihood program was initially designed as a by-program with the 

aim to enhance the local involvement in BSM implementation through supporting 

trainings and distribution of seedlings to enthusiastic participants, especially forest 

harvesters (BMNP, 2013). Although the report of BMNP considered this activity 

successful, the interviewees and the participants who joined the group discussion 

complained on the inequity in household selection for participation in the livelihood 

program. Some of them said that their households were not selected even they met the 

selection criteria of the BSM management council. In fact, as stated by one of the 

village heads in a village meeting that because of the shortage of the project budget, the 

number of households selected to join the trainings and to receive the seedlings were 

limited. 

In brief, due to the high interest and demand of the local people, the livelihood program 

could be one of the most important activities that should be considered when designing 

co-management and BSM for PAs. As also stated by Stoll-Kleemann (2005), it is 
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important not only to have people participating in management processes, but also to 

respond to the local livelihood needs. However, a question for further discussion 

includes which livelihood model is suitable for raising income for the local people in 

sustainable way, while reducing the local pressures on the natural resources?  

 

6.2. The main findings and issues for further discussion on the BSM development 

6.2.1. The role of livelihood programs in the BSM development 

Alternative livelihood programs should be supplemented and strengthened to take the 

pressure off forest use and enhance the gradual recovery of natural resources, which is 

the general local perception of good management (Aswani & Weiant, 2004; Koli, 2010; 

Mogoi et al., 2012). According to Stoll-kleemann (2006), stable livelihoods around a 

PA are the best pre-condition for acceptance of use restrictions inside the PA, 

alternatives could take account of new cultivation techniques, better access to nearby 

markets, and also tourism-related services. Similarly, Andrade & Rhodes (2012) stated 

that alternative income generation must include capacity building for local people such 

as awareness raising, agricultural improvements, financial management, and marketing 

(Abbot et al., 2001; Fu et al., 2004; Kaltenborn et al., 2008). 

However, according to the argument of Bechstedt et al. (2010) restriction of natural 

resource utilization is not a magic bullet for poverty alleviation or the effective 

protection of forests. While the options for agricultural intensification with cash crops, 

wet rice cultivation, etc. could be suitable for farmers who live in the lowland areas, 

these options could be either not possible or not socially and environmentally suitable 

for poor farmers in remote mountainous areas (Bechstedt et al. 2010). 

In the case of Bach Ma BSM initiatives, the presented study has shown that the 

livelihood programs are designed as a by-program and only focus on the agricultural 

improvement, but not on BSM products such as rattans, honey, Lingzhi mushroom, etc. 

Hence, the local people only sold these raw products to local traders, resulting in lower 

profits and higher dependence on resource exploitation. The question that arises here is: 

What livelihood alternatives are suitable for the capacity, habits, environment and 

culture of local people? If it is accepted that there is no way to change the habit or 

culture of local dependence on natural resources, then should we attempt to orient the 

livelihood alternatives for locals towards wise use of natural resources? Should the 

investment in BSM/co-management consider to increase local capacity to process 

NTFPs for a better income and saving of natural resources? Would semi-processed 

materials with eco-labelling or NTFP-based handicrafts be a possible way to bring more 

income for the mountain people? These questions need to be further discussed for 

developing the livelihoods in such mountain areas where suitable conditions for modern 

farming are missing. 

Hence, promoting or securing stable local livelihoods is a long-term task that requires 

considerable capacity and resources (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2006). This also requires the 

governmental authorities to have a long-term and integrated strategy with united 
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interdisciplinary policies, a stable budget, patience and good will in order to succeed in 

developing the livelihoods for local communities living nearby PAs. However, a further 

aspect to consider is the creation of new income sources, as an often suggested indirect 

conservation tool. Would this rather increase the pressure on PAs and would they 

provide more people with financial means to pay for illegally acquired goods from PAs? 

(Fischer, F. 2008). In addition, if the new income sources depend on NTFPs, as is the 

case with NTFP-based handicrafts, would they provide a direct reason for people to 

exploit the forest more or not?  

6.2.2. Why do local people support the BSM pilot policy? 

The presented research on BSM pilot policy in Bach Ma NP showed that local people 

highly support the BSM with 93% of interviewees answered strongly support (43%) and 

support (50%) (Section 5.1). This high level of local support is due to the pilot policy 

having met their interest and benefit expectations. As Schultz et al. (2011) confirmed, 

high interest by participants was one of the important factors in full participation and 

co-management. However, it is necessary to discuss the motivation of local people who 

support the co-management or BSM programs. Why do they support BSM? For nature 

conservation reasons or because of their direct socioeconomic benefits? 

As the BSM pilot project showed, the local interest and expectations when participating 

in the BSM are very much oriented towards socioeconomic reasons (84% expect to 

“increase livelihood and income” (48%) and “NTFPs harvest right” (40%)), rather 

than for environmental reasons (18% expect to “better forest protection”) (Section 5.1). 

This is comparable to results presented by Mahanty&Guernier (2008) who says that 

local people support collaborative forest management when they directly benefit from 

their participation (Mahanty, S.; Guernier, J. 2008). However, this management 

approach asks from the participants to bear a part of the costs, i.e. money or labors and 

also other opportunity costs (Subodh Gautam 2010; Mahanty, S.; Guernier, J. 2008). 

Consequently, local people or forest resource users compare the costs of spending their 

time in participatory practices and meetings with the benefits they or their community 

expect to obtain (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2006). They would deny the conservation 

programs if the costs of participation exceeded the benefits they received.  

Therefore, to achieve a genuine involvement of local stakeholders, BSM agreements of 

co-management need to be developed voluntarily and in an equal and socioeconomic 

benefit-based manner. This approach is very important and potential to set up a good 

negotiation and learning process among local stakeholders and PA management boards 

(MBs), in order to have a real involvement and effective co-management of PAs. 

6.2.3. BSM development: the main challenges to identify NTFP harvestable 

amount 

According to current law in Vietnam, benefit sharing plan (BSP) development is one of 

the basic and initial works to start a Special-use Forest (SUF) co-management under the 

BSM agreements. After being approved by relevant governmental authorities (MARD 

or PPC), SUF MB and local stakeholders develop the BSM agreements (BSAs) based 

on BSP for their real-life application. As stated in the MARD guideline, the BSP should 
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specify the: (1) type of resource to be exploited, (2) location of the resource within the 

forest (on a map where possible and with a clear description of the local area), (3) 

current forest reserves, (4) envisaged level of exploitation, (5) exploitation period, (6) 

identify users allowed to exploit the resource, (7) specify the sustainable exploitation 

method(s), (8) check for any other legal right over the area, (9) mechanism for dispute 

resolutions, and (10) mechanism for contract amendments (MARD-VCF 2012).  

Among these requirements, an important point in the BSP development is to identify 

which forest areas can be used and co-managed by which villages. The harvesting 

boundary demarcation researched in Bach Ma NP is based on the history of local 

people„s harvesting areas. Nevertheless, when adjacent villages are also involved in 

harvesting in the same area of the village, some compromises needed to be negotiated in 

order to define a common harvesting area. As the case study of Bach Ma NP presented 

here showed that conflict and inequity had happened when applying the division of 

NTFPs harvesting areas (as also co-managed areas) among villages. Even the process of 

compromise reached the agreement on three co-management zones divided into three 

groups of villages according to their history of resource exploitation and living. Some 

local people still complained for the less harvesting area divided for their village.  

On the other hand, to monitor and control exploitation, it is very import to determine the 

harvestable amount of each species. This is, as depicted in the research result (Section 

5.7), a big challenge in Vietnam if the BSM pilot policy is to be duplicated. Researchers 

in Bangladesh and Africa revealed that NTFPs or forest resources in general were often 

overharvested even when communities were responsible for sustainable harvesting 

schemes (Belcher et al., 2005; Uma Shaanker et al., 2004). This may lead to total local 

extinction of certain plants and animals, reduce yields of NTFPs, or lead to wide-scale 

degradation of the forest landscape or habitat (Ganeshaiah et al., 1998; Uma Shaanker 

et al., 2004). It is similar to the case study in Bach Ma NP presented here, there was a 

risk of over-exploitation of NTFPs in 2013 and 2014 (after the BSM started) (Section 

5.7). Yet it is not clear if NTFPs are overharvested or only if people harvested a bigger 

amount than the amount approved by MARD. Because, on the one hand it is contrary to 

the local perspectives on the NTFPs harvest status, which interview partners declared as 

being more sustainable than before the BSM (73.6% agree) (Section 5.8). On the other 

hand, the method of harvestable amount identification is questionable. In fact, the 

suggested amount submitted to MARD came from the negotiation between the MC, 

Bach Ma NP MB and local people when organizing the BSP registration. However, this 

amount is lower than the biologically harvestable amount of NTFPs, which was based 

on biological surveys and calculations, stated by the consultant who supported the 

development of the BSP (Section 5.7). From this, it seems that, although the work of 

identification of harvestable amount has been time consuming and costly (biological 

and social surveys), the scientific basis and the approval scheme are yet unclear.    

Based on the presented issues, some important questions arise that need to be 

considered in future work. Are the BSM implementation agencies/units able to monitor 

and control the sustainability of a large number of harvestable NTFPs? Following from 

this, what is the appropriate NTFP amount that local people could collect from the 
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forest in a sustainable way? There is also a need to reconsider the method of negotiating 

and identifying how many species of NTFPs are selected for harvest to define a 

harvestable amount of each NTFP. Besides, which monitoring methods and reporting 

schemes (regulated by State authorities) could be applied to ensure effective control of 

the level of harvesting to prevent over-exploitation? 

6.2.4. BSM’ hazard: the more NTFP-based income the more pressure on the forest 

resources? 

As a result of the BSM implementation, the presented research concluded that local 

people‟s income from NTFPs has noticeably increased annually. When people are given 

official rights two main reasons for income increase are, firstly local people could 

access and collect NTFPs more conveniently and secondly, they could limit intruders 

from other communes as well (Section 5.5). However, the study clarified that the local 

labor structure and the local income structure have changed towards a greater 

dependence on NTFPs annually when comparing the situation in 2013 and 2014. More 

local people were involved in NTFP harvesting in 2014 than in 2013 (both in official 

and un-official harvest, according to the calculation from the study), resulting in more 

NTFPs harvested and naturally causing more pressure on forest natural resources 

(Section 5.5). The presented research also clarified that 64% of the total number of HHs 

depend on the NTFPs exploitation, and the “Poor and sub-poor” households are more 

dependent on the NTFPs (117%) than the “Non-poor” households (83%). In particular, 

there are 67% of the “Poor and sub-poor” households which are very dependent on the 

NTFPs in comparison to that of 33% of the “Non-poor” households (Section 5.4). In 

addition, as the village meeting survey stated, this income source is meaningful because 

it can bring the cash to the local people to add in the daily household expenditure, 

especially in the Tet holiday or other events of the HHs or the community (Section 5.4). 

