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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Viet Nam faces widespread, significant risk of natural hazards, with risks expected to increase in the
context of climate change. As well as threats to human safety and significant damage to homes, assets,
and livelihoods, natural disaster can cause widespread displacement, with several thousand people at
risk of displacement in Viet Nam every year. Natural disasters and slow-onset environmental changes
are also one of multiple drivers affecting voluntary migration, as it forms one of a range of adaptive
strategies adopted by households in response to the physical and economic impacts of environmental
change.

Planned relocation of communities at risk, which provides support and infrastructure for communities
to relocate, has the potential to contribute to increase resilience to environmental change and reduce
disaster risk. Well-planned relocation can also support improvements in quality of life in rural areas and
further rural development goals. As such, planned relocation forms part of the policy response to natural
disaster risks in Viet Nam, with a focus on advancing rural development and quality of life for relocated
communities. However, migration decisions and relocation outcomes are complex, and influenced by
a range of interacting factors. To understand the benefits and challenges of planned relocation as an
adaptive response to changing environments, it is critical to understand how the planning and imple-
mentation relocation projects can support successful outcomes. It is also crucial to understand house-
hold decision-making and adaptation processes, to identify how planned relocation can better support
increased resilience for affected communities.

This study assesses the implementation and outcomes of planned relocation in the Hoa Binh Reloca-
tion Project, which aims to relocate 1,200 households from two remote communes in the Northwest
region that face high natural disaster risks. The study explored project implementation, household de-
cision-making processes and relocation outcomes with 406 households, including those who have re-
located, those who wish to move, and those who have chosen to remain or are undecided. The research
identified key themes in household decisions, along with enabling practices which support successful
relocation, key challenges, and potential responses to enhance relocation policies in Viet Nam.

Key issues in relocation decisions

o High levels of risk awareness and disaster experience: The majority of households targeted for
relocation have been affected by disaster and are aware of disaster risks. A majority of both relocated
and non-relocated households agree that relocation is an appropriate response to these risks.

o Disaster risk is one of multiple factors influencing migration decisions: Some households have
chosen to remain despite awareness of risks and recognition of potential safety benefits. Ethnicity,
social networks, and income status are among the factors which influence household decisions to
remain, with concerns about livelihood impacts and social dislocation being key issues in migration
discussions.

o Uncertainty around livelihood opportunities, timing and conditions of relocation affects house-
hold decisions: Within households and among social networks, both women and men discuss po-
tential impacts and challenges of relocation, with a strong emphasis on access to productive land,
income opportunities, and livelihood changes. Uncertainty around when or where they might be
relocated, or the viability of livelihoods after relocation, has a significant impact on migration deci-
sions.

o Improved infrastructure and social networks are important pull factors: While risk reduction
was the key motivation for households who moved, improved health, education, transport, and mar-
ket infrastructure offer important positives which encourage relocation. In addition, having social
networks plays a role in easing concerns and facilitating relocation.
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Implementation and relocation outcomes

o High awareness of project objectives, with limited understanding of processes: Awareness of,
and agreement with, the broad aims of the project were high among relocated and targeted com-
munities. A comprehensive range of support mechanisms, including land, housing, and livelihood
support are outlined in the relocation plan, however, understanding of the support available and the
process for accessing assistance was limited among those yet to relocate. This may affect household
decisions, given concerns about livelihood impacts.

o Limited participation of commune authorities and communities in planning and implementa-
tion: Low awareness of support policies and significant uncertainties around relocation issues may
relate to limited opportunities for active participation in the planning and implementation of the
project. Communication efforts have achieved high awareness of the project overall, but have not
achieved strong understanding of relocation options and processes. Improving communications and
increasing participation of commune authorities would likely help households make better informed
decisions about key issues of concern.

o Relocation has delivered reduced disaster risk and improved infrastructure access for most
households, and improved health and livelihoods for some. Almost all households reported im-
provements in their exposure to environmental risks and access to health, education, transport, mar-
kets and communications, which were seen as positive outcomes. Approximately one third of relo-
cated households reported improved incomes and health outcomes after relocation.

o Significant challenges for livelihood development remain: Approximately 40 per cent of house-
holds reported reduced incomes after relocation. Key challenges were low quality of land allocated
for agricultural production, and lack of sufficient water access, which has severely limited live-
lihoods for a significant number of households. While almost all households have received land
and housing packages under the relocation scheme, significantly fewer households have accessed
training, agricultural inputs, and extension to support livelihood restoration. Many have encountered
challenges adapting their livelihoods to the new context due to changes in conditions and resource
access.

These results demonstrate the potential for relocation to contribute to improved quality of life and new
opportunities for relocated communities. Existing policy provides for important support that can help
relocated households transition successfully to new, safer locations. However, the implementation of
the current project demonstrates the complex nature of household decisions on relocation and the chal-
lenges encountered in practice in supporting households to address the multiple factors which impact
relocation outcomes. Some potential responses are identified to support identified good practices and
address these challenges:

Relocation planning and communication

1. Existing policies have ensured the provision of housing, residential land, and agricultural land in
sufficient quantities, as well as provision of improved electricity, transport, and service access. These
have contributed to positive outcomes, and should receive continued focus.

2. Identification and design of relocation sites should be assessed in more detail, and in close consul-
tation with source and host communities to ensure destination sites can meet the needs of relocated
communities, and should include clear criteria and guidelines for the selection and allocation of
agricultural land.
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Participation and communication

3. Consultation and coordination with the commune-level authorities, especially those at relocation
site, could be improved to enhance the design of effective relocation plans provision of long-term,
follow-up support to resettled households.

4. Local meetings on relocation plan should facilitate the active involvement all targeted households as
well as host communities, including women, elderly people, and other householders.

5. Social integration of host communities and relocated households has been generally high and shown
positive outcomes, suggesting effective facilitation by local authorities and project coordinators. This
is positive for host and relocated communities and should continue to be a focus.

6. More specific and detailed relocation information should also be made more widely available, in-
cluding reliable timing and location information, in order to enable households to make fully in-
formed decisions on their relocation options.

Livelihood development

7. Relocation policy identifies a comprehensive range of support mechanisms which may be provided
for livelihood development such as input subsidies, vocational training, and the development of pro-
duction infrastructure, which is an important positive aspect of current policy. However, engagement
efforts and effective coordination of services and financing are also needed to ensure households
access this support, including accessing training and planning assistance.

8. It is necessary to incorporate appropriate support policies for relocated households to increase their
access to non-farm occupations.

