
0 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Assessment of PA financing status:  
field notes from Bidoup Núi Bà 
National Park 
REPORT TO UNIQUE FOR THE GIZ / MARD PROGRAMME ON CONSERVATION AND 

SUSTAINABLE USE OF FOREST BIODIVERSITY & ECOSYSTEM SERVICES IN VIET NAM  



1 

 

  

 

Imprint 

 

Published by the 

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH 

 

Registered Offices 

Bonn and Eschborn, Germany 

Programme on Conservation, Sustainable Use of Forest Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in 
Viet Nam 
 

As of 31st December 2020 

 

Authors 

Ly Ha Bui, Maximilian Roth and Lucy Emerton  

In cooperation with 

UNIQUE forestry and land use  

Disclaimer 

The findings, analysis, and interpretations expressed in this document are based on information 

gathered by GIZ and its consultants, partners and contributors. 

GIZ does not, however, guarantees the accuracy or completeness of information in this document, 

and cannot be held responsible for any errors, omissions or losses which may result from its use. 

This document is for internal use only. 

On behalf of the 

German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) 

  



2 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
I. INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................................................................... 3 

II. METHODOLOGY ..................................................................................................................................... 3 

III. BRIEF BACKGROUND TO BDNBNP ..................................................................................................... 5 

IV. SUMMARY OF PA FINANCING SELF-ASSESSMENT ......................................................................... 6 

V. FUNDING STATUS & TRENDS .............................................................................................................. 7 

VI. CONSTRAINS & ENABLING CONDITIONS FOR SUSTAINABLE FINANCING ................................... 9 

VII. KEY FINANCING OPPORTUNITIES ................................................................................................... 11 

VIII. FINANCING FOR BIODIVERSITY & NATURE CONSERVATION IN THE BUFFER ZONE ............. 11 

IX. CONCLUSIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SUSTAINABLE FINANCING STRATEGY ..... 12 

X. REFERENCES ………………………………………………………………………………………………….15 

 

LIST OF FIGURES  

Figure 1: Expenditure ................................................................................................................. 8 

Figure 2: Composition of expenditures ....................................................................................... 8 

Figure 3: Income ........................................................................................................................ 8 

Figure 4: Composition of income ................................................................................................ 8 

Figure 5: Retained income as % of expenditure ......................................................................... 8 

Figure 6: Contribution of different  funding sources to total budget ............................................. 8 

Figure 7: Annotated outline of BDNBNP sustainable financing strategy ................................... 12 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Information collected via the PAFSAT tool .................................................................... 3 

Table 2: Income & expenditures 2014-20 (constant 2020 VND billion) ....................................... 7 

  



3 

 

I. INTRODUCTION  

One of the activities in the ‘Conservation and Sustainable Use of Forest Biodiversity & Ecosystem 

Services in Viet Nam’ (GIZ-Bio Project Phase II) will produce sustainable financing strategies for 

Bidoup Núi Bà National Park (BNBNP) and Cát Tiên National Park (CTNP). These documents 

will lay out an approach to enhancing financial sustainability, and specify concrete mechanisms 

that can be used to generate new funding and overcome the financing constraints to effective PA 

management.  

 

The sustainable financing strategies are being developed via a participatory assessment, 

strategic planning and documentation process, involving PA authorities and management boards, 

VNForest and DOPAM, Provincial and District authorities and other experts and key stakeholders. 

This involves three steps: 

1. Assessment of financing status & opportunities: The financing assessments diagnose 

the PA’s financial constraints, opportunities, needs and interests. These are what will be 

addressed by the sustainable financing strategy. 

2. Strategic planning for financial sustainability: The strategic planning process identifies 

strategies and mechanisms for enhancing PA financial sustainability and mobilising funding.  

3. Documenting the sustainable financing strategy: The documented reports will lay out 

an approach to enhancing financial sustainability, and specify concrete mechanisms that 

can be used to generate new funding and overcome the financing constraints to effective 

PA management. 

 

This document reports on the findings of the first step: the financing assessment, carried out in 

October and November 2020 in BNBNP and CTNP. The assessment sought to describe the PA 

financing context and status, and to diagnose key financial constraints, opportunities, needs and 

interests. These are what will be addressed by the sustainable financing strategy. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

The financing assessment was initially conceived as an in-depth, flexible and iterative process. 