Therefore, the NTFPs exploitation plays a significant part of the total household income 

generation, especially the “poor and sub-poor” households.  

On the other hand, during the first stage of BSM, the Park rangers have issued permit 

papers to anyone who asked, in order to encourage locals to comply with the harvest 

procedures, as stated by the ranger head of Thuong Nhat ranger station (Section 5.2). 

Because of the free issuing of permit paper at the first stage and the unclear regulation 

of limitation of harvesting times and volume of NTFPs, some interviewees proposed 

that the amount of NTFPs harvested per household was not fair and that there was a 

need to control the harvesting time and harvesting amount when registering in the BSA 

(Section 5.3). Similarly, as shown in the research of Nhi (2014), although there were 

regulations relating to scale and techniques of harvesting forest resources, sharing 

benefits was not regulated among community members. However, it may be a question 

for more discussion that if the BSM implementation brought more income from NTFPs 

exploitation, would it result in more pressure on the forest natural resources or not? 
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6.3. The main findings and issues for further discussion on the BSM 

implementation 

6.3.1. How to increase the local involvement by awareness raising methods? 

In a study of BSM implementation in Song Thanh Nature Reserve in Quang Nam 

Province, Bechstedt (2009) suggested that the BSM agreement needed to be based on 

genuine partnership and the benefit sharing and empowerment must be guaranteed to 

marginalized and less powerful people. Additionally, one of the important factors in the 

success of protected area (PA) co-management is an emphasis on people-oriented 

approach through the outreach activities of environmental education or awareness 

raising activities (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2006). On the other hand, equity of access to 

information is also an essential factor of co-management and, to attain this it is 

important to know how to hold a village meeting effectively. In this context, two 

questions arise: how to get the right (truly interested) participants for the meetings? And 

how to facilitate the meetings in order to increase local interest and involvement?  

As the presented research has shown in Section 5.1, there was a mistake in holding the 

village meetings for the BSM registration. Invitations were sent at short notice and 

meetings were held at a time when most NTFP harvesters were in the forest, making it 

difficult for forest users to notice and join the registration meeting. Besides, some 

participants said that they did not harvest NTFPs but took part in village meetings for 

the main reason of being reimbursed. As clarified in the focus group discussions, these 

participants are often the relatives of the village heads or the substitute participants from 

the same households, sent when the invited members were busy (e.g. collecting NTFPs 

in the forest). Therefore, there is a need to pay more attention to the meeting time 

selection, meeting informing ways and meeting reimburse/incentives level to be suitable 

to the local NTFPs users, with the aim to encourage right people to register for the BSM. 

Furthermore, when doing research in Northern Vietnam, one research reported that 

ethnic minorities in remote mountainous areas are often limited in their physical 

mobility, language experience and other cultural barriers (Van de Fliert et al. 2010). In 

addition, several studies in both India and Mexico also showed that local participants 

were often passive, resulting in ineffective cooperation in the PAs protection and 

management (Méndez-López et al., 2014). Catu people, as a minority ethnic group in 

Vietnam, but a majority with more than 85% of the total population in Thuong Nhat 

(Section 4), are often regarded as shy and quiet, with a tendency to listen to others and 

to follow former ideas from elders or speakers who are fluent in Vietnamese (Tinh, D. 

V. 2009). However, when assessing local people‟s capacity to raise ideas in the 

meetings the outcome was impressive with 53% of the interviewees said that they often 

raised ideas when participating in village meetings. The ideas raised focus on the 

subjects related to BSM regulation, livelihood models, monitoring activities, etc. 

proving that they are involved in the BSM implementation (Section 5.1). Despite their 

certain difficulties, there is a possible way to raise awareness for Catu people when they 

are interested in the issue. Village meetings were considered the most effective method 

to transfer the information about BSM to locals (Section 5.1). The role of village heads 

and local rangers, who prepare and hold the BSM meetings, is therefore very important. 
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Beyond that, the presented research also found that Catu people learn well from their 

own practices or from other villagers. As the research showed that although in 2014 

there was no more awareness program due to a shortage of the budget, local awareness 

of rights and responsibilities in the BSM program increased considerably compared to 

the year 2013 (Section 5.1). This has proved that the increase of local awareness after 

one year of BSM follow-up implementation is mainly based on a learning process from 

locals to locals. This is a good base to improve the effectiveness of the BSM 

implementation, because the basis of BSM or co-management as Spelchan and 

colleagues (2011) defined is a partnership arrangement based on the sharing of 

responsibilities, rights and benefits (Spelchan et al. 2011). Therefore, it is important that 

the PA management board and the BSM management council (MC) need to implement 

well the outreach program of BSM/co-management propaganda right from the initial 

stage. After that through a monitoring, local awareness can improve through facilitating 

the practice of BSM and share information among themselves. 

On the other hand, as stated by PanNature (2013), the qualifications and positive spirits 

of village heads and local rangers, who often organize the village meetings, need to be 

improved, in order to raise local awareness and thereby to improve the level of support 

and involvement of local people (PanNature 2013). Additionally, a number of 

researchers also indicated that the skills of facilitators who mobilize the interests of 

participants were important success factors for co-management (Ansell & Gash, 2008; 

Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Stringer et al., 2006). Méndez-López et al. (2014), who 

carried out a study in South-east Mexico, also stated that feelings of exclusion from 

local people could diminish their interest in participation in the management of 

protected areas. Thus, it is important to enhance the capability of the meeting organizers 

(village headmen and park rangers) in skills of meeting preparation, regulation 

interpretation, making speech, etc. to make sure that local people can maintain their 

interest in the BSM activities as much as possible. 

6.3.2. How to increase the local compliance with the BSM regulations? 

The appraisal of the local involvement level in benefit sharing agreement (BSA) 

implementation is supposed to be based on the local compliance with NTFP harvest 

procedures, harvesting regulations and contributions to village funds. In addition, the 

assessment should also measure the implementation and monitoring capability of the 

BSM implementing actors such as the MC, the commune monitoring group, the village 

forest protection teams and the forest rangers. 

One of the important harvest procedures is the application for a NTFP harvest 

permission paper. According to the results reflected in Section 5.2, we could see that 

local awareness and compliance with the harvest procedures increased annually after 

BSM implementation, but the level of compliance and self-management is still quite 

low and needs to be improved. In fact, due to the complicated registration procedures 

many harvesters eluded registration, resulting in the low rate of registration of local 

NTFPs users for harvesting permission paper before going into the forest (e.g. 

registration rate for rattan harvesting: 18% in 2013, 45% in 2014) (Section 5.2). 

Moreover, there were no significant disadvantages to harvesters without permits 
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because of the irregular, infrequent and ineffective monitoring activities by VFP teams 

and Park rangers (Section 5.2). 

Concerning the issue of the sustainable harvest regulations, there is a finding that the 

amount of NTFPs exploited in 2013 was lower and more sustainable than in 2014, 

apparently because there were more forest patrols and monitoring works by the park 

rangers and the VFP teams in 2013 than in 2014 (Section 5.7). This could be concluded 

that the role of forest patrols and monitoring works is very important to increase the 

level of local compliance of law/regulations in the BSAs. 

Concerning the issue of contribution for the village fund after harvest, local NTFP 

harvesters rarely comply with their own commitment to the BSAs. The main reason is 

the low enthusiasm of the village heads who are responsible for reminding and 

collecting the money at the checkpoints, the harvesters' houses or the local NTFPs 

trading places (Section 5.2). From this, it is necessary to clarify the contribution 

mechanism under the village regulation in order to increase the responsibility and 

motivation of the village heads and NTFPs users. The solutions to improve contribution 

for the village fund, raised by the local people in the interview survey and group 

discussions, were to set up a clear mechanism through a village meeting. Under the 

mechanism, the harvesters should either contribute to the village fund through paying 

directly to the local trader when they sell the NTFPs to the trader. Alternatively, the 

harvesters could pay certain deposit money to apply for NTFP harvest permission 

papers, which would be contributed to the village fund after harvesting according to the 

harvest amount (Section 5.2). For either solution as mentioned above, there needs to be 

incentives for VFP team members and village heads to enforce monitoring works in the 

villages. A possible solution to build the village fund as trialed by Mai (2007) in A Ro 

village, A Luoi district, Thua Thien Hue province, Vietnam, was that if anyone was 

caught conducting illegal activities or violating regulations, the offenders had to 

compensate the community for the damage. The compensations could then be shared 

among relevant people such as the person discovering the infringement (20%), the 

person detaining the offender (20%) and the village fund (60%) (Lindhjem et al., 2011; 

Mai, 2007). This system would not only encourage local people to apply stricter 

treatment to illegal cases, but also significantly increase village funds to support other 

activities of the BSM and to make the community more autonomous. 

From the above discussion, it seems very necessary to improve the level of local 

compliance with the BSA regulations and their autonomy through improving the 

operation schemes, which aims to simplify the procedures and clarify the incentive and 

tasks of MC (including village heads) and VFP team members in monitoring the BSM 

implementation process. Besides, the government still needs to ensure the budget and 

capacity building for the PA rangers to co-patrol, supervise and monitor the BSM 

implementation process as well.  
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6.3.3. How to increase the local involvement in forest protection and monitoring 

activities? 

Interviewees expressed a positive attitude towards forest protection and monitoring 

activities. This firstly comes to notice by the relatively high percentage of interviewees 

who admitted that the forest protection status is much better than before the BSM 

(83.3%), thanks to the more serious management scheme, increase in awareness, more 

compliance with harvest regulations and wider participation in forest protection (Section 

5.7). Additionally, Section 5.7 showed that local people recognized  a more sustainable 

NTFPs harvest status when the forests were co-managed (73.6%). A relatively high 

percentage of interviewees used to expel or warn harvesters when engaging in illegal 

activities (Section 5.2). Moreover, most of the interviewees thought that following 

sustainable harvest regulations helped to conserve resources for future generations, or at 

least until the next harvest time (Section 5.7). That is why in case of compliance with 

NTFPs harvest regulations local people mainly warned the intruders (40% in 2013 and 74% 

in 2014) to help conserve the NTFPs for later use (Section 5.2). The results from two 

studies of the BSM implementation in Tram Chim National Park in Dong Thap province 

and the mangrove forest in Ca Mau province also showed that local people could make a 

contribution to forest protection and management if they had greater rights and 

responsibilities over forests (Ha et al., 2012; Quan & Vij, 2008). Consequently, as Schultz 

et al. (2007) stated, the involvement of local stewards (people active in on-site management 

and monitoring of the landscape) could enhance the capacity for ecosystem management. 