9. Existing provisions allowing relocated households to maintain their agricultural land at their place
of origin are positive for livelihood adaptation, and should be maintained. Relocation plans should
recognize and facilitate the potential for temporary and circular migration by households as part of
their adaptive strategy.

Monitoring and evaluation

10. Monitoring and assessment of the economic, social and environmental impacts should be regular,
transparent, and responsive to the concerns raised by households, and include clear and accessible
complaint mechanisms for relocated households and host communities.

11. Coordination and integration with programmes under NTPNRD should be continued and supported,
and include sharing of lessons learned across the two programmes to further improve outcomes.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Viet Nam faces widespread, significant risk of natural hazards including storms, flooding, and land-
slides, which affect livelihoods and community safety. Planned relocation of communities at risk forms
part of the response by the Government of Viet Nam to reduce communities’ disaster risk and increase
resilience and quality of life in rural areas. In the context of climate change and expected increases in
the frequency and severity of extreme events, it is important to explore and understand the benefits and
challenges of adaptive responses, including migration and planned relocation.

The Hoa Binh Relocation Project, which began in 2010, aims to relocate 1,200 households from two
remote communes in the Northwest region that are identified as facing high risks of landslides, as well
as flooding and storm damage. The project plans to relocate 300 households into newly built relocation
sites and facilitate the permanent relocation of a further 900 households into existing residential areas.
To date, more than 246 households have moved to relocation sites. There is relatively limited research
to date on the outcomes of planned relocation for disaster risk reduction in Viet Nam, with most work fo-
cused on planned relocation to reduce flood risk in the Mekong Delta. There is also a lack of research to
understand household decision making on migration in the context of climate change and disaster risk.
Migration decisions and outcomes are complex and influenced by multiple drivers. It is important to un-
derstand how households navigate these complex decisions in order to develop policies which facilitate
effective adaptation and risk reduction. The International Organization for Migration and the Institute of
Sociology, Viet Nam Academy of Social Science conducted research in communes of origin and reloca-
tion sites of the Hoa Binh Relocation Project to assess the perceptions, implementation, and outcomes
of the project. The research aims to improve understanding of the drivers and outcomes of relocation to
support improvements in policy and practice for disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation.

1.1. Natural disasters, displacement and migration

Natural disasters have played a role in human migration throughout the history of human development.
The impacts of climate change and changing patterns of natural disasters, have affected migration dy-
namics globally, with migration projected to increase in response to changing environments (IPCC,
2012). Changes in frequency and intensity of natural disasters can seriously affect human security and
livelihoods, in some cases leading to forced migration (ADB, 2012). Displacement by natural disasters
can be difficult to measure due to lack of comprehensive data however, the Internal Displacement Mon-
itoring Centre (IDMC) estimates that an average of 26.4 million people per year have been displaced by
natural disasters since 2008 (IDMC, 2015). Growing population densities in disaster-prone regions and
the expected increase in frequency of natural disasters mean that increasing numbers of people will be
at risk of displacement (IPCC, 2012).

In addition to physical displacement, extreme events and environmental change also influence more vol-
untary forms of migration. Migration dynamics are complex, affected by a range of interacting drivers
that can be difficult to quantify. While economic factors are often a direct driver of migration decisions,
environmental degradation and natural disasters often have an indirect influence on the migration deci-
sion through their impacts on rural livelihoods, which may exacerbate economic stressors that contribute
to migration. Decisions about whether, when, and where to migrate are also influenced by a range of
other factors including social networks, access to services such as health and education, and household
demographics (Black et al., 2011).

1.2. Migration and environmental change in Viet Nam

Viet Nam is highly exposed to natural disasters, and several regions experience frequent flooding, land-
slides, and cyclones, with significant impacts on human security, livelihoods, and assets. According to
the Central Steering Committee for Disaster Prevention (2017), natural disasters left 264 people dead or
missing in 2016, destroyed 5,431 houses, and damaged a further 364,997 houses, along with 828,661
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hectares of cropland, and extensive damage to road and irrigation systems. However, it is worth noting
that these figures could be higher. Total economic losses from disaster impacts in 2016 were estimated
at VND 39,726 billion (USD 1.7 billion). According to the IDMC, from June 2013 to the end of 2015,
Viet Nam experienced 16 typhoons and major floods, causing the evacuation or relocation of approxi-
mately 1.1 million people (IDMC, 2017). The risk of displacement is significant, as noted by Lavell and
Ginnetti (2014), who estimate that approximately 365,000 people per year were at risk of displacement
by natural disasters in the period 2015-2018. Beyond direct displacement due to natural disasters,
several studies in Viet Nam have highlighted that livelihood stress caused by environmental change and
extreme events are also a driver of spontaneous migration as households seek to diversify incomes and
reduce risk (Chun and Sang, 2012; Hai, 2012; Ha, 2012).

1.3. Planned relocation

Households experiencing or at risk of natural disasters may adopt a variety of strategies to mitigate
adverse impacts on their assets, livelihoods, and security. While this may include in situ adaptation, tem-
porary and permanent migration is also a common strategy to minimize damage, maintain livelihoods
and improve security.

Migration can increase households’ resilience to disasters and other shocks, by diversifying livelihoods,
increasing access to infrastructure and services, and reducing disaster risks. However, when unplanned,
migration can also increase vulnerability, especially while households seek to re-establish livelihoods,
access to resources, and social networks at their destination. Further, while spontaneous migration is an
adaptive strategy for many households, the most vulnerable may lack the resources to move.

Planned relocation refers to permanent, voluntary migration that is supported by governments and other
actors through policy and organized projects, and which includes the reconstruction of communities’
housing, infrastructure, and livelihoods. Planned relocation has the potential to reduce vulnerability as
households are supported to relocate to more secure areas while challenges of the migration process are
mitigated. However, relocation is complex and challenging, particularly where large numbers of house-
holds are at risk. Planned relocation schemes globally have shown mixed outcomes, and in many cases,
well-being of households has declined and socioeconomic vulnerability increased as a result of relo-
cation. If not implemented carefully, relocation can also create or exacerbate environmental stressors
and risks in destination areas, leading to increased vulnerability. There is a growing body of research,
which seeks to draw lessons from past experiences and contribute to improving relocation policy and
practice. This report seeks to provide evidence from the Vietnamese context, which will assist policy
makers and planners to implement comprehensive relocation schemes that ensure reduced vulnerability
and improved well-being of affected communities.