However, due to the restrictions on travel resulting from the global COVID-19 pandemic, this was 

not possible. It was therefore redesigned as a more structured exercise, based on checklists that 

can be filled in with PA staff and other key stakeholders.  

 

A ‘PA Financing Self-Assessment Tool’ (PAFSAT) was developed, to be completed with key 

stakeholders in and around BNBNP and CTNP. It assesses the overall financial status of the PA 

in both qualitative and quantitative terms. As well as collecting budget data and other financial 

information, it assesses the perceptions of PA managers, finance and budget planners, and local 

communities about PA financing needs, challenges and opportunities (Table 1). The PAFSAT is 

administered via interviews with three sets of expert stakeholders: PA Management Boards, 

Finance Departments of VNForest (for centrally-managed PAs) or Provincial People’s 

Committees (for Provincially-managed PAs), and Buffer Zone Commune Authorities. The aim is 

to get different perspectives on PA financing from the main agencies that are responsible for 

funding and managing conservation activities in and around the PA. 

 

Table 1: Information collected via the PAFSAT tool 
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PA Management Boards Finance Departments Buffer Zone Commune 
Authorities 

• Funding flows and 
composition 

• Funding adequacy and 
gaps 

• Past and projected 
future funding trends 

• Expenditure levels and 
composition  

• Past and projected 
future expenditure 
trends 

• Self-generated income 
levels and composition 

• Past and projected 
future income trends 

• Mechanisms for income 
management and 
retention 

• Financial constraints 

• Financial advantages, 
opportunities and areas 
of potential 

• Ideas for improving the 
financial situation of the 
PA 

• Strategic documents, 
plans, by-laws and 
regulations on PA 
financing 

• Total expenditures and 
proportion allocated to PAs 

• Past and projected future 
trends in spending overall, 
and on PAs 

• Process of PA budget 
planning, requests, approval 
and allocation 

• PA revenue retention needs 
and mechanisms 

• PA financial self-sufficiency 

• PA financing constraints 

• PA financing opportunities 
and potential 

• Expenditures and funding for 
biodiversity and nature 
conservation 

• Total expenditures and 
proportion allocated to 
biodiversity and nature 
conservation 

• Past and projected future 
trends in spending overall, 
and on biodiversity and 
nature conservation 

• Access and adequacy of 
funding for biodiversity and 
nature conservation 

• Budgetary priority given to 
biodiversity and nature 
conservation 

• Opportunities and potentials 
to source more funding for 
biodiversity and nature 
conservation 

• Community participation in 
PFES and other 
income/funding activities 
associated with the PA, 
biodiversity and nature 
conservation 

• Ways in which the PA 
benefits the local economy 
and community 

• Ways in which the PA 
causes costs and losses to 
the local economy and 
community 

• Opportunities and potentials 
to improve the positive 
financial and economic 
impact of the PA to the local 
economy and community 

 

In BDNBNP, the PAFSAT was administered to the PA Management Board, and to authorities in 

Da Nhim Commune. The Finance Department of Lam Dong Province was unable to meet with 

the study team. 

 

The PAFSAT has wider applications than the current project alone. It offers a framework that can 

be replicated elsewhere and used to compare and aggregate site-level data between PAs, and/or 

applied to track and monitor change over time. It draws on other existing PA assessment, tracking 

and scorecard tools that are already in common usage in Viet Nam and worldwide, such as the 

PA Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) developed by WWF and the World Bank1, 

 
1 See https://wwfeu.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/mett2_final_version_july_2007.pdf  

https://wwfeu.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/mett2_final_version_july_2007.pdf
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the PA Financial Sustainability Scorecard developed by UNDP2, and Protected Area Benefit 

Assessment Tool (PA-BAT) developed by WWF3. While including some overlapping information, 

it can also be applied as an add-on or plug-in, alongside these other tools.  

III. BRIEF BACKGROUND TO BDNBNP 

Covering a total area of 696 km2, Bidoup Núi Bà National Park is located in Đam Rông and Lạc 

Dương Districts of Lâm Đồng Province. The PA forms the core zone for Langbiang Biosphere 

Reserve. The PA is one of the largest in Viet Nam, and contains a rich biodiversity. It is situated 

in the Đà Lạt Plateau Endemic Bird Area, and overlaps with 3 Important Bird Areas. There are 

almost 2,000 recorded species of vascular plants, including 91 endemics (Nhan and Swan 2009). 