Despite the fact that the villagers have engaged in forest protection and monitoring 

activities, the level of local involvement in field actions was still low and not forceful, 

especially in the treatment of illegal intruders‟ during monitoring and enforcing work 

(Section 5.2). It may be that local people have not become fully involved in these types 

of activities as expected from their rights and responsibilities commissioned by the 

BSM. Moreover, the study results showed that members of VFP teams have not yet 

fully understood all their important roles during the BSM implementation. As stated in 

an interview with a staff member of the Park, VFP teams have not yet been able to 

actively set plans and carry out patrols independently mainly because there is little 

budget and no incentive mechanism (Section 5.2). Consequently, the local suggestion 

for better BSM implementation also included “more allowance and incentive policies 

for the VFP teams” (18%) and “more serious enforcement of rangers and VFP teams 

under clear mechanisms” (21.4%) according to the household interview survey (Section 

5.8). Besides, the study also concluded that to continue the BSM it is necessary to 

secure an annual budget for the implementation of more forest protection enforcement 

and monitoring activities by the national park rangers and the VFP teams in order to 

ensure the sustainable exploitation of NTFPs and forest protection inside the co-

managed forests (Section 5.7). Similarly, Hossain and Karim (2009) in Bangladesh 

indicated that members in patrolling groups were sometimes frustrated and not 

committed to activities because the Co-management Committee could not provide 

training and remuneration to the groups. The authors also stated that members of these 
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groups are mostly poor and they need alternative means to support their lives, which is a 

similar scenario to the BSM and monitoring groups in the Bach Ma NP case. 

From the above discussion, the local perspectives on forest protection and monitoring 

are mostly positive, but the practical activities of forest protection and monitoring are 

still not forceful and irregular. For better continuation of the BSM, local people strongly 

highlighted the importance of securing a budget for paying the VFP teams to join the 

forest co-patrolling and monitoring. It seems that further questions need to be 

considered on this issue. How does the PA MB or the BSM management council secure 

the budget for those activities, given the current financial constraints to the PA 

management in Vietnam and without any returned revenue from the contributions to the 

village funds (Section 5.2)? Besides, the legal position and capacity of local people in 

PAs co-management need to be clarified in order to increase their capacity for self-

management, as opposed to their current dependence on the PA rangers when co-

patrolling or monitoring in the forest. 
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7. Conclusions 

This section is divided into three main parts: (1) main findings of the BSM 
implementation achievements and analysis of reasons of achievements for scaling up 
the BSM development and implementation; (2) main findings of the BSM 
implementation failures and analysis of reasons of failures in order to propose ways of 
improving; and (3) main findings of the BSM implementation challenges, analysis and 
proposition of solutions to mitigate when duplicating the BSM approach in other 
special-use forests in Vietnam. 

The research revealed that the local community strongly supported the BSM 
implementation in the Bach Ma NP, displaying a high level of demand for the measures 
and significant involvement. Additionally, the local people‟s awareness of their 
benefits, rights, and responsibilities increased annually thanks to the efforts of the BSM 
awareness-raising programs. As a result, during the BSM implementation, the number 
of logging cases decreased significantly, and the forestland encroachment did not occur in 
the co-managed area as before. Besides, the local people harvested NTFPs in a manner 
that was more compliant with the sustainable harvest regulations than before. These 
achievements were mainly due to the growth of the local people‟s interest and 
participation in the BSM pursuant to their understanding of its benefit in increasing their 
income, their NTFP use right, and their responsibility in NTFP sustainable use and 
forest protection. 

To reach the achievements mentioned above, an understanding of the social context of 
the area where we start to implement the BSM project is crucial so that suitable methods 
to raise awareness of local people can be identified. In the case of BSM implementation 
in Thuong Nhat, where Catu people, a minority ethnic group in Vietnam, represent the 
majority with more than 85% of the total population, among the awareness-raising 
methods, in the case of BSM implementation in Thuong Nhat, village meetings were the 
most effective method to transfer the information about BSM to local people. However, 
there is a need to pay more attention to the meeting time selection, the way to inform 
people during the meeting and the meeting reimbursement/ incentives level so that they 
are suitable for local NTFPs users. The aim is to encourage the most interested people to 
register for the BSM. A further issue that emerged was the perception that both the 
village head‟s and local ranger‟s qualifications and positive spirits needed to be 
improved in order to raise local awareness and thereby increase the level of local 
involvement in the BSM implementation. On the other hand, the research found that the 
local interest in and expectations of participation in BSM were very much oriented 
towards socioeconomic factors rather than environmental ones. Understanding this 
sentiment proved to be very important in creating a positive negotiation and learning 
process among local stakeholders and SUF management boards and resulted in fostering 
genuine participation in and effective co-management of SUFs.  

The research also found that the livelihood program is highly demanded by the local 
people and its continued implementation is needed when designing BSM initiatives for 
protected areas (PAs) in Vietnam. As stated by Aswani & Weiant (2004), Koli (2010), 
and Mogoi et al., (2012), livelihood programs are very necessary to integrate into any 
conservation project for the effective management of PAs. Additionally, promoting or 
securing stable local livelihoods is a long-term task that requires considerable capacity 
and resources (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2006). Therefore, governmental authorities need to 
have a long-term and integrated strategy with united interdisciplinary policies, a stable 
budget, patience and good will in order to succeed in developing the livelihoods for 
local communities living nearby PAs. However, the sustainable livelihood approach is 
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recommended to be considered as an alternative for any suitable livelihood program by 
assessing the natural, physical, financial, human, social and cultural capitals based on 
the current political, social, cultural and ecological context of the area (Mucahid 2014). 
It is also needed to take a research for the concerted development of livelihoods in 
mountain areas nearby PAs (e.g. Thuong Nhat) where suitable conditions for modern 
farming are lacking.  

Despite the above achievements, there were three main failures of the BSM 
implementation: low compliance with the sustainable-harvest regulation; low 
compliance with the harvest application procedures; and low contribution to the village 
fund after the local NTFP users‟ harvest. This research revealed that although the local 
awareness of and compliance with the sustainable-harvest regulation increased annually 
after the BSM implementation, the level of local self-management and compliance was 
still quite low and needed to be improved. The main reasons as defined by the present 
research are (i) the insufficient budget for regular forest patrol and BSM-monitoring 
activities; (ii) the complexity of the harvest application procedures; (iii) the low self-
consciousness of the NTFP users; and (iv) the low enthusiasm of village heads, who are 
responsible for providing reminders of and collecting the contribution money from 
NTFP harvesters. Therefore, there is great necessity to improve the level of local self-
management and compliance with the BSM regulations through improving the BSM 
operation schemes. According to the local people‟s perspectives, these issues could be 
achieved by simplifying procedures and clarifying the incentives and tasks of the BSM 
actors (especially the village heads and the Village Forest Protection team members) for 
the monitoring of the BSM implementation process. Besides, the government still needs 
to ensure the budget and capacity building for the SUF rangers to co-patrol, supervise, 
and monitor the BSM implementation process as well.  

On the other hand, the research found out that, although the local awareness and 
participation in forest protection and sustainable use of NTFPs has increased 
considerably after two years of BSM implementation, the level of local participation in 
forest patrolling and monitoring is still low and irregular. For better continuation of the 
BSM, local people strongly highlighted the importance of securing a budget for VFP 
teams‟ payment to join the forest co-patrolling and monitoring. However, the local 
people‟s legal position, benefit and responsibility in PAs co-management need to be 
clarified in order to increase their capacity for self-management, in contrast to their 
current dependence on the PA rangers when co-patrolling or monitoring in the forest.  

Apart from the achievements and failures, the BSM implementation also faced some 
challenges. Firstly, the BSM pilot implementation in Bach Ma NP led to changes in the 
local labor and income structure towards greater dependence on NTFP exploitation. 
Consequently, following questions for further research may arise: (1) Will the BSM 
implementation bring a higher pressure on forest natural resources or not? And (2) if we 
accept that there is no way to change the habit or culture of local dependence on natural 
resources, then should we attempt to orient the livelihood alternatives for local people 
towards a wise use of natural resources? Furthermore, some conflicts have arisen 
between NTFP users in various Thuong Nhat villages and between local traders and 
NTFP collectors. Besides, there was also a significant differentiation in the volume of 
NTFPs harvested by each household. This inequality was reflected in local NTFP users 
due to the free issuance of permit papers by the rangers at the first stage and the unclear 
regulation of the limitation of harvesting times or volume of NTFPs for each household.  
Moreover, the research identified two major negative practices: overexploitation of 
NTFPs and taking advantage of the NTFPs harvest to cut trees or trap animals. There 
are potential solutions to address these challenges such as (1) raising awareness of local 
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people, (2) offering NTFP sustainable-harvest training, (3) enhancing co-patrolling and 
monitoring activities of the park rangers and the village forest protection teams, and (4) 
creating good incentives either based on the livelihood program for those who actively 
comply with the BSM regulations or direct payments for those who join forest 
protection activities. 

Finally, the research identified certain challenges to future duplication of the BSM to 
other SUFs in Vietnam. Firstly, the work of identifying a sustainable harvestable 
amount of each NTFP is time consuming and costly (biological and social surveys), and 
the scientific basis and the approval scheme are still unclear. The research recommends 
reconsidering the method of negotiating between the NTFP user groups and the SUF 
management board to identify a sustainable harvestable amount of each NTFP. 
Secondly, the BSM duplication would entail more work for SUF management boards. It 
not only requires a certain amount of natural, physical and financial resources, but also 
the implementation capacity of related stakeholders. Consequently, to expand the BSM 
approach to other SUFs, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) 
needs to develop a guideline for BSM implementation to encourage the relevant 
stakeholders‟ involvement. The MARD guideline for national BSM implementation 
should take account of the differences between the local contexts, as well as create the 
necessary, flexible regulations to be applicable in practice. Therefore, based on the 
guideline, additional steps are necessary for the development of specific appropriate 
measures in the course of the BSM implementation at the provincial and local levels. 