1.4. Literature review
1.4.1. Environmental change, disaster risk, and migration

A recent assessment found that the risk of displacement due to natural disasters in South-East Asia and
China is high, given the increasing density of populations in these areas. It is noteworthy that there are
significant differences among countries in the region. Risk of displacement also depends on vulnera-
bility of exposed populations, risk mitigation infrastructure, and capacity to respond to extreme events.
This is demonstrated in the varying levels of risk in the region: risk of displacement is lowest in Singa-
pore despite high population density, with one person per million at risk of displacement, and highest in
Lao People’s Democratic Republic (7,016 people per million). Viet Nam has the fourth-highest risk of
population displacement in the region, at 4,030 people per million, a product of both high exposure to
extreme events and vulnerability of exposed populations (Lavell and Ginnetti, 2014). The effectiveness
of relocation as a risk mitigation measure therefore depends on the extent to which it reduces vulnera-
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bility to disaster impacts as well as exposure to extreme events. The following sections review available
evidence on migration drivers, relocation outcomes, and approaches to relocation in Viet Nam and the
region.

1.4.2. Environmental change and migration in Viet Nam

Several studies in Viet Nam have demonstrated the role of environmental factors, including natural
disaster and environmental degradation, in the decision to migrate. A review by the International Or-
ganization for Migration found that natural disasters as well as slow-onset environmental changes in
Viet Nam have a significant impact on livelihoods, health, and human security which are contributing
to migration and urbanization as households seek to diversify incomes and reduce risks (Dang Nguyen
Anh et al., 2016)

In Dong Thap, van der Geest et al. (2012) identified that poverty status affects capacities to cope with
environmental change, finding that poor households with little land were most affected by environmen-
tal stressors. With limited capacity to cope locally, migration is one strategy used by these households
to respond to economic impacts of climate change (van der Geest et al., 2012). This is echoed by two
studies in the Mekong Delta, which show that while economic drivers are often the cited reason for
migration, environmental stressors on livelihoods are one of multiple indirect drivers that affect the
decision to migrate (Dun, 2011; IOM, 2016).

Migration decisions are also mediated by perceptions of risk and ability to cope with disasters. A study
in Ha Tay province, which is frequently affected by flooding, found that most respondents did not want
to relocate to a lower-risk area, despite government support (Dao and Takara, 2003). Respondents said
that they were accustomed to coping with the impacts of flooding, and saw benefits in the annual floods,
which increased soil fertility. Residents preferred to remain and developed strategies to cope with flood-
ing. By contrast, in the Living with Floods program, Danh and Mushtaq (2011) found that households
who wanted to relocate cited the impacts of repeated flooding on livelihoods and risks to their safety
as key reasons to join the relocation programme, while households who were reluctant were concerned
about livelihood impacts, lack of infrastructure, and living conditions at destinations. These studies
highlight how the capacity to adapt to environmental risks, as well as concerns about perceived risks of
migration, affect migration decisions.

Other factors also play a role in migration dynamics. In Southern Viet Nam, Koubi et al. (2016) found
that households may be constrained by lack of resources to migrate, while the desire to maintain social
networks and community relationships in their place of origin also influences households to remain.
The costs of migration and the loss of social networks may increase vulnerability for some households,
highlighting that in situ adaptation may be preferable where it is possible. It should be noted however,
that adaptation may be more feasible in response to slow-onset changes like drought or salinity, while
extreme events and rapid-onset changes may force people to move under adverse conditions (Koubi et
al., 2016).

1.4.3. Relocation experiences in South-East Asia

Several studies have assessed the outcomes of planned relocation in terms of livelihoods and household
vulnerability. Development-induced relocation over recent decades has demonstrated the importance
of a strong focus on livelihood development and community participation for successful relocation.
Drawing on these lessons, environmental relocation projects have seen an increased emphasis on these
areas. Research on outcomes of relocation projects in recent years related to both environmental and
development-related relocation suggest that key issues for livelihood development include ensuring suf-
ficient access to land and natural resources, and supporting adaptation of households to new, unfamiliar
environmental conditions (Tan, 2017; Wilmsen, Webber and Duan, 2011; Rogers and Xue, 2015). In the
context of climate change, assessing the environmental sustainability of destination sites and long-term
capacity to support increased populations is also important (Fan et al., 2015).
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Kura et al. (2017) highlight that households’ relocation outcomes depended on how households could
adapt their various forms of capital — natural, physical, human, social and financial — to develop new
livelihoods based on opportunities at their destination (Kura et al., 2017). This research shows that
households rarely ‘restore’ their livelihoods, but undertake a complex process of livelihood adaptation.
It emphasizes that relocation support should focus on providing assistance tailored to local opportuni-
ties and households’ adaptive strategies, rather than a ‘one-size-fits-all’ livelihood restoration approach
(Kura et al., 2017).

Outcomes of relocation projects in Viet Nam also demonstrate that access to sufficient resources and
infrastructure is critical (Bui et al., 2013). Relocation projects in the Mekong Delta have seen reduced
risk and damage from flooding and erosion, and improved access to transport, services, as well as new
income opportunities for some households (Entzinger and Scholten, 2016; Danh and Mushtaq, 2011;
Chun, 2014). Ensuring adequate infrastructure, facilitating opportunities for wage labour, and ensuring
access to resources for agricultural livelihoods have been identified as key issues to support livelihood
development (Danh and Mushtaq, 2011). Livelihood resources in at places of origin may also remain
important sources of income during the adaptation period, although this may involve trade-offs in time
and transport costs (Entzinger and Scholten, 2016). Access to credit can be an important means of de-
veloping livelihoods, but can also be a source of vulnerability if households cannot repay debts (Chun,
2014). The research in Viet Nam supports conclusions of other studies in the region, which emphasize
that effective relocation support requires attention to the range of potential impacts of relocation on
households’ economic, social, and environmental resilience in order to develop targeted, integrated
solutions.

Development-induced relocations have been widespread in the South-East Asian region for decades,
while planned relocation in response to environmental conditions is growing more common. The litera-
ture exploring the outcomes of these projects has shown that relocation can reduce exposure to hazards,
particularly for those who may be unable to move independently, but that well-planned and targeted
relocation support is critical to ensure that households can adapt their livelihoods and increase their
overall resilience (Weerasinghe, 2014, Entzinger and Scholten, 2016). This calls for attention to a range
of economic, social, environmental, and political processes, with full participation of affected commu-
nities, to ensure that relocation reduces vulnerability to environmental or economic risks.

1.4.4. Approaches to planned relocation

Lessons learned from relocation projects in recent decades, whether triggered by development or en-
vironmental change, have demonstrated the importance of building sustainable communities and live-
lihoods for successful relocation, as well as the critical role of community participation for effective
planning (ADB, 2012; Elliott, 2012; Katus et al., 2016; Thapa and Weber, 1988).