There are also over 441 species of vertebrate animals (including the globally-endangered Yellow-

Cheeked Crested Gibbon Hylobates gabriellae, Gaur Bos gaurus, and Sumatran Serow 

Capricornis sumatraensis as well as the endemic Tube-nosed Bat Murina harpioloides). The 131 

mammal species found in the national park represent at last 42% of Viet Nam’s known mammals, 

and more than 20% of butterflies in the area are found only in BDNBNP (ACB 2020). 

 

BDNBNP covers five major natural habitat types (Sobey 2008): middle mountain evergreen 

closed forest, evergreen coniferous open forest, evergreen coniferous/broad-leaved mixed and 

closed forest, bamboo fores, and mossy forest. It also contains two major river systems. The 

forests of the park provide important catchment protection for the Da Nhim River system, a major 

tributary of the Dong Nai River, and the Krong No River, tributary of the Srepok River (Nhan and 

Swan 2009). 

 

The park contains four villages, two of which are located within the core zone and two within the 

buffer zone; all were established in the early 1980s, 20 years prior to the national park being 

gazetted (Nhan and Swan 2009). The residents are mainly of the K’ho ethnic minority, and are 

predominantly coffee farmers who also grow a variety of subsidiary food and cash crops. Forest 

protection contracts provide an important source of local income, including for forest land inside 

BDNBNP’s core zone (Swan 2008). These were first initiated in 2000 under the Five Million 

Hectare Reforestation Programme, and are now administered under the Payments for Forest 

Environmental Services (PFES) scheme. Between 500-600 local households currently receive 

PFES payments. The park is also an important tourist destination. It hosts around 10,000 visitors 

per year, mostly domestic tourists. It incorporates a Centre for Ecotourism and Environmental 

Education, a Tropical Forest International Research Centre and a botanic garden. 

 

In 2013, a study was carried out to value BDNBNP’s ecosystem services (Thang 2013). This 

found a total economic value of VND 25,748 billion or USD 1.28 billion, equivalent to VND 367.62 

million or USD 18.38 per hectare. 

 
2 See https://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/ecosystems_and_biodiversity/financial-sustainability-scorecard-for-
national-systems-of-pas---2010.html  
3 See https://wwf.panda.org/?174401/PABAT  

https://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/ecosystems_and_biodiversity/financial-sustainability-scorecard-for-national-systems-of-pas---2010.html
https://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/ecosystems_and_biodiversity/financial-sustainability-scorecard-for-national-systems-of-pas---2010.html
https://wwf.panda.org/?174401/PABAT
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IV. SUMMARY OF PA FINANCING SELF-ASSESSMENT 

Status/score  (0) ➔ (1)  (2)  (3) 

Financing constraints and enabling conditions 

Adequacy of funding  
to meet needs 

Inadequate even for basic  
management & conservation  

Covers only minimum  
management & conservation 

activities  

Covers an adequate level of 
management & conservation, but still 

leaves some gaps  
Enough to cover all PA needs 

Range (diversity)  
of funding sources 

PA relies on only one source of 
funding  

PA relies almost entirely on  
government & international funding  

PA funding also combines self-
generated revenues & private 

contributions  

PA funding also integrates several 
non-traditional financing mechanisms 

Budgetary and political  
priority given to PAs 

PAs are far below other sectors  PAs are low priority  
PAs are given some priority and 

attention  
PAs are one of the highest priorities 

Predictability and  
stability of funding 

Budgets & funding fluctuate  
widely and unpredictably every year  

Budgets & funding fluctuate  
every year, but are known in advance  

Budgets & funding are relatively 
stable  

Budgets & funding are very stable,  
and can be well-planned in advance 

Cost-effectiveness  
of spending 

There is a lot of unnecessary  
wastage in spending  

Spending is not always cost-effective  Spending is usually cost-effective  
Explicit efforts are made to ensure  