In summary, the current research revealed that the BSM pilot policy in the Bach Ma NP 
has achieved some definite successes. The process of the BSM implementation, 
however, still faced a number of challenges. Furthermore, the implementation 
techniques and sustainability of the BSM pilot approach are still considered as 
significant barriers to wide-spread adoption of the program in the near future. The BSM 
pilot, which seeks to shift from state-focus based to local community-based 
management of SUFs in Vietnam, is a learning process that is both time and energy 
consuming. Therefore, it still needs greater efforts and good will from the government, 
relevant international agencies, stakeholders, and local communities to overcome the 
big challenge of true co-management in the context of Vietnam.  
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8. Recommendations  

Based on the research findings and the reviews of BSM researches and practices in 
Vietnam and worldwide, the dissertation demonstrates some main requirements for the 
future duplication of the BSM in Vietnam as follows: 

 

8.1. The terms benefit-sharing mechanism and co-management must be 
understood as being identical in the context of Vietnam 

In general, sharing of benefits is one of the fundamental components of co-management 
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2000). Conversely, some scholars have classified co-
management as a specific case of revenue sharing (Nkhata et al. 2012). It could also be 
said that, as an important part of co-management, the process of benefit sharing should 
be co-managed and hence the power and responsibilities in this procedure should be 
shared among actors in order to succeed in the co-management of protected areas (PAs) 
(Yitbarekt et al. 2013). 

Moreover, the sharing of benefits from conservation is certainly a key element of nature 
conservation, which includes not only the distribution of the benefits attained from a 
resource, but also its management (Yitbarekt et al. 2013). Special-Use Forests (SUFs) 
co-management is a specific sort of community preservation as it pays special attention 
to the interplay between communities, private and governmental actors (Carlsson & 
Berkes 2005). SUF co-management can be determined as an approach “in which two or 
more social actors negotiate, define and guarantee amongst themselves a just sharing of 
the management functions, entitlements and duties for a given territory, area or set of 
natural resources” (Borrini Feyerabend et al.2000, p:1). More recently, it has been 
emphasized that co-management needs to be adaptable to changing conditions and 
needs to explicitly incorporate learning (Folke et al. 2002). 

In the case of Vietnam, the benefit sharing mechanisms (BSM) pilot policy under 
Decision No. 126 encourages the development of participatory approaches to natural 
resource management and encourages the piloting of collaborative approaches and co-
management agreements between the local village communities and SUF management 
boards (Government-126). Therefore, the presented research recommends that BSM can 
be understood as another term for co-management that is based on the sharing of rights, 
benefits and responsibilities (Bechstect et al. 2010; Spelchan et al. 2011). This is also 
the basic background of the research for recommending some main points of the SUF 
co-management policy development and implementation in the future. 

 

8.2. The BSM pilots must be continued under the MARD guideline  

The case study of the BSM pilot in the Bach Ma NP showed that the BSM has achieved 
some definite success, including: (1) high support, demand and involvement by the local 
people in the policy implementation, (2) improvement of local people‟s awareness, 
income and practices in NTFP sustainable use and management, (3) increase of local 
awareness and participation in forest protection. The process of the BSM 
implementation still faces a number of challenges, such as: (1) the complexity of NTFP 
harvest procedures, (2) the low local self-management (autonomy) in compliance with 
the BSM regulations, (3) the irregular and ineffective co-patrolling and monitoring 
activities. The implementation techniques, potential risks and sustainability of the BSM 
pilot approach are still being considered as significant barriers to a wide spread adoption 
of the program in the near future. As the case study in Bach Ma NP showed, which 
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presents only two years of pilot BSM, it remains a challenge to be able to perfect the 
management system, to empower the BSM participants‟ capabilities or to create the 
autonomy of local communities to co-manage the SUF. The BSM pilot is a learning 
process, which is both time and energy consuming to shift from state-focus based to 
local community-based management of SUFs in Vietnam. It needs more efforts and 
good will from the government, relevant international agencies, stakeholders and local 
communities to overcome the big challenge of true co-management in the context of 
Vietnam (PanNature 2012).  

However, Decision No. 218 of the Prime Minister dated 07 February 2014, in reference 
to the approval of the management strategy of the Vietnam system of SUFs, marine 
protected areas, continental wetland protected areas in the period 2015-2020, has 
directed that the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) should 
continue implementation of Decision No. 126 until 2015 in order to organize the work 
of assessing, improving and issuing a general regulation on BSM policy from 
environmental services inside SUFs. Until 2020, according to Decision No. 218, the 
Vietnam SUF system will approach the new management scheme based on the pilot 
BSM and co-management policies (Government-218 2014). Following the Decision No. 
218, the Vietnam Forestry Administration (VNFOREST) held a workshop on the 
“Assessment of the BSM policy pilots in SUFs in Vietnam” in March 2015 in Hanoi. 
Based on the proposed ideas of the workshop participants and the assessment results of 
the pilot BSMs in Vietnam, such as Bach Ma NP, Xuan Thuy NP and Hoang Lien NP, 
the workshop concluded that it needed to continue piloting the BSM initiatives in order 
to study further and develop the co-management policy. This should be based on the 
integration of the sustainable livelihoods development for local people with the 
contracted forest protection activities and the BSMs of the payment for forest 
environmental services (PFES) or REDD+ in SUFs in Vietnam (VNFOREST 2015). 

Furthermore, Article 21 of Decree No. 117 (Government-117 2010) and Article 6 of 
Circulation No. 78 (MARD-78 2011) regulated that the SUF management board (MB) 
has the right and responsibility to develop the SUF‟s natural resource sustainable utility 
plan. Although the guidelines in these legal documents are clear on how to make a plan, 
there is not any specific language about the guidance of the BSM or co-management 
principles in developing a sustainable resource use plan. However, Article 4 of Decision 
No. 07 in 2012 regulated the forest co-management policy and the establishment of a 
management council – the legal representative of local communities – that could ensure 
direct and voluntary negotiation between the SUF management board and village 
community. These negotiations would concern the forest protection and development of 
responsibility based on the legal benefit sharing agreement. The policy aims to enhance 
the effectiveness of forest protection and sustainable use, income increase, and generate 
local labour, as also mentioned in  Decision No. 07 (Government-07, 2012).  

As we can see from the above circumstances, it would be better to continue the BSM 
pilot initiatives in Vietnam under the guidlines of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development (MARD) to encourage more voluntary participation of the SUF 
management boards. It does not need such a Decision under the Government or the 
Prime Minister (like Decision No. 126 in 2012), since MARD could legally issue the 
BSM implementation guideline based on the principles of co-management in order to 
duplicate the BSM pilot in SUFs. 

However, as stated by Pham (2013), to suit the local situation and reduce the gap 
between theory and practice, the MARD guidelines for national BSM implementation 
should take into consideration the differences between local contexts and should also 
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create necessary and flexible guidelines/regulations to be applicable in practice (Pham 
et al. 2013). Specific measures should be developed in the course of the BSM 
implementation at the provincial and local levels.  

 

8.3. Application of the principles of BSM and BSM implementation 

The BSM is the primary mitigation measure for the negative impact of the activities of 
local village communities who depend on forest resources. The BSM not only defines 
the permissible levels of sustainable resource use within the SUF, but also integrates 
livelihood development activities for local forest users (in priority) to achieve nature 
conservation. Therefore, the principle of BSM should be used to encourage (1) the 
collaboration between the SUF MB and the local community forest users to co-manage 
and use forest resources sustainably, (2) the improvement of local alternative 
livelihoods, and (3) the completion of the conservation objectives of the SUF. 

In terms of the BSM implementation, two important principles should be regulated in 
the co-management policy for SUFs in Vietnam: BSM implementation needs to be both 
participatory and voluntary. The participatory principle ensures the full involvement of 
the local community and the SUF MB in the whole process of the BSM implementation. 
The voluntary principle ensures the right of related BSM actors to decide to participate 
or not participate in the BSM implementation, depending on their own conditions. For 
example, the SUF MB should have a right, regulated by the co-management policy, to 
apply/or not apply for the BSM in certain places depending on their own management 
conditions, which include such factors as availability of human resources and budget. In 
the context of Vietnam (low awareness, widespread poverty) the BSM implementation 
would bring more work for the SUF MB and more risks of over-exploitation of forest 
resources due to insufficiency of monitoring and controlling methods. 

The benefits of the BSM could be (1) NTFPs or any other species permitted by the law 
(under the Benefit Sharing Plan (BSP) approved); (2) the products from legal aqua-
culture, crops or tree planting under the forest canopy (under the BSP approved); and 
(3) the revenues collected from the Forest Environmental Service Payment (PFES), 
REDD+, etc. (the BSM would be under the management schemes of each program) 
(Government-126 2012). Besides these objects, the benefits should include livelihood 
development activities designed under any rural development program to be integrated 
into the BSM/co-management initiatives for its success. However, in case of the BSM 
from the natural resource products, there is a need to reconsider both the method of 
identifying the number of species selected to be shared and the permissible harvest 
amount of these species. 

 

8.4. Clarifying the rights and responsibilities of the BSM actors 

Based on the experiences of the BSM pilot in Bach Ma NP, the literature reviews and 
research findings, we recommend that there is a need clarify the rights and 
responsibilities of the BSM actors as follows: 

a) The SUF MB: Provides the chairperson of the MC; assists the MC by providing the 
local ranger staff; manages and protects the SUF; raises awareness of the SUF; 
delegates the local ranger staff to work with the local village heads to supervise the 
BSAs and BSP; and is responsible for the confiscation of tools and items and the 
reporting of violations against the SUF to the police. In addition, the SUF MB should 
have a right to decide which area/species/village could be applied for the BSM, 
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depending on the MB‟s management capacity and the current conditions of the local 
villages such as the economic, social, environmental, resource, human and physical 
capitals. 

b) The local villagers: Encounters with lawbreakers, especially illegal loggers and 
hunters, must be reported immediately to the local Forest Rangers. Additionally, records 
on important animal encounters such as sightings and footprints of large animals should 
be noted after each return from the forest on a simple record sheet and should be 
delivered at the end of each month to the local Forest Ranger Stations.  

c) The Management Council: Draws up operational rules and regulations for the MC; 
records and administers the registers for the BSM; monitors and supervises the 
implementation of the BSP and BSAs; informs the SUF MB on violations in the SUF 
and against the BSP and BSA; and acts as mediator in the case of dispute. 

d) The District People’s Committee: Approves for the establishment and the 
regulations of the MC; and issues supportive policies related to the BSM, NTFPs 
management or livelihood development projects. 

e) The Commune People’s Committee: Provides the vice chairperson(s) of the MC; 
provides the head of the BSM monitoring group (sub-MC); reports infringements and 
violations against the SUF; prevents people from encroaching on the SUF; approves for 
the establishment and the regulations of the Village Forest Protection teams.  