Tadgell et al. (2015) review relocation research and summarize five key principles for successful relo-
cation in the context of environmental change:

1. Proactive: identify risks and prepare communities for resettlement before adverse impacts intensify
to enable adaptation.

2. Communication and participation: provide clear, accessible information for relevant audiences; es-
tablish dialogue with community at the outset and throughout the process and ensure community
perspectives are incorporated into planning.

3. Permanence: plan and provide for present and future needs; planning should ensure that destinations
are safe from future risks, and that relocation will be sustainable in the long-term; authorities are ac-
countable to communities for their long-term well-being and ensure long-term, impartial monitoring
of outcomes.

4. Compensation: adopt a range of compensation strategies as appropriate for community needs, in-
cluding intangible assets/losses, and ensure full payment.
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5. Livelihoods protection: create short-term and long-term opportunities, preferably enabling house-
holds to move away from activities dependent on at-risk resources, and incorporate environmental
sustainability into livelihood planning to reduce future environmental degradation and hazards.

These principles capture the themes emerging from the extensive body of relocation research and guid-
ance on best practice, which emphasizes the need for genuine community participation and choice,
access to clear information, adequate planning and financing to ensure sufficient and timely access to
resources and services, and attention to the complexity of livelihood restoration (cf. de Sherbini et al.,
2011; Barnett and Webber, 2010; Ferris, 2010).

It is increasingly recognized that establishing sustainable livelihoods is both critical to success and
highly complex. Recent research highlights that attempts to restore livelihoods to their previous levels
or activities are rarely successful (Wilmsen and Webber, 2015; Kura et al., 2017). Rather, resettlement
projects should focus on livelihood programmes that enable relocated communities to adapt successfully
to new locations. Ensuring access to adequate infrastructure, land and resources is critical, but rarely
sufficient, to achieve this, as households’ livelihood strategies and land management approaches may
not be applicable at their destination. Successful relocation therefore requires careful analysis to identify
the range of ways that relocation may impact households’ use of social, natural, financial, human, and
physical capital, along with the development of short- and long-term strategies to support their adapta-
tion (Kura et al., 2017; Rogers and Xue 2015). In the context of climate change, sound environmental
analysis and risk assessment is also needed to ensure that relocated households will not be exposed to,
or exacerbate, environmental risks or degradation at their destination (Rogers and Xue, 2015). While
this complexity is challenging, these studies argue that a focus on these issues will enable relocation
programmes to better integrate with goals of rural development and adaptation to climate change, by
supporting relocated people to develop sustainable, resilient livelihoods.
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Focus group discussion with community members at a relocation site
© IOM 2016 (Photo credit: Tran Thi Ngoc Thu)
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Planned, government-supported relocation of communities at risk of natural disaster forms part of Viet
Nam’s disaster risk management policy. It aims to reduce the exposure of communities in areas at
persistent risk of significant impacts from natural disaster. This includes ‘collective’ or ‘concentrated’
relocation, in which a community is relocated as a group to a single, newly developed relocation site,
and ‘dispersed’ relocation, in which households are settled among communities in existing residential
areas. Current policies specify that relocation programmes should provide infrastructure, livelihood as-
sistance, and social support for relocated households, with an emphasis on developing local economies
to improve livelihoods.

2.1. Relocation in natural disaster policy

Current policy frameworks reflect the recognition among policy makers that Viet Nam faces significant
impacts from natural disaster, particularly in the context of climate change. The National Strategies on
natural disasters and climate change identify planned relocation as a key climate adaptation strategy to
reduce impacts on affected populations (Dang et al., 2016).

2.1.1. National Strategy on Natural Disaster Prevention, Response and Mitigation to 2020

At the national level, the National Strategy on Natural Disaster Prevention, Response and Mitigation to
2020 emphasizes relocating communities out of high-risk areas. The Strategy will aim to “accomplish
the relocation and stabilization of people in areas frequently affected by natural disasters, as planned
by competent state agencies... [The] Strategy will strive to complete the relocation of all people out of
high risk areas for flash floods and landslides and from dangerous areas to safe places” (Government of
Viet Nam, 2007).

2.1.2. The National Target Program to Respond to Climate Change

The National Target Program to Respond to Climate Change includes an objective to develop plans
for migration and relocation for residents in the most vulnerable areas as part of mainstreaming natural
disaster risk reduction and mitigation into development planning (Government of Viet Nam, 2008b).

2.1.3. Other policies

Relocation has also been part of development planning and flood mitigation strategies in the Mekong
Delta since the 1990s through an approach known as ‘Living with Floods’. Under this approach, com-
munities have been relocated to areas with lower exposure and dyke systems to mitigate flooding (Gov-
ernment of Viet Nam, 1995, 1996, 1999). The current program aims to provide relocation areas and
stabilize livelihoods of households in high-risk areas through the construction of ‘resettlement clusters’
(Government of Viet Nam, 2008c). The programme remains part of the regional development master
plan for the region’s socioeconomic development to 2030 (Government of Viet Nam, 2014).

2.2. Relocation in rural development and poverty reduction policy

Rural development and poverty reduction programmes in Viet Nam have included relocation of disas-
ter-affected communities among strategies to stabilize and improve rural livelihoods since the 1990s.

2.2.1. The National Target Program for Sustainable Poverty Reduction

The National Target Program for Sustainable Poverty Reduction (NPSPR or “Program 135”) was in-
troduced in 1998 to accelerate development in remote areas. In 1999, NPSPR was expanded to target
poverty reduction more broadly across Viet Nam. Now in its third phase (2015-2020), the programme
encompasses 2,275 communes and 3,423 villages facing significant disadvantages (Government of Viet
Nam, 2013). The programme provides infrastructure investment, credit, and human resource devel-
opment initiatives to remote or disadvantaged communities. It originally included resident relocation
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programmes and ‘sedentarization’ projects for the permanent settlement of nomadic and landless house-
holds as part of the development strategy for remote areas (Government of Viet Nam, 1998, 2012b).

The current NPSPR programme no longer implements sedentarization or relocation projects. However,
according to Government’s Resolution No. 80/NQ-CP on Sustainable Poverty Reduction Orientation
for the period 2011-2020, relocation projects remain part of poverty reduction strategies, and funding
from NPSPR may be mobilized for livelihood development in relocation projects (Government of Viet
Nam, 2011).