that spending is cost-effective 

Timing of  
funding flows 

There are major delays in receiving 
funding  

There are minor delays  
in receiving PA funding  

PA funding is usually, but not  
always, received on time  

PA funding is always received on  
time, when it is needed 

Targeting and alignment of PA budgets 
with conservation needs and priorities 

Budgeting and conservation planning 
processes are completely separate  

 There are some efforts to reflect 
conservation priorities in budget 

planning  

Budget planning considers 
conservation and PA management 

priorities  

PA conservation and financial 
planning are completely integrated 

Adequacy/coverage of budgeting 
categories and accuracy of cost norms 

Core expenditure items are omitted,  
and all cost norms are too low  

Non-core expenditure items are 
omitted, and most cost norms are too 

low  

Most expenditure items are included, 
and cost norms are mainly realistic  

All expenditure items are included,  
and all cost norms are realistic 

Revenue  
retention 

All revenues are required  
to be remitted centrally 

PA allowed to retain less  
than half of revenues  

PA allowed to retain more  
than half, but not all, revenues 

PA allowed to retain all revenues 

Capacity of PA staff  
in sustainable finance 

No financial expertise or qualifications  Include qualified financial experts  
Have been trained in sustainable 
financing planning & mechanisms  

Are qualified and experienced  
in sustainable financing 

Integration of biodiversity  
conservation in sectoral budgets 

Line agencies & local authority 
budgets exclude biodiversity 

conservation  

Conservation is a minor priority in line 
agencies & local authority budgets  

Line agencies & local authority 
budgets include biodiversity 

conservation  

Line agencies & local authority 
budgets make good provisions for 

conservation 

Local stakeholders’ access to 
conservation funding and Incentives  

No funding/financial incentives 
available  

Only a very small amount of 
funding/financial incentives are in 

place  

Several sources of funding/financial 
incentives, but more needs to be 

done  

Sufficient funding/financial  
incentives in place 

Trends over time 

Funding availability Decreased/got worse  Stayed the same  Increased/improved a little   Increased/improved significantly 

Diversity of funding sources Decreased/got worse  Stayed the same  Increased/improved a little   Increased/improved significantly 

Adequacy to meet needs Decreased/got worse  Stayed the same  Increased/improved a little   Increased/improved significantly 

Amount of spending Decreased/got worse  Stayed the same  Increased/improved a little   Increased/improved significantly 

Amount of income Decreased/got worse  Stayed the same  Increased/improved a little   Increased/improved significantly 
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V. FUNDING STATUS & TRENDS  

In 2020, BDNBNP received total funding of VND 49,562 million, of which 22% or VND 11.14 billion 

came from retained income, 16% or VND 7.90 billion came from other national budget sources, 

60% or VND 29.72 billion or came from PFES funding, and the remaining 2% or VND 0.80 billion 

was given as research funding (Table 2). There were no externally-funded projects in 2020. This 

translates into spending of VND 71.14 million per km2.  

 

Table 2: Income & expenditures 2014-20 (constant 2020 VND billion) 
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Penalties and fines (paid to treasury) 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.15 0.05 

Income 

Entrance fees 0.11 0.15 0.16 - 0.10 - - 

Tourism service fees 0.53 1.93 1.00 1.57 1.65 1.95 1.50 

PFES* - 0.71 1.38 1.56 4.87 9.97 10.31 

Sales of salvaged forest products 1.18 2.42 - - - - - 

Total income 1.82 5.21 2.53 3.13 6.63 11.92 11.81 

Taxes & other payments to state budget (0.19) (1.04) (0.19) (0.24) - (0.69) (0.67) 

Total retained income 1.63 4.17 2.34 2.90 6.63 11.23 11.14 

Expenditures 

Salaries & staff costs 13.49 15.28 12.57 10.76 10.15 11.60 11.58 

Other regular expenditures 2.66 2.98 2.36 3.90 2.83 1.76 1.68 

Activities, training, travel, etc. 6.44 4.48 3.93 5.42 5.86 5.51 5.69 

infrastructure, equipment & capital 17.72 22.05 17.38 2.83 - - - 

Investment in forestry operations 0.30 0.65 0.36 0.08 0.16 0.11 0.09 

Total from national budget 40.62 45.45 36.60 22.99 19.00 18.98 19.04 

Forest protection contracts 20.89 24.43 26.08 25.95 31.80 26.69 29.25 

Funding for PA management 2.09 2.44 2.61 2.60 3.18 2.88 - 

Self-protection - - - - - 5.45 - 

Replacement planting 0.28 4.22 5.55 2.34 2.18 1.73 0.47 

Total PFES 23.26 31.08 34.24 30.89 37.17 36.74 29.72 

Scientific research - - - - - 0.93 0.80 

Total scientific research - - - - - 0.93 0.80 

Externally-funded projects 3.12 1.61 - - 0.05 - - 

Total externally-funded projects 3.12 1.61 - - 0.05 - - 

Total all expenditures 67.00 78.14 70.84 53.87 56.22 56.65 49.56 

*PFES income has two elements (both accruing to the National Park office): ‘income and revenue from 

PFES (2019-20) and ‘self-protection’ (2015-20). The latter refers to PFES for the areas of forest that the 

National Park manages. 