 

8.5. Establishing the institutional structure for BSM management and monitoring 

Based on the guidelines of MARD to implementation of Decision No 126 (MARD-VCF 
2012), the BSM pilot study in Bach Ma NP, and the research literature reviews and 
research findings, we recommend a specific organization structure of the BSM 
management and monitoring as program. In general, the structure consists of four units 
like the MARD guidelines. However, the functions and components of each unit, and 
the inter-relationship among them are recommended to be simpler, active and applicable 
in real world situations. The adapted structure of the BSM management and monitoring 
should be as follows: 

The Management Council: is at the heart of the operation for the management and 
monitoring of BSMs. The SUF MB holds the chair for the MC and so has the 
opportunity to take a leading role to engage with the local communities and help solve 
problems and threats facing the SUF. The MC should be composed of representatives 
from the village communities in and around the SUF; the Forest protection department, 
Commune People‟s Committee, and the SUF management board. The MC should 
promote co-management by offering support (1) to encourage and promote local action; 
(2) to mediate conflicts over resources between people, villages and the SUF; (3) to 
strengthen community networks; (4) and to facilitate exchanges and joint learning. 

Commune monitoring group: is a field supportive unit of the MC; it could be 
called a sub-MC. The commune monitoring group should be composed of the MC, 
including the commune police, the SUF forest ranger, and the village heads. The group 
has several functions such as: (1) supervise/control all the implementations of the 
Benefit Sharing Agreements (BSAs); (2) supervise/control the enforcement of all the 
regulations relating to BSAs; (3) supervise the settlement and agree with solutions to 
issues occurring at the villages; and (4) discover and timely inform the MC about 
violations on the BSAs and suggest solutions.  



Recommendations 

147 

 

Village forest protection teams: Each village has 1 team, each team has  5-10  
members elected by forest user groups, including 1 team leader, 1 vice leader, 1 
secretary and the team members. The team is responsible for: (1) organizing the NTFP 
user groups implementing the BSAs; (2) monitoring/controlling all the action activities 
in the field; (3) controlling, discovering and timely informing the commune monitoring 
group; (4) informing about hunters, illegal exploiters, cooperating with the SUF rangers 
to patrol, stopping violations and the monitoring of forest resources. 

Forest user groups: Local people, who depend on NTFPs, encouraged to register in 
the BSM; they are grouped into different forest user groups (e.g. rattan group, honey 
group, etc.). Each forest user group elects one group leader to organize the group 
activities; to collect fees from members; to participate in the village forest protection 
team; and on behalf of the group, to sign the BSA contract with the SUF MB. All forest 
users must abide by the rules specified in the BSAs; in order to prevent the forests from 
being destroyed and reporting to the VFP teams and the SUF rangers to make timely 
actions possible. 

 

8.6. Organizing the BSM registration adequately before developing the BSM plan 

Based on the experiences of implementation of the BSM pilot in Bach Ma NP, the 
literature reviews and the research findings, we recommend that the registration for 
BSM needs to take place at an early stage in the proceedings of drawing up the BSM. 
The registration process of the BSM should be participatory and at the village level and 
every person and household should be given the opportunity to register for a BSM if 
they use and rely on the forest. The important point is to ensure that the forest users are 
encouraged to register in the BSM by proper informing of the socio-economic benefits 
of the BSM and proper organizing of the registration meetings. There is a need to pay 
more attention to the meeting time selection, meeting informing ways and meeting 
reimburse/incentives level to be suitable to the local NTFPs users, with the aim to 
encourage right people to register for the BSM. Additionally, the role of village heads 
and local rangers, who prepare and hold the BSM meetings, is very important. 
Therefore, their qualifications and positive spirits need to be improved, in order to raise 
local awareness and thereby to improve the level of support and involvement of local 
people in the BSM implementation. 

The research also recommends that it is better to implement the BSM awareness raising 
programs (mainly by village meetings) and to survey the current NTFP use situation 
before organizing the BSM registration meetings. Time selection for the BSM 
registration meeting should be suitable for each NTFP interest group in order to ensure 
the full involvement of each NTFP interest group. The BSM registration meetings are 
recommended to be held separately for each group of NTFP interest (in a village) in 
order to: (1) negotiate the permissible harvest amount and harvest period for each NTFP 
per year; (2) identify the harvesting area demarcation; (3) negotiate the annual fee for 
issuing the NTFP exploitation right (this collected fee will be used as a contribution 
fund for the BSM management units to monitor the BSA implementation); (4) clarify 
the rights and responsibilities of the group; and (5) to develop the sustainable harvesting 
regulations. These information are very necessary for the development of the Benefit 
Sharing Plan (BSP) and the Benefit Sharing Agreements (BSAs).  
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8.7. Simplifying the NTFP harvest procedures and enhancing the local autonomy 

There are two main disadvantages and ineffective activities in the BSM implementation, 
including the “harvest application procedures” and the “contribution for the village fund 
after NTFP harvest”. Concerning the “harvest application procedures,” the study 
recommends that instead of three steps, the NTFP harvest procedure can be 
implemented in two steps. The BSM management council could delegate the tasks to 
the village forest protection teams (step 1, for delivering and guiding the NTFP user 
groups to complete the form) and the SUF local forest ranger station (step 2, for 
checking the form if relevant to the BSAs and decide approve or not approve to issue 
the permission paper for the NTFP user group). Concerning the “contribution for the 
village fund after NTFP harvest,” the research findings indicate that it is not necessary 
to apply this procedure, as it is both complicated and unrealistic. Instead of this, the MC 
could impose an annual charge for the permission paper of the resource access and use. 
The annual charges are different among different kinds of NTFP, and are defined based 
on the permissible harvest amount registered and negotiated between the MC/SUF MB 
and the NTFP user group members at the BSM registration meetings for each village. 
The VFP team is responsible to collect the charge from the leaders of NTFP user groups 
in the village. The MC will manage the charge to hold monitoring activities of the 
commune monitoring group and the Village Forest Protection (VFP) teams.  

Furthermore, to succeed the BSM project, the research also recommends that more 
monitoring activities and serious treatment of the park rangers and the VFP teams under 
the incentive mechanism are needed to apply in a long-term strategy in order to improve 
the level of local compliance of regulations and their autonomy in BSM 
implementation. Besides this, the government still needs to ensure the budget and 
capacity building for the SUF rangers to co-patrol, supervise and monitor the BSM 
implementation process as well.  

 

8.8. Developing the methods of the benefit-sharing plan 

According to the guidelines of MARD for the implementation of Decision No. 126, the 
benefit sharing plan (BSP) should specify the: (1) type of resource to be exploited, (2) 
location of the resource within the forest (on a map where possible and with a clear 
description of the local area), (3) current forest reserves, (4) envisaged level of 
exploitation, (5) exploitation period, (6) identify users allowed to exploit the resource, 
(7) specify the sustainable exploitation method(s), (8) check for any other legal right 
over the area; (9) mechanism for dispute resolutions, and (10) mechanism for contract 
amendments (MARD-VCF 2012). 

To develop a Benefit Sharing Plan, the research presented in this thesis indicates that 
the most significant challenges include identifying which NTFPs can be shared and the 
harvestable amount for each NTFP. Following this research, the survey team needs to 
identify critical information for each kind of forest products, including: (1) its value, 
distribution, and purpose of use; (2) the people involved in its harvesting, (3) 
appropriate time of harvesting; (4) techniques of harvesting and its impact on demand 
and long-term supply; (5) relevance for the livelihood of the villagers; (6) value chain 
and its market; and (7) the level of availability/ scarcity/ trends (5 years ago, presently, 
predictions for the future) (Table  8.8.1). 
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Table 8.8.1. Example of the field works required for a BSM plan development 

Tasks Type of work required 

1. Village meeting   Introduce the idea and importance of the BSP.  
Discuss a plan of work, identify the different forest 
users and main activities in the forest, best areas to 
cover, the transect routes to cover main land types 
and uses 

2. Special discussion with 
women forest users 

Understand the circumstances of the women forest 
users, their role, needs and forest dependency, 
especially in time of food shortage  

3. Draw up sketch maps Drawing of the village (or model) and access to 
forest, distance to the forest and time spent in the 
forest  

4. Identify forest users, the level 
of dependency, main NTFP 
items, requirements and areas of 
collection    

Small group meetings with different forest users, 
women, men, different ethnic minority groups if 
more than one is present, what types of NTFPs are 
collected, seasonality, general availability, and  
vulnerability to change in the forest 

5. Land conflicts Discuss any land conflicts related to boundaries, use 
and allocation – internal to the village communities 
and between villages 

6. Identify land with special 
problems 

Look for land with problems or where gullies have 
formed these may need special protection or land 
use recommendations in the BSP 

7. Identify water sources / major 
water uses  

Water for irrigation etc. that may require forest 
protection  

8. Discuss findings Share comments and ideas on current land use 
success and problems, such as times of food 
shortage and dependency on the forest   

9. Village and forest transects  Use 1:10,000 maps or hand sketches with main 
physical features to plot routes/transects; walk 
boundaries of village land and forest use 

10.  Resource survey of NTFPs 
and other forest products 

Finalise what types of NTFPs are collected, 
seasonality, general availability, and  vulnerability 
to change in the forest  

11. Discuss findings Agree areas of “use” and areas of “non use” until 
the NTFP resource has recovered to allow further 
exploitation.  
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Tasks Type of work required 

12 Finalise  BSP Final BSP, SUF MB submits to MARD/or PPC for 
approval and changes would have to be discussed 
and agreed with the village communities 

(Source: adapted from MARD-VCF, 2012) 

However, because the identification of NTFP harvestable/permissible amount is time 
consuming, entails high consultant costs (including for the biological and social 
surveys), and lacks assured scientific bases in Vietnam, there is a need to reconsider the 
method of negotiating and identifying the number of species of NTFPs selected to be 
shared and the size of a harvestable amount of each NTFP. Therefore, this research 
recommends to take a “social approach” rather than a “biological approach” to identify 
the harvestable amounts of NTFPs in order to save time and money for the BSM/co-
management initiatives. Following this recommendation, based on social surveys of 
annual local people‟s need of NTFPs, the amount of harvestable NTFPs would be 
negotiated with local user groups. However, before starting the negotiation process, it 
would be better to make clear to all parties involved that under the BSM, the NTFP use 
and management right is with the local villagers. With this approach, the above research 
indicates that the locals will probably show more compliance with the BSM regulations 
as well as be more autonomous in the sustainable use and management of NTFPs. 