2.2.2. The National Target Program for New Rural Development

The National Target Program for New Rural Development (NTPNRD), adopted in 2010, provides a
framework for the development of rural areas throughout Viet Nam, addressing economic, social, and
environmental goals. Among the key objectives of the programme are the following goals:

a) Build new rural areas with modern socioeconomic infrastructure;

b) Develop appropriate economic structures and modes of production, combining agriculture with in-
dustrial and service sector development;

c¢) Link rural development to urban planning;
d) Protect the environment (Government of Viet Nam, 2010).

The programme sets 19 criteria for development of rural regions, with a target of 20 per cent of com-
munes reaching these standards by 2015, and 50 per cent of communes attaining the criteria by 2020.

Specifically, the programme aims to:

a) Deliver the essential conditions for rural development including transport infrastructure, electricity,
clean water, schools, and health clinic;

b) Improve quality of life for rural communities;
c¢) Foster economic development which provides stable employment;
d) Increase incomes by at least 80 per cent compared to 2015.

As such, in some cases, central government’s funding for the NTPNRD can be used to supplement
efforts by the local authorities in providing the necessary infrastructure services to relocated commu-
nities. Moreover, a recent review by the government noted that addressing environmental degradation,
particularly in areas affected by climate change particularly needs greater attention (Government of Viet
Nam, 2016).

2.3. Government Orders on relocation

The national strategies for disaster prevention, poverty-reduction and rural development provide a
framework that links relocation projects to both risk reduction and rural development goals. Detailed
policies for implementing relocation projects in line with these frameworks were outlined in two gov-
ernment decisions. In 2006, the Government issued Decision No. 193/2006/Qb-TTg approving a na-
tional population relocation programme for areas affected by natural disaster or particular development
challenges... The specific objective of this Program was to relocate 150,000 households between 2006
and 2015, including 30,000 households in disaster areas and areas facing challenging development
conditions. The Program specifies a concentrated relocation approach and emphasizes that relocation
should also provide improved living conditions in relocation areas through investment in infrastructure,
vocational training, and economic development (Government of Viet Nam, 20006).
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In 2008, Prime Minister’s Decision No. 78/2008/QD-TTg mandated support for relocated households,
including provision of land and livelihood support and assistance with relocation costs, housing, and
food, as well as development essential infrastructure and economic development activities (Government
of Viet Nam, 2008d). The support package was updated in Decision No. 1776/2012/QD-TTg. Under this
decision, relocated households are entitled to receive:

e VND 8§ or 15 million (USD 350 or 660) per hectare for the clearing of uncleared land for agricultural
use. The amount of support depends on the state of the land before clearing and/or the use of land.

e VND 20 — 25 million (USD 880 — 1,100) per household, depending on relocation distance, for
expenses such as dismantling buildings and transport of people, assets, and building materials to
relocation sites.

» Residential and productive land, according to allocations determined by each relocation project.

o 12 months of food, equivalent to 30 kg of rice/ person/ month if households lost their houses, resi-
dential land or production land due to natural disasters.

o Vocational training, livelihood supports and credit from the national Social Policy Bank, implement-
ed through planned relocation schemes as well as through local rural development and poverty-re-
duction programmes.

Unlike development-induced relocation projects, policies for environmentally induced relocation do not
mention land acquisition or compensation for loss of land at the area of origin. Therefore, in many cases,
households continue using their land in their commune of origin after relocation.

In 2012, following the development of the NTPNRD, this decision was replaced by Decision No.
1776/2012/QD-TTg, which updated the national relocation programme for the period 2013-2020. The
new Decision aimed to resettle 160,000 households in the period of 2013-2020. Of the 55,900 house-
holds targeted for relocation in the period 2013-2015, 32,100 households were in areas at risk of natural
disaster. Decision 1776 retains the focus on increasing incomes, service access, and economic produc-
tivity as intended outcomes of relocation. It explicitly links relocation policy to the National Target
Program on New Rural Development (NTPNRD), stating that development of relocation sites should
also be oriented towards meeting targets under the NTPNRD.

The new decision also set benchmarks for relocation outcomes in line with NTPNRD targets, namely:
o To reduce the per centage of poor households in the project area by 1.5-2 per cent per year;

o To ensure clean water for 70—80 per cent of households;

o To ensure electricity use for 90-95 per cent of households;

o To ensure no more than 20-30 per cent of households in temporary housing.

The budget for the national relocation programme is VND 16,774 billion (USD 738 million,) compris-
ing VND 10,064 billion (USD 443 million) from the national budget and VND 6,710 billion (USD 295
million) drawn from local government budgets and other sources (Government of Viet Nam, 2012a).

2.4. Roles and responsibilities in relocation policy

The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) is the lead agency for the implementation
of relocation projects, with responsibility for developing relocation plans, coordinating budgets, and
implementing training and support programmes for livelihood development.
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The Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI) is responsible for coordination with the Ministry of Fi-
nance to plan and allocate funding for relocation projects, and to guide integration of relocation funding
with other infrastructure investment and poverty reduction programmes.

Provincial People’s Committees review and approve relocation projects, in coordination with the Min-
istry of Planning and Investment, Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Develop-
ment, in line overall objectives, solutions and budget as agreed upon with the aforementioned central
agencies; provide overall guidance; and ensure that adequate formal mechanism and human resources
are in place to undertake project implementation.

A Project Management Committee is established for each project, comprised of provincial departments
of MARD, MPI, and other relevant agencies, and Provincial and District People’s Committee represen-
tatives. The Project Management Committee assesses relocation sites, develops implementation plans
for relocation and infrastructure projects, and coordinates responsibilities and budgets with district-lev-
el governments and relevant ministry departments to carry out the relocation and subsequent support
programmes. Commune-level authorities have a limited role in the process and are involved mainly in
facilitating communication between the Project Management Committee and community members.

2.5. Policy implementation

The majority of provinces and cities have formulated master plans identifying populations for relocation
away from natural disaster areas in line with these policies. However, environmentally induced reloca-
tion programmes implemented to date have encountered obstacles in achieving the aims of improving
living conditions and sustainable livelihoods. A key challenge has been ensuring the timely develop-
ment of infrastructure and implementation of support programmes at destination areas. Due to funding
constraints and coordination issues between implementing agencies, several relocation projects have
seen delays in providing the housing, services, and assistance programmes needed to support relocated
households (see Huong Giang, 2011; UNDP, 2014:4). A second challenge lies in addressing the con-
cerns of households and communities who may be hesitant to leave their place of origin despite disaster
risks. Strong community participation and risk communication, as well as clear information about the
relocation process, have been found to be important in addressing this issue (cf. Dao and Takara, 2003).
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3. THE HOA BINH PROVINCE RELOCATION PROJECT

Hoa Binh is a province in the northwest of Viet Nam. It is a mountainous region where heavy seasonal
rainfall and steep slopes give rise to risks of river flooding, flash floods, and landslides. Damage from
recent events in Hoa Binh has been high (Huu Trung, 2016). Based on the national relocation policy
and natural disaster risks in Hoa Binh province, Decision No. 1588/QD-TTg, October 9 2009 approved
“The project on population stabilization and socioeconomic development in the Da river resettlement
area, Hoa Binh province in the period 2009-2015”. The project aims to relocate the population living
around Hoa Binh Lake due to high risks of landslides and flash floods. The initial project planned to
relocate 250 to 300 households into newly established relocation villages, and 1,000 households into
existing villages.