 

Expenditures have fallen in real terms4 over the last 7 years (Figure 1), mainly due to a decrease 

in spending from the national budget and a decline in externally-funded projects. In 2020, total 

expenditures were less than two thirds of what they had been in 2014. Apart from a pronounced 

dip in 2016, income has however been rising steadily over the last seven years (Figure 3). Total 

income has more than quadrupled over the last four years, and almost doubled over the last three 

years. The increase has been particularly apparent since 2017, and is largely enabled by the 

sudden growth in income from PFES payments for areas of forest that the National Park takes 

care of (referred to as ‘self protection’ income). Over time, retained income has come to account 

for a progressively greater share of expenditure – from less than 5% between 2014 and 2017 to 

more than 20% in 2020 (Figure 5). 

 

The composition of income and expenditure has also changed over time. Salaries and staff costs 

have come to account for a progressively greater share of expenditures – from around 30% 

between 2014-16 to 60% today, while spending on infrastructure, equipment and capital has fallen 

substantially over recent years (Figure 2). Self-protection and PFES revenues have grown as a 

share of income, while tourism income has declined in importance, even though rising in absolute 

terms (Figure 4). Retained income and PFES have come to account for a progressively greater 

 
4 In order to adjust for inflation and make the data comparable over time, all figures are expressed as constant 2020 VND. This has been done by 
applying a deflator based on the average consumer price index for each year. 
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share of funding over time, while the contribution of other national budget sources and externally-

funded projects has decreased sharply (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 1: Expenditure Figure 2: Composition of expenditures 

   
Figure 3: Income Figure 4: Composition of income 

 

  

 
Figure 5: Retained 
income 
as % of expenditure 

Figure 6: Contribution of different  
funding sources to total budget 

 

 

 
 

The government budget to BDNBNP comes from a variety of sources. These include retained 

income (from entry fees, other tourism service charges and sales of salvaged forest products), as 

well as annual allocations from the national budget, PFES funding (both administration fees and 

payments for forest protection), and scientific research funding from the Department of Science 

and Technology. 

 

As well as the government budget, BDNBNP has benefited from a number of externally-funded 

projects over the last three years, including: 

• 2017-20 Sustainable Natural Resources management at Bi Doup Nui Ba National Park 

project, with funding of USD 12,116,137 provided by the Japan International Cooperation 

Agency (JICA);  

• 2018-19 Research on Glyptostrobus pensilis (yew tree), with funding of GBP 4,000 provided 

by , Botanic Gardens Conservation International (BGCI); and 
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• 2019-20 Project on applying science and technology to building models of planting and 

multiplying MagicS trees in Langbiang World Biosphere, with funding of VND 900 million 

provided from the Department of Science and Technology. 

 

This funding is not sufficient to meet needs, and is adequate to cover only a minimum level of PA 

management and conservation activities. The greatest funding gap is for buildings and 

infrastructure related to forest management and protection activities, such as fire barriers, water 

tanks, water pumps and patrol ways. There is also a major funding gap for tourism infrastructure, 

such as hiking trails and other facilities. A third funding gap is for scientific research related to 

biodiversity and conservation. 

 

Both the amount of funding received and its adequacy to meet management needs are perceived 

to have improved a little over the last 5 years. The range and diversity of funding has however 

stayed the same. It has however been difficult to attract external funding. Especially, it is not 

possible to mobilise private investment because of legal barriers. Over the short-term, it is 

however expected that the amount, diversity and adequacy of funding will increase significantly. 

 

In 2020, BDNBNP expenditures totaled VND 49.56 billion, of which salaries and staff costs 

accounted for 61% and conservation management activities contributed 30%. It is notable that 

there was no spending at all on tourism and visitor facilities. This remains a major gap. While 

BNBNP has modern, new, and well-located accommodation facilities, these are not being 

adequately maintained. There is little or no investment in these facilities. There is a botanic 

garden, but this is also not very attractive, either for visitors or for researchers. There are few 

special species, and little information or interpretive materials. In addition, because staff are not 

well trained, the quality of tourism service is not high. Currently, almost all visitors hire outside 

tour guides, and most tourist enterprise rely on staff from outside the area. 