 

8.9. Developing the methods of benefit-sharing agreements 

Based on the implementation of the BSM pilot in Bach Ma NP, the literature reviews 
and the research findings, we recommend that the BSA should be a renewable contract 
to use a resource or resources that has binding terms and conditions. The BSA would 
normally be valid for a period of 12 – 24 months (depending on the specific type of 
NTFP), set the type and method of harvest, and the quantities of harvest allowed. The 
Decision No 126 recognises three types of BSA, including village community, 
household, and individual BSA types. However, the research presented in this thesis 
recommends that it would be more efficient to make BSAs with the NTFPs user groups 
rather than to make a BSA for the whole village community. In the Bach Ma NP BSM 
pilot implementation, there was only one type of BSA signed: the village community 
type. Following this type, there were seven BSAs signed between the park MB and the 
village heads of seven villages. Consequently, the village heads were not be able to 
control and be responsible for all forest users in the villages, resulting in very rare case 
of compliance with the “contributions to the village fund after harvest” as the BSA‟s 
commission (Section 5.2). Concerning the recommended type of BSA between the 
management board and the NTFP user group, each BSA would be made for each NTFP 
user group in each village. The NTFP user group leader is responsible for signing the 
BSA with the SUF management board, managing the group‟s activities, and collecting 
the contribution fee from the NTFP users in his/her group to hand in the MC to 
manage). 

The BSA should be documented and include: (i) area of NTFPs exploitation (identified 
and agreed on the demarcation of the harvesting zone using natural boundaries of local 
names and knowledge); (ii) times and methods to be used for harvesting; (iii) non-use 
restriction; (iv) rewards (e.g. compensation for environmentally friendly harvesting, 
long-term forest user rights, support through extension and livestock programs, 
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acclamation/bounty for reporting on illegal activities, etc.); (v) enforcement (including a 
system dealing with complains, penalty system for violators); and (vi) implementation 
and monitoring arrangements. 

Once the BSAs are signed by the relevant parties (the MC, SUF MB and Forest User 
Group representatives), a public meeting should be held between SUF management, the 
forest user groups and the SUF rangers in which the content of the agreement and the 
monitoring procedure is clearly shared and clarified to all concerned parties.  

 

8.10. Providing adequately for the potential budgets for BSM implementation for 
SUFs in Vietnam    

The policy development should answer the question of the financial sources for the 
policy implementation. This is an important point to guarantee the success of the policy 
in the future because Vietnam‟s SUFs face major financial problems, which in turn 
translate into serious management constraints (Emerton et al. 2003). 

The BSM initiatives conducted in Bach Ma NP and Xuan Thuy NPs were mainly 
funded by the Vietnam Conservation Fund (VCF) and various international donors. In 
the case of Bach Ma BSM pilot implementation, the VCF ended its funding of this 
project in March 2014, resulting in certain difficulties in the continuation of the BSM 
activities, including forest co-patrolling and monitoring, allowance payment for the MC, 
and village monitoring meetings. In fact, the international donors might be frustrated to 
fund for Vietnam SUFs to implement the BSM initiatives only, because their interests 
are often dependent on the trends of changing global issues. Additionally, it is unlikely 
that every SUF in Vietnam could have such potential opportunities to generate or retain 
surplus income from the Payment for Forest Environmental Services (PFES), REDD+, 
etc. In case the co-management policy is approved, it would be difficult for Vietnam‟s 
PAs to implement the program due to a lack of budget. Therefore, the government needs 
to clearly identify the financial sources for SUFs co-management implementation. 

Recently, the Vietnam government has undertaken many efforts in nature conservation. 
The efforts included policy solutions as well as financial ones. There are some financial 
sources from the government as well as from the international programs for forest 
protection and development in Vietnam‟s PAs. Although each financial source has its 
own implementation mechanism and different management schemes, the SUFs could be 
used to integrate the financial sources in one ultimate objective that is the effective 
management of the SUF. Thus, the co-management scheme could be applied by making 
use of these financial sources in proper ways. Some financial sources could be used for 
the BSM/co-management initiatives. Examples include: 

The annual budget for forest protection allocation program: This program is called “the 
661 program” or “Five million hectares of new reforestation project.” Following this 
program, the SUFs annually get a certain budget to hire local people to protect the forest 
in the form of a forest protection allocation contract. Under this budget, the SUFs have 
to make a plan, sign contracts to allocate some parts of the SUF forest to the local 
organizations, individuals, households or household groups for protection. The cost 
norm of this program is VND 200,000 per hectare per year. With the BSM 
implementation schemes recommended above, this budget could be used for the SUF to 
make forest protection contracts with the village forest protection teams established by 
the Commune People‟s Committee. The budget for forest co-patrolling and monitoring 
of the VFP teams could be covered by this kind of government budget. 
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The annual budget for the SUF‟s buffer zone development program: This program was 
recently formalized in Decision No. 24 dated 01 June 2012 by the Prime Minister on the 
“Investment policy on SUFs development in the period 2011-2020” (Government-24 
2012). Following this Decision, the SUF would have a budget for developing the 
livelihoods of local village communities which are located inside or next to the SUF‟s 
boundary. The cost norm is VND 40 million per village per year. The village 
communities have a right to decide which model of alternative livelihoods and which 
households are to be selected for joining the program through the village meetings. The 
SUF and the Commune People‟s Committee are responsible for supervising and 
monitoring the village communities to build and implement the livelihood plan. 
According to the Decision No 24, the village communities can use the invested money 
to buy materials (the locals contribute labors) for improving the village common 
facilities, infrastructure; or to buy small-scale machine used for agricultural, forestry 
activities; or to buy seedlings or livestock breeds for developing the alternative 
livelihood for the local households. Therefore, the SUFs could use this budget line to 
supervise the village communities to invest in buying small-scale machines used for 
NTFP processing or handicraft production for the long-term of livelihood under the co-
management/BSM schemes to allow for a wise and sustainable use of NTFP resources. 

Apart from the above options, recently the Vietnam SUFs have sources gained from the 
Forest Environmental Service Payment (PFES) activities (only few SUFs have these 
sources up to now). There are two forms of payment:  Direct payment: the use of forest 
environmental services pays directly to the suppliers of environmental services under 
the principles of the agreement; and Indirect payment: the use of forest environmental 
services entrusted to the Fund of Forest Protection and Development and  pays 
providers for environmental services of forests (Pham et al. 2013). The SUFs could use 
the budget from PFES (if it is available) to make a contract with the local communities 
to protect the forest, or to develop the local people‟s alternative livelihoods.  

Therefore, for generating fundings to encourage conservation activities, such as starting 
co-management initiatives or livelihood development, one of the most important things 
is that both conservation and development decision-makers are better informed on 
funding approaches and financial mechanisms used in other sectors that can applied to 
PAs (Emerton et al. 2005). Under this research, we recommend that the SUF 
management boards should have a central role in integrating the different available 
budgets/fundings (if approved) into the ultimate goal of effective management of the 
SUFs under the BSM policy based on the principle of co-managementas the research 
mentioned above.  

However, a further another question is: How can SUFs be efficiently managed to 
achieve their intrinsic goal of long-term conservation of biodiversity under human-
induced pressures? In short, there are two basic schools of thought for answering this 
question. The first school of thought claims that a strict focus on law enforcement will 
assure protection. The second asserts that rural development and on-site responsibility 
for natural resources will lead to efficient SUF management (GAiA, 2013). Based on 
the research findings, I believe that it would be better to integrate the enforcement, rural 
development and on-site responsibility for natural resources at the same time in order to 
create a “push and pull” effect to direct the forest users out of PAs and enhance the 
gradual recovery of natural resources in the context of Vietnam SUFs. Additionally, the 
BSM policy under the co-management approach and principles will be worth and 
applicable in the future for SUFs management in Vietnam if the MARD guidelines on 
the BSM implementation are good enough to raise awareness and to motivate the SUF 
relevant stakeholders to practice.                                                                                                      
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Annex 1. Household interview questionnaires (December 2013) 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Impact Assessment of the Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM) pilot policy 

(For household interview) 

 

Table : ..........   Date of interview:. ... / 12 / 2013  Interviewer: ........................ 
 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Interviewee: ................................. Village: ............, Thuong Nhat commune. 

Age : .......   Gender: Male  /  Female   Ethnicity: Katu  /  Kinh 

Type of household:             Poor ,  Sub- Poor ,  Non-poor   

II. PEOPLE AWARE OF POLICY 

1. Do you know about the benefit sharing policy in Bach Ma NP, in Thuong Nhat commune? 

Yes ,  No  

If Yes, where do you know from?  ( ) Village meeting   ( ) propaganda posters  

( ) Forest Protection Officers  ( ) Commune officers 

2. In general, how do you support the pilot policy? 

      Very support; Support; No comments ; Not support ; Strongly not support 

3. When you first know about the pilot policy, what did you expect from the policy? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. After nearly 01 year of implementing, did the pilot policy benefit to you or not? 

- Yes, what are the benefits? ……….............................................................................................. 

- No, because ……………………………………………………………………………………. 

5. According to you, when participate in the BSM, what are your rights? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

(If the interviewee does not know, suggest the following options: 

a. Harvest NTFPs officially,    

b. Remind or chase out the outsiders when entering into the forest     

c. Remind others of sustainable NTFP extraction,  d. Monitor the village fund   

e. Protect the forest      f. Participate in village meetings 

According to you, what is the most important right? 

…………………………………………………...............................................................................…. 

6. When participate in the BSM, what are your responsibilities? 

……………………………………………................................................................................... 
(If the interviewee does not know, suggest the following options: 

A. Register the permission form  B. Follow the NTFP extracting regulations,  

C. Pay for the village fund after selling the NTFPs 

D. Provide messages for rangers,  E. Oversee the payment for the village fund, 

F. Reminding others to sustainablely harvest of NTFPs… 

According to you, what is the most important responsibility? 