In early 2015, the Government Decision No. 84/QD-TTg extended the project implementation period
to 2020 and finalized the project scope to relocate 300 households into newly established collective re-
location sites, and 900 households into existing residential areas. The new decision also increased the
budget significantly from almost VND 900 billion (USD 39.6 million) to more than VND 4,053 billion
(USD 178.4 million) (Government of Viet Nam, 2015).

Under the relocation plan, each relocated household is eligible to receive:

e VND 15 million (USD 660) for households relocated in 2010, or VND 23 million (USD 1,010) for
households relocated in 2014, for relocation expenses and house construction

e 300500 square meters residential land
e 5,000 square meters of agricultural land

Depending on the timing of relocation or the destination, households may also be eligible for additional
support including:

e VND 3 million (USD 130) for a water storage tank

o VND 900,000 (USD 40) for a septic toilet

o Support to purchase livestock

o Food support for low-income households

o Training and agricultural extension

Relocated households can continue using their existing agricultural land in their commune of origin.

While more than half of the households targeted for concentrated relocation have already moved, the
project has also seen significant delays, and a number of households who registered for voluntary reloca-
tion in 2010 have yet to be relocated. Delays have been related largely to funding constraints. The con-
centrated relocation approach in the Hoa Binh relocation plan is relatively capital intensive, requiring
approximately VND 100 million (USD 4,400) per household to fund construction of infrastructure and
provision of land. Total investment in the relocation project is shared across central and local govern-
ment funds however, the funding available to date has not been able to meet the required budget (Hoa
Binh People’s Committee, 2011).

3.1. Study objectives

As yet, there has been no assessment of the current government-supported relocation programme in
Hoa Binh. Given the ongoing efforts to improve relocation outcomes in Viet Nam, and the challenges of
ensuring livelihood sustainability following relocation, it is important to evaluate the progress and effec-
tiveness of programmes such as the Hoa Binh Relocation Project. It is particularly critical to understand
the perspectives of affected households, both in terms of their motivations to move or remain, and the
impacts of relocation on households who have moved.
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In addition, there is limited research available to date on the responses and decision-making processes
of households regarding environmentally induced relocation policies in Viet Nam. It is critical to have a
clearer understanding of how households perceive and make decisions about their relocation options, in
order to identify how the government can support communities more effectively to reduce their disaster
risk.

This study addresses these gaps by assessing the experiences in Hoa Binh, both before and after relo-
cation, and by exploring the attitudes of those who choose to participate in relocation programmes and
those who choose to remain.

The results will provide information for policy makers to understand the factors that facilitate or con-
strain participation in relocation projects, and which affect relocation outcomes. This is expected to
contribute to improving communications and planning relocation and disaster risk reduction in Viet
Nam, as well as to the literature on relocation practices globally.

The study focuses on three key questions:
o What are the key factors influencing household decisions around relocation?
e What are the dynamics and decision-making processes of households on relocation?

¢ What are the impacts of relocation on households under the current programme?

3.2. Analytical framework

This study seeks to explore household decision-making and relocation outcomes in the Hoa Binh Re-
location Project. It is expected that better understanding of these processes can help to identify how
policy, planning, and implementation can improve relocation outcomes while reducing environmental
risks for vulnerable populations.

With regard to migration decisions, Black et al. (2011) identify five groups of migration drivers: eco-
nomic, political, social, demographic and environmental factors (Figure 1). In this framework, environ-
mental factors impact migration directly as well as indirectly through effects on other factors. Indirect
influences at the macro level can include policy responses to environmental change and rural develop-
ment. At the meso- or intermediate-level are factors that can facilitate or constrain households’ ability to
respond to macrodrivers, such as the political or legal processes through which environmental policy is
implemented, or social and economic factors which mediate the impacts of environmental change, like
social networks or access to technology. Drivers and barriers interact with microlevel factors such as
education or wealth, which affect vulnerability and capacity to migrate, to influence migration decisions
at the household level.
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Figure 1. An analytical framework of the impacts of the environment and economic, political, social

and demographic factors on migration
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In terms of relocation outcomes in the context of environmental change, researchers such as Rogers
and Xue (2015) argue that vulnerability analysis of rural livelihoods is necessary to understand how
households respond to the risks and benefits of relocation. Vulnerability analysis requires attention to
the political, economic, and social factors that shape exposure to environmental and socioeconomic risks
and stressors, as well as how policy and institutional factors can shape these processes.

Drawing on these frameworks, this analysis explores relocation dynamics in relation to household-level
factors including:

¢ Gender, age, and education level

¢ Income and poverty status

o Social networks and family relationships

o Perceptions and experience of natural hazards and disaster risks

The study also seeks to understand the decision-making process of households with regard to relocation,
and how this process can be supported by relocation policy. The analysis explores how households ac-
cess and evaluate information on the relocation process in terms of:

o Types and sources of information accessed to inform settlement decisions
o Assessment of benefits, costs, and risks of relocation

o Perceptions of personal and livelihood security

o Participation in relocation decision-making

o Gender and household relationships in relocation decisions

Finally, the study examines the impacts of relocation on households and the factors affecting relocation
success, including:

o Effectiveness of government assistance to relocated households
o Comparison of environmental risk between origin and destination
o Changes in living conditions including livelihoods, access to services, and infrastructure

o Individual and family well-being, social integration, and personal satisfaction
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In-depth interview with a relocated household
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4. DATA COLLECTION

4.1. Survey sites

Fieldwork was conducted by the Institute of Sociology in 2016 in two communes of origin targeted for
relocation and at three relocation destination sites. Research sites selected in areas targeted for reloca-
tion were in Tan Mai and Phuc San communes in Mai Chau district. Three relocation destination sites
were selected: in Yen Nghiep commune, Lac Son district; Bao Hieu commune, Yen Thuy district, and
Dong Tam commune, Lac Thuy district.