 

Overall, expenditures have increased a little over recent years (with the exception of spending on 

scientific studies, buffer zone communities, awareness and education, which have stayed the 

same). Over the short-term, it is expected that all categories of expenditure will increase, some 

significantly. 

 

In 2020, BDNBNP earned VND 11.81 billion in income, of which VND 11.14 billion or 94% was 

retained by the PA (the rest was transferred as taxes and other payments to the state budget). 

PFES (including self-protection) income contributed the majority at 87%, followed by tourism 

revenues (13%). Total annual income has increased a little over recent years, due to increases 

in PFES and tourism income. Both the range and the amount of income are expected to increase 

significantly in the future. 

VI. CONSTRAINS & ENABLING CONDITIONS FOR 

SUSTAINABLE FINANCING 

There is a low diversity of funding sources to the PA, which relies almost entirely on government 

budgets and international funding. It is difficult to obtain funding for high priority conservation 

activities. For example, forest protection and other key activities such as biodiversity monitoring 

and construction of new patrol ways are often not approved when the budget proposal is 

submitted to the Province. The number of externally-funded projects has been decreasing over 

recent years. There has also been a problem that PFES funding has been declining over recent 

years. 
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Salaries and operating costs are calculated according to fixed formulae. They rely on cost norms 

which are applied depending on the number of staff in the park and the activities that are proposed 

in the annual workplan and the 5-year plan for BDNBNP. These cost norms and budget planning 

expenditure categories are realistic and reflect the true costs of carrying out activities. They allow 

for the budget to be planned accurately, and to include all the items and funding that is needed 

to carry out the workplan. 

 

Budgets and funding sources are predictable and stable, and can therefore be planned in 

advance. As well as the annual budget and workplan, there is a 5-year plan. What is proposed 

and accepted in the 5-year plan can be relied upon. Funding is available when it is needed, and 

always received on time.  

 

PA spending is also usually cost-effective. This is because it is necessary for expenditures to 

match with the budget estimate (and amount of funds received), because it is not permitted to run 

over budget or to operate at a deficit. 

 

There is not good coordination and alignment of budgets and funding with PA conservation needs 

and priorities. This is particularly the case for the activity budgets received. For example, there is 

a high need for forest fire prevention, but the allocated budget is not enough. Funds are often not 

enough to clean the forest, make new fire barriers, or set fire prevention lines before the dry 

season. 

 

The PA is allowed to retain some of the revenues earned (more than half). Proceeds from sales 

of confiscated products are remitted to the Province treasury. Tourism income is mostly retained. 

After paying 5% of entrance fees and 10% of PFES as tax, BDNBNP can keep the remaining 

revenues and use them to cover operating expenses. However, the amount of retained revenues 

is not enough to fully cover management costs. 

 

Line agencies and local authorities around the PA do not allocate any funding to biodiversity 

conservation. Biodiversity conservation is not considered a priority in Provincial budgets, although 

there are several livelihood development programmes at the provincial and district levels to 

improve the living standards of local communities to reduce dependency on the forest. Although 

MONRE is responsible for biodiversity outside the PA, there is no funding for conservation 

activities. There is also no conservation funding or incentives for other stakeholders that use or 

impact on biodiversity in the PA and the buffer zone. At present, the NP does not have a 

mechanism to cooperate with outside agencies to promote the efficiency and sustainability of 

ecotourism, or to manage other impacts. 

 

Weak human resources capacity remains a constraint. Salaries are low, and it is hard to attract 

and retain key staff. Many staff leave the national park, because of the poor salary. The 

responsibility of the forest rangers is increasing, but allowances and low wages are not enough 

to cover their livelihood. In 2019 2020 over 15 staff quit the job. Staff are also not trained in tourism 

skills, meaning that the tourism product is poor. PA staff do not have any expertise in sustainable 

financing.  

 

The greatest financial constraints to effective PA management are the legal barriers to private 

investment. Only donor projects and other contributions can be made to BDNBNP funding. Private 

investment in state assets is not permitted. So, even though there is a good basic tourist 

infrastructure and facilities, it is difficult to fund the funds that are required to maintain, improve 

and upgrade it. Due to limited state budget, funding applications have not been approved.  
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VII. KEY FINANCING OPPORTUNITIES 

PFES continue to be seen as a good opportunity for generating income, and for increasing 

revenues. However, PA managers highlighted the difficulties in calculating payment levels. They 

also noted that, for fees and charges associated with extractive uses, it can be difficult to control 

the use of forest resources and enforce the law. 