….................................................................................................................................................. 
III. PEOPLE'S PARTICIPATION  

3.1. Participation in decision making process 

7. Did you participate in which following activities? 

- Meeting to hear about the pilot policy  Yes  No  

- Meeting to map the village management and exploitation zone  Yes  No 

- Meeting to discuss BSM plans in NTFPs harvest and forest protection  Yes  No 

- Meeting to build agreement on the rights and responsibilities of people joining BSM  
 Yes  No 

- Meeting to discuss the rate of village fund payment after harvest of NTFPs  Yes  No 
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- Meeting to collaborate with consultants and Park staff to build models for village livelihood 

development  Yes  No 

- Monthly meetings to assess the implementation of BSM   Yes   No 

- Training session on sustainable NTFP collection   Yes  No 

- Training sessions on livelihood models?  Yes  No.  
If yes, how many times ......... ; which training? …….. Who in your family participated in the 

training  .......................................... 

8. When participating in the meeting, do you ever raise ideas? 

 No, because ………...............................…………………………………………………….. 

 Yes, how many times? ………………………. Ideas about ……………………………….... 
9. Compared with the previous years, when participating in the BSM do you have any 

difficulty? 

 No. 

 Yes: ( ) Registration procedures; ( ) Deductions for village fund; ( ) Stricter management of 

rangers and village forest protection teams; …………………………......................................... 
3.2. Participate in forest monitoring and protection 

10. Have you ever deliver messages to the Park forest rangers? 

 Yes  No.  How many times? ........ / year 

11. Did you participate in co-patrolling with the Park forest rangers? 

 Yes  No. How many times? ....... / Year 

* If yes, what are your responsibilities? ...................................................................................... 
12. When going to harvest NTFPs, do you apply for a license? 

  Yes. How many times? ...... / year 

  No. Why? ............................ .................................................. ................................................ 
13. When extracting NTFPs, do you follow the sustainable harvest regulations? 

  Yes, why? ............................ .................................................. ............................................... 
  No, why? ............................ .................................................. ................................................ 
14. When you see someone logging or hunting in the forest of BMNP what did you do? 

 Arrest them     Report to the village forest protection team  
 Report to village head  Report to the Park rangers  Report to the commune police 

 Do nothing    Remind           Other ...........…..................... 
(Reason?......................................................................................................................................) 
15. When you see someone from other communes extracting NTFPs in your management forest, 

what did you do? 

 Arrest them     Report to the village forest protection team  
 Report to village head  Report to the Park rangers  Report to the commune police 

 Do nothing    Remind           Other ...........…..................... 
(Reason?......................................................................................................................................) 
16. When you see someone from other villages extracting NTFPs in your management forest, 

what did you do? 

 Arrest them     Report to the village forest protection team  
 Report to village head  Report to the Park rangers  Report to the commune police 

 Do nothing    Remind           Other ...........…..................... 
(Reason?......................................................................................................................................) 
17. When you see someone register to extract NTFPs, but cutting timbers in Bach Ma National 

Park what did you do? 

 Arrest them     Report to the village forest protection team  
 Report to village head  Report to the Park rangers  Report to the commune police 

 Do nothing    Remind           Other ...........…..................... 
(Reason?......................................................................................................................................) 
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18. When you see someone extracting NTFPs without following the regulations what did you 

do? 

 Arrest them     Report to the village forest protection team  
 Report to village head  Report to the Park rangers  Report to the commune police 

 Do nothing    Remind           Other ...........…..................... 
(Reason?......................................................................................................................................) 
 

IV. POLICY IMPACT TO ECONOMIC, SOCIAL ASPECTS  

19. Please tell me what are the NTFPs that you exploited in the past years? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Species In the 

Park 

In the 

comm

une 

forest 

Amou

nt 

/year 

How to use the 

extracted products 

Abundance level 

(A lot: XXX, Average: 

XX, A few:    X) 

Hom

e use 

(%) 

Sell/1 

year 
(VND) 

   2002  2012  

2013 
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Linzhi 

mushro

om 
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honey 

        

Wild 
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Snail    
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20. Could you please estimate the income of your family this year? 

 

21. According to you, how did the BSM policy affect your household‟s income? 

 Normally   Better than last year     Worse than last year   Do not know 

(If the park does not permit exploitation of NTFPs, will it affect your income?) 

 Yes  No  Do not know 

22. How is the importance of the natural forest to your economic life? 

 No important  A little important     Normal    Important    Very important 

23. How do you think about the conscious of your village people on forest protection? 

 Not very good  ...... %, Not good ...... %,Normal  ...... %,Good ..... %,Very Good .... % 

24. Do you know the Forest Management Council of Thuong Nhat? 

 Yes   No 

If Yes, what is the role of the Council? ........................................................................................ 

25. Did the locals voluntarily participate in the BSM program? The reason? 

Yes, ............................................................................................................................................... 
No, ................................................................................................................................................. 
26. According to you, did the BSM program associate the benefits and the responsibilities of 

people in the village or not? 

 Yes, why? ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 No, why? ………………………………………………………………………………………. 

27. According to you, is it equal among locals when participating in the BSM or not? 

  No   Yes    Do not know 

28. According to you, why did not people who engaged in NTFP extraction pay to the village 

fund as agreed? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

29. In the process of implementing BSM, were there any conflicts occurred? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

30. In the process of implementing BSM agreements, did you see/know any case as follows: 

a. Taking advantage to over exploit the allowed NTFPs/or other NTFPs  

Income frome Estimation 

(VND/year) 

Notes 

Forest protection (patrol, monitor)   

Harvest from Acacia plantation   

Extract reisin from rubber plantation   

Rattan extractation   

Mushroom collection   

Bee honey collection   

Snail catchment   

Bamboo shoot extract   

Livestock raising:   

- Poultry (chicken, duck)   

- Pigs, fishes   

- Castle (buffalos, goats, cows)   

Cassava plantation   

Banana plantation   

Rice plantation   

Others (wages, salary, from children, 

……………………………………….) 
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b. Taking advantage to illegal logging  

c. Taking advantage to trapping animals  

d. Taking advantage to gold mining   

31. Did the implementation of BSM policy reduce your income?  Yes  No  Do not know 

32. Has there been the case that the NTFP buyer abused the price? According to you, how to 

control the problem (if there is)? 

……………………………………………………………………………….................................. 
33. This pilot policy will end in late December, 2013, according to you should we continue to 

pilot the policy or not?  

 Yes, why? ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 No, why? ………………………………………………………………………………………. 

34. Did you know whom who (……..people, who…….. ......) quick illegal logging this year? 

35. If continuing the BSM program, how to improve the work in order to let locals manage 

themselves to exploit and manage well NTFPs ? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

36. After 1 year of implementation of the BSM policy, do you feel that the protection of the 

forests in Bach Ma better than last year? 

( ) Yes      ( ) No   ( ) Not known   ( ) Not interested 

37. If continuing the BSM program, what is your suggestion to do it better? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Sincerely thank you! 
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Annex 2. Household interview questionnaires (December 2014) 

QUESTIONNAIRES 

Impact Assessment of the Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM) pilot policy 

(For household interview) 

Table : ..........  Date of interview: ..... / 12 / 2014  Interviewer: …………………..……... 
Village: ............, Thuong Nhat commune, Nam Dong district.  

A. General information 

1. Name of the household:  1) Husband: ......................... Age: ....... Education: ………….

    2) Wife: ……………..…...... Age: ....... Education: ………… 
2. Type of household:    Poor    Sub-poor   Non-poor   

3. Main income of the HH from: …………………………… In which months? ……………... 
4. Sub-income of the HH from: ……………………………..In which months? ……………… 

5. How does your family depend on the NTFPs exploitation? 

(a) Very dependence   (b) Dependence  (c) Not dependence     

6. Do you know about the benefit sharing policy in Bach Ma NP, in Thuong Nhat commune? 

( ) Yes, where do you know from?   
(a) Village meeting   (b) Forest Protection Officers  (c) propaganda posters   
(d) Commune officers  (e) Others  

( ) No, reasons? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... 
7. In general, how do you support the pilot policy? 

      Very support ; Support ; No comment ; Not support  ; Strongly not support  

8. When you first know about the pilot policy, what did you expect the most thing from the 

policy? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
9. Did you register in the BSM participation in 2012?   

(a) No   --->    Please answer the questions at the B, D, E, F 

(b) Yes  --->    Please answer the questions at the C, D, E, F 

B- Questions for the non-registered households 

1.Why have you not registered to join the BSM program? 

(a) Not receive any information from the BSM 

(b) Not foreseen any benefit when join the BSM 

(c) Not interested in the BSM 

(d) Other reasons: 

.......................................................................................................................................................... 
2. Do you want to participate in the BSM if it continues to take place in your village? 

() Yes, Why? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... 
() No, Why?  

.......................................................................................................................................................... 
3. According to you, what should the relevant agencies such as Bach Ma NP, the commune PC, 

etc do in order to encourage you to join the BSM program? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... 
4. While BSM implementation, did you found any difference between the registered and non-

registered NTFPs collectors? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... 
C- Questions for the registered households 

* Benefits (advantages) and costs (difficulties/disadvantages) 

1. After more than 2 years of implementation, did the BSM benefit to you or not? 

( ) Yes, what are the benefits? 

………............................................................................................................................................. 
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( ) No, why? 

.........................................................................................................................…………………... 
2. After more than 2 years of implementation, did the BSM cause you any difficulty/ 
disadvantage? 

( ) No, Why? 

.........................................................................................................................………………… 

( ) Yes, What? 

a) BSM registration procedures 

b) Implementation of procedure steps before NTFP harvesting 

c) Deduction for the village fund after harvesting 

d) Apply the BSM regulations (ex. sustainable harvest) 

e) Cooperation with the park forest rangers 

f) Other difficulties? 
............................................................................................................................................
. 
* Rights and responsibilities: 

3. According to you, when participate in the BSM, what are your rights? (which activities are 

you allowed to do?) 

.……………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

If the interviewee does not know, suggest the following options: 

(a) Harvest NTFPs officially  (b) Remind the outsiders when entering into the forest  

(c) Expel the outsiders when entering into the forest  
(d) Remind others of sustainable NTFP extraction  

(e) Monitor the village fund  (f) Co-operate with rangers to protect the forest 

(g) Participate in village meetings.   (h) Others: ………………………………………………. 

According to you, what is the most important right? 

……………………………………………………………………….................................................... 
4. When participate in the BSM, what are your responsibilities? 