Figure 2. Map of survey sites in two relocated communes and three relocation sites
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From 2010 to 2014, 148 households from Tan Mai commune and 98 households from Phuc San moved
to relocation sites, including sites at Yen Nghiep, Bao Hieu and Dong Tam. At the time of the research, a
number of households in Tan Mai and Phuc San had registered for relocation, but had not yet relocated.

4.1.1. Communes of origin

Tan Mai commune has a population of 1,500 people, mostly comprised of Muong and Dao ethnic
groups. The commune has a relatively high poverty rate at 57 per cent. Phuc San commune hosts a pop-
ulation of 2,035, with a poverty rate of almost 35 per cent. The majority of residents are Muong, with a
significant Thai population as well as smaller numbers of Dao, Kinh, and Tay people. Income in the two
communes is largely generated from bamboo plantations and reservoir fishery.
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Table 1. Socioeconomic profiles of survey sites

Communes of origin Relocation communes
Tan Mai Phuc San N;ﬁinep Ei:?, [.:.:2]9
Land area (km?) 34.9 33.6 22.6 28.1 49.3
Population 1,500 2,035 6,500 7,000 6,700
No. of households 359 515 1,500 1,500 1,700
% poor households? 57 34.8 22.4 36 7.3
iﬁj&?ﬁ;gf households targeted for >249 ~403 na. na. na.
Number of housefiolds relocated 148 | na| na na
l;lsjnr:rtr)s;gf households resettled to na. na. 60 75 50
Ethnicity (%):
- Muong 53.4 61.8 98 85 -
- Thai - 21.5 - <5 -
- Dao 40.7 9.4 - <5 -
- Kinh - 7.2 - 10 92
- Tay - 0.1 - - -
- Other 5.9 - 2 - 8

Source: Data provided by the local authorities of Tan Mai, Phuc San, Yen Nghiep, Bao Hieu and Dong Tam communes.

Due to the location of the communes along the lake bed in a mountainous area, landslides are common
in the rainy season, and the communes have also been significantly affected by other disasters. In 2007,
storm No. 5° (Typhoon Lekima) killed four people and damaged or destroyed hundreds of houses. More
than 100 hectares of land were buried in landslides and are no longer cultivable. A 2007 survey identi-
fied large cracks in most of the significant slopes in the communes, representing major landslide risks.
As a result, 249 households in Tan Mai and 403 households in Phuc San were identified for relocation
to minimize risks to households’ safety and property (Do Ha, 2014).

2 The terms ‘poor” and ‘near-poor” households refer to households registered as such according to the national poverty lines set by the Ministry of
Labour, Invalids, and Social Affairs, as follows:
“A rural poor household is a household with each member earning an average income of up to VND 400,000 (USD 17.6) per month.”
“A rural household in danger of falling into poverty is a household with each member earning an average income of between VND 401,000 and VND
520,000 (USD 17.6 and 22.9) per month.” (Prime Minister’s Decision No. 09/2011/QD-TTg)

3 Viet Nam uses a numerical system for naming typhoons and tropical storms, so Storm No. 5 of 2007 (Typhoon Lekima) was the fifth typhoon of the
2007 season to hit Viet Nam.
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4.1.2. Relocation sites

Surveys were conducted at three relocation sites in Yen Nghiep, Bao Hieu, and Dong Tam communes,
located between 90 and150 kilometers from Tan Mai and Phuc San.

Yen Nghiep commune has a land area of 22.6 square kilometers. The population of 6,500 people is al-
most entirely Muong, with a poverty rate of 22.4 per cent. Main livelihoods in the commune are farming,
forestry and fishery, as well as handicrafts, trade, and services. In 2010, 60 households were relocated to
Yen Nghiep, establishing Mai Son village.

Bao Hieu commune covers an area of roughly 28 square kilometers, with a population of 7,000 people.
Main livelihood activities are farming and forestry, and the commune has a poverty rate of 36 per cent.
Muong people account for 85 per cent of the population, with the remainder of the population made up
of Kinh, Thai, and Dao people. In 2010, the commune received 75 relocated households, establishing
Tan Phuc village. There also remain 18 vacant relocation plots in Tan Phuc.

Dong Tam commune has an area of 49.32 square kilometers, and a population of 6,700 people. Unlike
the other communes, Dong Tam’s population is mostly Kinh, and has few residents from ethnic minority
groups. The commune has a relatively low poverty rate at 7.3 per cent. Dong Tam planned to receive 120
households from Tan Mai and Phuc San communes, in accordance with the relocation plan. By 2014,
50 households had been relocated in the commune under the project, establishing Dong Mai village, and
70 additional land plots remain households to be relocated. In comparison to the other communes, Dong
Tam has more land available however, much of the land available for relocation sites is poorly suited to
agriculture.

4.2. Data collection methods

The study carried out surveys with relocated and targeted households assessing their perceptions and
experiences of relocation. In depth interviews and focus groups were conducted with key informants,
including household members and local community leaders to further explore responses to the project.

Quantitative surveys were conducted with a random sample of households in relocation communes (re-
located households) and communes of origin (targeted households). In communes of origin, households
were randomly selected from household lists for all ten hamlets* in the communes, and surveys were
completed with 274 targeted households. In destination communes, the study attempted to survey all
185 relocated households, securing responses from 132 households.

The quantitative survey questions addressed household composition and demographics, living condi-
tions, awareness and experience of natural disasters, relocation status, decision-making processes, and
experience with the relocation process. The survey collected sex-disaggregated data where relevant and
explored participation of women and men in household decision making to explore gender dynamics
within households. Survey enumerators conducted interviews in person with the head of household
wherever possible or, in their absence, the spouse of the household head.’ Following a pilot survey in
July 2016 in Tan Mai and Phuc San communes, the household survey was conducted in the five research
sites from August to September 2016. The survey team consisted of two supervisors and eight inter-
viewers.

4 In Viet Nam ‘hamlet’ describes a geographical subdivision of a commune.

5 ‘Household head refers to the individual who is registered as such on the household’s official registration. This may be a man or woman, though the
household head is most commonly male.



PLANNED RELOCATION IN THE CONTEXT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE IN HOA BINH PROVINCE, NORTHERN VIET NAM
An analysis of household decision-making and relocation outcomes

To gather qualitative data on the relocation process, 30 in-depth interviews were conducted with:
o 13 household representatives (5 from targeted communes and 8 from relocation communes);

e 14 community leaders and local officials (6 from targeted communes and 8 from relocation com-
munes);

o 3 representatives of provincial authorities.

