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Key	
  conclusions	
  
	
  

•  Given Vietnam’s interest in protecting biodiversity and generally 
improving the cost-efficiency of environmental protection, market based 
instruments show particular promise. By using policies that establish a 
price for environmental resources, actors are given incentives to choose 
production methods and consumption that are more environmentally 
friendly.	


•  MCMNP represents a suitable area to implement PES. Based on 
suitability criteria developed in the literature that focuses on the key 
attributes needed for developing PES at a particular site (table 1).	


•  Coastal wetlands and mangrove forests deliver Ecosystem Services 
(ES) that are compatible with a PES model. The ES delivered by coastal 
wetlands and mangroves in MCMNP include food provisioning, carbon 
sequestration, shoreline stabilisation, protection of freshwater supplies 
from saltwater intrusion, provision of biodiversity, and aesthetic quality/
landscapes and these provide valuable inputs to a host of valuable goods 
and services, including seafood, wood, fruit, climate regulation, protection 
of drinking water, protection of real estate, and tourism.  By viewing these 
ES as “natural capital” inputs, it is possible to develop market-based 
approaches aimed at improving the quality and quantity of these valuable 
services. 	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	


•  Several PES structures are possible within MCMNP. We identify 5 
alternative PES structures (table 2). 	


•  To assess the alternative PES structures we apply a set of general 
economic criteria (table 3). These criteria help to identify which PES 
structures are more likely to succeed.	


•  Some PES structures may be stronger than others. We find that some 
PES structures may be preferable to others (table 3). For example, we find 
that eco-labeling is promising since it provides opportunities for global 
beneficiaries to pay for ES provision while alleviating poverty and 
improving ES provision in MCMNP. 	
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Background	
  
	



The Government of Vietnam is pursuing market-based approaches to 
environmental protection, with a strategic focus on Ecosystem Services (ES), 
including biodiversity, carbon sequestration, food provision, recreation, etc. 
Specifically, the country’s vision is to identify the benefits of environmental 
services and to seek a system where beneficiaries of such services pay service 
providers. 	


 	


Vietnam’s unique Biodiversity Conservation Law adopted in 2008 requires 
that users of environmental services pay charges to service providers (see 
Article 74). 	


	


Vietnam is also interested in combining economic development with two 
additional goals: (1) climate change mitigation – in particular rising sea 
levels – and (2) alleviation of rural poverty. Both of these goals require an 
improved flow of ecosystem services from coastal wetlands, among others. 	


 	


The Mui Ca Mau National Park (MCMNP) PES pilot project on mangrove 
forests and coastal wetlands is supported by a Partner-Driven Cooperation 
Grant from the Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA) and the 
Vietnam Environment Administration (VEA).	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	


The motivation for the project is to establish a mechanism for low-income 
households within the Park’s Zone of Ecological Rehabilitation (ZER) to 
earn income through livelihood models while also improving the supply of 
ecosystem services from coastal wetlands and mangrove forests.	



Table 1: Assessing suitability of a PES mechanism in MCMNP	



	
  

Purpose	
  and	
  Scope	
  
	
  

The purpose of this report is to investigate alternative PES structures. If PES for coastal wetlands and mangrove 
forests is found effective within MCMNP, there are myriad opportunities for “scaling up” this approach to improve 
management of similar mangrove habitat in Vietnam, which currently covers 160,000 ha (down from a peak of 
300,000 in the 1940s, see National Statistics on forest land 2008). 	
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Method	
  
	



In order to to conduct our analysis we address several issues:	


•  Assess the suitability of applying PES schemes in different contexts;	


•  Summarize the key phases in designing a PES scheme; and	


•  Develop general evaluation criteria to evaluate our proposed PES 

alternatives 	
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Table 2: Summary of the five alternative PES structures 	



Table 3: Summary of five PES alternatives against the general evaluation criteria 	



PES#1: 
Agriculture	



PES#2: 	


Eco-tourism	



PES#3:	


State buyer	



PES#4:	


Carbon 
markets	



PES#5: 	


Eco-labeling	



Figure 1:Mangrove forest in Mui Ca Mau National 
Park. Ca Mau province supports almost half of the 
remaining mangrove forest in Vietnam.	



Figure 2: Field work in Mui Ca Mau National Park 
with households	



	
  
With questions about this study contact Ulrika Stavlöt, ulrika.stavlot@fores.se or Scott 
Cole, scott@eesweden.com 	


	
  

Figure 3: Carbon	


sequestration	



Figure 4: Food provisioning	

 Figure 5: quality 
landscapes	
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