4.1. In the forest, what are your responsibilitíes? 
...................................................................................................................................................... 
If the interviewee does not know, suggest the following options: 

(a) Apply for the harvest permission paper, (b) Follow the NTFP extracting regulations,  

(c) Contribution for the village fund after selling the NTFPs, (d) Others: 

............................................ 
4.2. In the village, what are your responsibilities?.......................................................................... 

If the interviewee does not know, suggest the following options: 

(a) Provide messages for rangers,  (b) Oversee the deduction for the village fund payment, 

(c) Participate in village meetings (d) Remind others to harvest NTFPs sustainably  

(e) Others:………………………………………………………………………………………… 

5. While BSM implementation, did you found any difference between the registered and non-

registered harvesters? 

..........................................................................................................................................................  

D. Local participation level in the BSM implementation process 

* Local participation in the BSM development 

1. Did you participate in which following activities? 

a- Meeting to hear about the BSM pilot policy  Yes  No  

b- Meeting to map the village management and exploitation zone  Yes  No 

c- Meeting to discuss BSM plans in NTFPs harvest and forest protection  Yes  No 

d- Meeting to build agreement on the rights and responsibilities of people joining BSM  
 Yes  No 

e- Meeting to discuss the rate of village fund payment after harvest of NTFPs  Yes  No 
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f- Meeting with the consultants to identify models for village livelihood development  
 Yes  No 

g- Village meetings to assess the implementation of BSM   Yes   No 

h- Training session on sustainable NTFP collection   Yes  No 

i- Training sessions on livelihood models?  Yes  No.  

2. When participating in the meeting, have you ever raised ideas? 

 No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 Yes, how many times? ……. Ideas about ………………………………………………….. 

* Local participation in forest protection and BSM implementation  

3. Have you ever delivered messages to the Park forest rangers? / or to the village head?  

 No.    Yes   How many times? ........ / year 2014.  

4. Did you participate in co-patrolling with the Park forest rangers? 

  No.   Yes   How many times? ....... / year 2014 

If yes, what are your responsibilities? …........................................... ........................................... 

5. When going to harvest NTFPs in the national park, do you apply for a permission paper? 

  Yes. How many times of register? ...... /total harvest time ......?/year 2014 

  No. Why? ............................ ......................................................... ............................................ 
6. When extracting NTFPs, do you follow the sustainable harvest regulations? 

  Yes, why? ............................ ........................................................ ............................................ 

  No, why? ............................ ............................ ......................................................................... 

7. When you see the outsiders logging or hunting in the forest of Bach Ma NP what did you do? 

(a) Arrest them    (b) Warn and remind them (c) Report to the VFP team 
(d) Report to village head   (e) Report to the Park rangers  (f) Expel them from the forest 

(g) Others: .............................  (h) Do nothing 

(Reason?.........................................................................................................................................) 
8. When you see someone from other communes extracting NTFPs in your management forest, 

what did you do? 

(a) Arrest them    (b) Warn and remind them (c) Report to the VFP team 
(d) Report to village head   (e) Report to the Park rangers  (f) Expel them from the forest 

(g) Others: .............................  (h) Do nothing 

(Reason?.........................................................................................................................................)
9. When you see someone from other villages extracting NTFPs in your management forest, 

what did you do? 

(a) Arrest them    (b) Warn and remind them (c) Report to the VFP team 
(d) Report to village head   (e) Report to the Park rangers  (f) Expel them from the forest 

(g) Others: .............................  (h) Do nothing 

(Reason?.........................................................................................................................................)
10. When you see someone from your village extracting NTFPs without following the 

regulations, what did you do? 

(a) Arrest them    (b) Warn and remind them (c) Report to the VFP team 
(d) Report to village head   (e) Report to the Park rangers  (f) Expel them from the forest 

(g) Others: .............................  (h) Do nothing 

(Reason?.........................................................................................................................................)
* Local participation in deduction for village fund from NTFPs’ harvest 

11. Have you ever reported to the rangers (or village head) about your harvest amount after out 

of forest? 

(a) Yes, why?  ............................ ...................................................................................................  
(b) No, why?  ............................ ..................................................................................................... 
12. Have you ever deducted for the village fund after selling your harvested NTFP? 

(a) Yes, why? ............................ ........................................................ ............................................ 



Annex 

171 

 

(b) No, why? ............................ .......................................................... ............................................ 
13. Do you think that it needs to have the village fund to use for forest protection and BSM 

monitoring? 

(a) Yes, why? .................................................................................... ............................................ 
(b) No, why? ....................................................................................... ............................................ 

14. According to you, which is the best solution to develop the village fund from the NTFPs 

users? 

Only select one of the best solution as follows: Agree 

(a) Harvester pays a credit of certain money to apply for NTFP harvest permission, and 

after harvesting will deduct for village fund according to the harvest amount. The VFP 

team is responsible for this task?  

 (b) Harvester pays a credit of certain money to apply for NTFP harvest permission, and 

after harvesting will deduct for village fund according to the harvest amount. The 

village head is responsible for this task? 

 (c) The NTFPs trader is delegated to deduct 10% of the total sell of NTFPs  to keep for 

the village fund. This must be regulated by the whole village at a meeting. 

 (d) Other solution proposed by the interviewee:…………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

  
E. Economic impacts of the BSM 

1. How was the amount of the NTFPs that you exploited in the year 2014? 

2. Could you please estimate the income sources of your family in 2014? 

Species Amount 

/year 

How do you use the 

extracted products? 

Abundance level 

(A lot: XXX, Average: XX, 

A few:  X) 

Home 

use (%) 

Sell  
(%) 

2012 2013 2014 

Rattan (100 kg)       

Linzhi mushroom 

(kg) 

      

Bee honey (bottle)       

Bamboo (kg)       

Snail (kg)       

Uoi seed (kg)       

Wild boar (head)       

Income from Total 
(VND/year) 

Increase 

(2014/2013) 

Decrease  

(2014/2013) 

Forest protection (patroling, 

monitoring) 

   

Harvest from Acacia plantation    

Harvest from Rubber plantation    

Livestock raising (poultry, pigs, castle, 

etc) 

   

Farming (Cassava, banana, rice,etc)    

NTFPs exploitation    

Timbers exploitation    
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3. According to you, how important is the income from NTFPs exploitation for your household? 

..................………………………………………………………………………………………… 

F- Evaluation of the BSM implementation effectiveness by local people view points 

1. After more than 2 years of BSM implementation, how do you evaluate about the forest 

protection of Bach Ma NP? 

(a) Better  (b) Moderate       (c) Worse (d) Don‟t know 

Why? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... 

2. Which of the following BSM activities do you think that were not implemented well? 

(a) BSM propaganda   (b) Organization of BSM registration   
(c) Livelihood development support (d) Harvest application procedures   
(e) BSM monitoring by village meeting  (f) Deduction for village fund after NTFPs harvesting 

(g) Others? .............................................................................................…………………………  

3. Do you think that the villagers harvest NTFPs more sustainably (follow the techniques) than 

before? 

(a) Yes  (b) No  (c) Not change  (d) Don‟t know 

4. In your opinion, is it equal among local households when participating in the BSM? 

(a) Yes  (b) No  (c) Don‟t know 

If No, what is the most un-equal thing? 

.................................….........………………………………………………………………………………. 

5. Was there any conflict happen when piloting the BSM? 

(a) Yes   (b) No  (c) Don‟t know 

If Yes, which things? 

………………………………………………………………………………………….......... 

6. The BSM have ended in 12/2014, do you want to continue? 

(a) No, why? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
(b) Yes, why? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

What should be done to implement the BSM better than before? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………..
............................................................................................................................…………………. 

 

Sincerely thank you for your kindness! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wild animal poaching/trapping     

Others (wages, salary, etc)    
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Annex 3. Village meeting questionnaires  

QUESTIONNAIRES 

Impact Assessment of the Benefit Sharing Policy 

(For a village meeting) 

Date of interview: .............. Village No: ...... Facilitator: ....................................... 

I. Assess the level of acceptance of people with Decision 126 

1. What are your direct and indirect benefits from the forest of Bach Ma National Park? 

2. Have you known and participated in implementation of the Decision 126 yet? 

3. How was the implementation of the policy? How many people (among participants) 
joined the policy? 

a. For people who joined the policy: 

i. What do you get benefits from the forest of BMNP? 

ii. How many times/per year did you collect from the forest of BMNP? 

iii. Did you pay to the village fund after selling the collected products? 

iv. Why? 

v. How was the policy implementation? Was it fit to your expectation?  

vi. What needs to be improved to better fit to your expectation? 

b. For people who have not joined the policy: 

i. Do you have any demand from the forest? 

ii. Why have you not joined the policy? 

iii. Does the Decision 126 fit your demand/expectation? 

iv. What needs to be improved to better fit? 

 

II. Assess the participation of local residents to the policy implementation 

1. What are the NTFPs you could collect from your village allocated forest (inside the 
Park)? 

2. Scheduling for each harvested NTFPs? 

3. How easy/difficult is the collection of NTFPs? How much could you collect each 
time in the forest? (Ask detail for each NTFPs category) 

4. How ease is the procedure for going to collect the NTFPS? Anything needs to be 
improved or to add? 

5. Did you found others violating the harvesting regulations when they collect the 
NTFPs? (If yes, ask for each product) 

6. How should we fix the error to limit the violating cases? 

7. Do people who have not participated in the policy want to register if the policy 
continues or not? 
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III. Assess the impacts of the BSM on social and economic schemes 

1. Is your revenues/income from the forest better than previously (details for each 
product)? Why? 

2. Did you found any others different from the allowed NTFPs that could be additional 
sources needed to fit your expectation? (potential reserves, harvest season , regulation 
needed to sustainable use/collect)? 

3. Those who have not registered and those who live in other villages or other 
communes collect the NTFPs in your allocated village forest? How much the harvest 
quantity? 

4. Estimation of the revenues got from the BSM plan of registered participants (List of 
collected NTFPs, how much this year) 

5. The conflicts arise? 

a. Disputes between the NTFPs collectors living in the same village? 

b. Disputes between the NTFPs collectors living in different villages?   

c. Disputes between the NTFPs collectors living in different communes? 

6. Is there anything needed to be improved for the management organization at different 
level to implement the BSM plan (the village, the commune, the park) 

 

IV. Assess the impacts of the BSM policy on biodiversity and conservation 

1. Is the number of violations increase of decrease this year (when applying the policy? 
Why? 

2. What are the common types of violation? What are the new types of violation? 

3. The number of villagers who join harvesting of forest products (poaching/ logging) 
increased or decreased? 
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