 

The PA has the advantage that it is located fairly close (about 40km) to Da Lat, so attracts many 

tourists at all times of the year. Tourism is emphasised as a key opportunity to generate revenues, 

and to increase funding for conservation. It faces both constraints and opportunities. Although 

there is a basic tourist infrastructure and facilities, these are in need of better maintenance and 

upgrading. There is also a need for small roads around first for fire prevention, trekking and 

tourism activities. There is insufficient funding to do this, either from retained revenues or from 

budget allocations.  

 

As the law does not permit private investment in PA tourist facilities and services, there is no way 

of generating this funding. The PA management board would like to invite private sector 

investment into the tourism facilities in the national park, but cannot do so under current 

conditions. It would like to see a change in regulations so as to attract the private sector. Although 

the lease of forest land and facilities for ecotourism, resort, and entertainment services is specified 

in Article 14 of Decree 156/2018 / ND-CP guiding the Law on Forestry, it is very difficult to 

implement this in practice because of the lack of detailed instructions and knowhow. 

VIII. FINANCING FOR BIODIVERSITY & NATURE 

CONSERVATION IN THE BUFFER ZONE 

There are two externally-funded conservation project operating in Da Nhim Commune. One 

operates in 2020 across the whole of Lac Duong District, funded by SNV, and seeks to develop 

livelihoods for ethnic communities. There was also a REDD+ project which aims to raise local 

capacity in forest management and protection as well as supporting a small-scale credit scheme. 

This ran from 2015-18, with total funding of VND 7 billion. 

 

The communes allocate a small budget for the forest protection activities carried out by the 

Commune Forestry Board – in 2019 the spending was VND 15 million (0.24% of the total annual 

commune budget for that year). This is spent on activities such as propaganda, forest patrol, 

protection, advising the Commune People's Committee on forest inventory implementation, fire 

prevention, prevent violation on forestry, etc. Aside from this, there is no dedicated commune 

budget for biodiversity and nature conservation activities. The commune also does not receive 

any funding or in-kind support from the PA.  

 

The reason that communes receive and spend no funding/budget on conservation and nature 

protection is that it is not the mandate of the commune people’s committee to undertake these 

activities. It is the duty of BDNBNP. 

 

Even if the commune were to receive funding for biodiversity and nature conservation, they can 

only implement activities as directed, or participate in training. Because they have no dedicated 

staff or capacity in biodiversity conservation. 

 

There are, generally, few interactions between the communes and BDNBNP. There are perceived 

to be few direct economic benefits for local communities and economies from the PA. Before the 

National Park was established, the area was managed by other agencies, so the change in 
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management status/agency did not affect local people. Around 540 households currently 

participate in PFES activities (out of a total of 915 households in the commune). In previous years 

the number was higher – between 600 and 650 between 2015-18. 

 

There is a recognition that the presence of the national park gives rise to some level of opportunity 

costs. The commune authorities stated that at present crop production is low, and so there is 

encroachment into the PA for farming. 

 

There is also the expectation that if tourism in BDNBNP increases or develops, there could be 

opportunities for greater local participation and income-generation. 

IX. CONCLUSIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 

SUSTAINABLE FINANCING STRATEGY 

The BDNBNP sustainable financing strategy will include eight main sections (Figure 7). This 

generic format will be further refined during the next stage in the development of the sustainable 

financing strategy: strategic planning for financial sustainability. During the strategic planning 

process, the findings of the assessments will be discussed and validating, and concrete 

mechanisms for enhancing PA financial sustainability and mobilising funding will be identified. 

The exact content and format of the strategy document will also be agreed and finalised. The 

content will be tailored towards the key issues that have arisen in the course of the financing 

assessments, as summarised below. 

Figure 7: Annotated outline of BDNBNP sustainable financing strategy 

Chapter Content 

1 Management  

context and 

situation 

Summary of biodiversity and ecosystem services, conservation values 

and challenges, management approach and priorities (drawn from the 

SFMP) 

2 Financial status, 

constraints and 

opportunities 

Review of current and past funding portfolio and spending, analysis of 

key non-monetary financial constraints, assessment of potential and 

untapped financing and funding opportunities 

3 Management 

costs and 

financing 

requirements 

Statement of the projected costs, budgetary and financial needs for the 

planning period (drawn from the SFMP), as well as already secured 

funds 

4 Funding gaps and  

unmet financial 

needs 

Identification of requirements for enhanced financial conditions, 

including new and additional funding, to deliver key aspects of the 

SFMP 

5 Strategy for 

enhancing 

financial 

sustainability 

Summary of the priority funding and financial needs to be addressed, 

and the responses and solutions that are being proposed to meet them 

6 Financing 

mechanisms, 

funding sources 

and enabling 

conditions 

Description of financing mechanisms, revenue and income streams to 

be developed, and of their sources, donors or investors.  

Identification of broader conditions that are required or in place to 

enable the identified financing mechanisms and funding sources 
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Chapter Content 

7 Plan for financing 

and resource 

mobilisation 

Framework of actions, milestones and timeline for the development 

and delivery of the identified financing mechanisms, funding sources 

and associated enabling conditions 

8 Business case for 

PA sustainable 

management 

Brief economic and investment rationale and justification for supporting 

PA sustainable management (to be used to support the ‘marketing’ of 

the SFMP and financing strategy) 

 

• In BDNBNP, lack of funding is identified to be a major constraint to effective PA management. 

Spending has been falling, and in 2020 was at its lowest level since 2014. There is an urgent 

need to identify mechanisms that can generate additional funding for priority conservation 

activities, as well as diversify the PA’s overall financial portfolio. 

• This is despite a steady increase in income over recent years. Total income has more than 

quadrupled over the last four years, and almost doubled over the last three years. While, over 

time, retained income has been accounting for a progressively greater share of expenditure 

(from less than 5% between 2014 and 2017 to more than 20% in 2020), it still contributes only 

a minor share of funding. 

• BDNBNP already has the capacity to retain and reinvest its self-generated revenues. Between 

5% and 20% of earnings each year are remitted as tax or other payments to the state budget 

(including penalties and fines paid to the treasury). It will be important to ensure that new 

income and funding can similarly be held and utilised by the PA Management Board, and 

reinvested directly in on-the-ground activities and infrastructure. Basic forest management and 

protection infrastructure, tourism services and visitor facilities, and scientific research have 

been identified as priority areas that face particular funding gaps. 

• Broader financial planning, administration and management conditions are generally 

perceived to work well, and not to pose constraints to effective PA management. There is 

however a need to streamline the budgeting process to better integrate and harmonise with 

conservation priorities. In addition, it is also important to ensure that budgeting and spending 

supports financial sustainability concerns. One key area is to ensure that there is sufficient 

(re)investment in the basic infrastructure and facilities that provide the means of generating 

revenues in the first place. This is particularly important in the case of tourism – to directly 

channel any new income and funding into maintaining and improving visitor facilities, upholding 

the quality and credibility and soundness of the nature-based tourism offering and experience, 

and training and retaining qualified staff. 

• While PA funding is relatively stable, and incorporates a variety of sources (state budget, 

retained revenues, donor projects and external support), it is important to maintain this diverse 

portfolio. New additional funding mechanisms should draw on a variety of sources and income 

streams. 

• There has recently been something of a downturn in donor funding. It will be important to get 

external projects back on board, and also investigate non-traditional sources of international 

and domestic funding. Examples include forest carbon finance, biodiversity offsets and various 

forms of payments for ecosystem services.  

• Private sector investment in tourism facilities and services is seen as having great potential in 

BDNBNP. There is however a lack of clarity about the legal arrangements under which this 

could take place, as there is a lack of enabling regulations and clear instructions. The current 

lack of experience and precedent in developing public-private partnerships to invest in and 
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operate PA infrastructure and facilities would need to be overcome, perhaps by using BDNBNP 

as a model for piloting these kinds of arrangements, approaches and guidelines. 

• In addition to mobilising new funding for BDNB, and for reinvesting in its tourist facilities, 

management and protection infrastructure and research activities, novel funding arrangements 

(such as joint ventures and public-private partnerships) offer opportunities to better 

mainstream PA investments into sectoral spending, as well as to better involve and benefit 

local communities. Lack of integration of biodiversity conservation into the budgets of local 

authorities and line agencies that depend and/or impact on the PA has been identified as a 

key financial constraint. 
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