In addition, 15 focus group discussions were conducted with six groups of household representatives
and nine groups of leaders and officials. Interviews explored perspectives and opinions on relocation
experiences and perceptions of environmental change. Focus group discussions collected more detailed
information on the relocation process and the implementation of the project.

4.2.1. Sample

The composition of the survey sample is presented in Table 2. The sample of 406 households comprised
274 targeted households in Tan Mai and Phuc San communes, and 132 relocated households in Yen
Nghiep, Dong Tam and Bao Hieu communes. Of the targeted households in communes of origin, the
sample included:

¢ 103 households that have decided to relocate;
¢ 100 households that have decided not to relocate;

o 71 households that have not yet made a decision on relocation.

Table 2. Survey sample

Commune

Tan Phuc Yen

Mai San Nghiep
Relocated households 0 0 43 47 42 132
Households decided to move 49 54 0 0 0 103
Households decided not to move 57 43 0 0 0 100
Households have not decided 26 45 0 0 0 71
Total 132 142 43 47 42 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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In-depth interview with a relocated household
© IOM 2016 (Photo credit: Tran Thi Ngoc Thu)




5. RESULTS

5.1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the household heads

Ethnicity of household heads broadly reflects the makeup of the population, including Muong (57%),
Dao (24.6%), Thai (9.1%) and Kinh (9.1%). The average age of household heads in the sample is 43.4
years, with the largest proportion of the population between 35 and 49 years old. Most household heads
are male (86.5%) and married (86.5%). Educational attainment of household heads is generally low: 32
per cent did not complete primary school education, and only 11 per cent completed secondary school.

Table 3. Social and demographic characteristics of interviewed households (%)

Type of household

Household heads Relocated Targeted Total
Ethnicity Kinh 9.1 9.1 9.1
Muong 62.9 54 .4 571
Thai 0.8 13.1 9.1
Dao, other 27.3 23.4 24.6
Age Less than 35 29.8 28.2 28.7
35-49 42.7 38.8 40.1
50+ 27.5 33.0 31.2
Sex Male 89.4 85.0 86.5
Female 10.6 15.0 185
Marital status Never married 0.8 29 2.2
Married 92.5 88.3 89.6
Widowed, divorced, separated 6.8 8.8 8.1
Education Lower than primary school S2:8 31.7 31.9
Completed primary school 36.9 38.4 37.9
Completed junior secondary 20.8 18.1 19.0
Completed senior secondary 10.0 11.8 11.2
N 132 274 406
Ethnicity Kinh 9.2 7.4 8.0
Muong 63.1 53.2 56.4
Thai 1.9 16.3 1.7
Dao, other 25.8 23.1 24.0
Age Less than 15 27.2 25.1 25.8
15-24 13.8 185 14.9
25-34 19.9 18.0 18.6
3549 241 20.0 21.3
50+ 15.1 21.4 19.4
Sex Male 51.9 48.6 49.6
Female 48.1 51.4 50.4
Marital status Never married 39.6 35.8 37.0
Married 54.6 55.2 55.0
Widowed, divorced, separated 5.8 9.0 8.0
Education Lower than primary school 35.7 34.7 35.0
Completed primary school 31.2 30.1 30.5
Completed junior secondary 20.4 23.1 22.2
Completed senior secondary 12.6 12.1 12.3
N 480 1,013| 1,493

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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5.2. Profiles of sampled households

The average household size is 3.6 members, and more than half (55%) of interviewed households have
four or more members. The proportion of households with three to four members was higher in the
relocated group, while targeted households had a larger proportion of households with five or more peo-
ple. The total proportion of poor or near poor households is 61 per cent, and is particularly high in the
relocated group at 85.6 per cent. The most common housing type is semi-permanent housing of brick
walls and with tin or tiled roofs (59%), and is more common among the relocated group (70.5%). Low
quality housing of temporary materials is higher among the targeted group (13.1%) than the relocated
group (3.8%).

More than 87 per cent of households have mobile phones. The proportions of households having a TV
and motorbike was high (80% and 76% respectively), while few households owned computers (4.7%)
or washing machines (1.7%). More than 95 per cent of interviewed households reported that all house-
hold members have a health insurance card that provides access to government health-care services,
though this proportion is lower in the relocated group.

Table 4. Household profiles (%)

1 3.0 3.6 3.4
2 12.1 15.7 14.5
& 27.3 24.8 25.6
4 41.7 31.0 34.5
5+ 15.9 24.8 21.9
Mean of household size 3.64 3.70 3.68
Poor or near-poor household © 85.6 49.3 61.1
Concrete roof, multi-store house 3.0 1.8 2.2
Brick, wooded house 22.7 31.4 28.6
Semi-permanent (brick, tin/fibro, cement) 70.5 53.6 59.1
Temporary (bamboo, leaves, tents) 3.8 13.1 10.1
Cell phone 88.6 86.5 87.2
TV 83.3 78.1 79.8
Motorbike 78.0 75.2 76.1
Fridge, freezer 26.5 42.0 36.9
DVD player 16.7 28.5 24.6
Boat 0.0 20.1 13.5
Washing machine 2.3 1.5 1.7
Computer 3.8 5.1 4.7
Generator (gasoline, oil) 0.8 2.2 1.7
Landline telephone 1.5 1.1 1.2
Car, truck 0.0 1.1 0.7
None 3.0 0.0 1.0
Some household members 9.1 1.5 3.9
All household members 87.9 98.5 95.1

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

¢ See footnote 1 for definition of these categories.
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5.3. Household relocation decisions
5.3.1. Socioeconomic and demographic factors

Of the economic, social and demographic factors considered in Table 5, ethnicity and poverty status
are correlated with household relocation decisions. The proportion of undecided households is highest
among the Thai ethnic group (48.6%). The proportion of households deciding not to move is also high
among Thai (32.4%) and Dao (36%) groups. The proportion of those who have decided to move is
highest among Kinh people (35.1%) but lowest among the Thai (16%). The proportion of relocated
households is also very low among the Thai (2.7%). It is not clear from the survey data how ethnicity im-
pacts the migration decision. Qualitative data suggests that some Thai people expressed concern about
leaving culturally important sites such as ancestral graves. However, it is worth considering whether
ethnicity may influence migration decisions in other ways. The relative absence of people of the same
ethnic group at relocation sites — which have larger Muong and Kinh populations — may play a role.
Alternatively, ethnicity may also be related to other factors that affect engagement with the project, such
as education or social networks.

Of the poor or near-poor households in the total sample, 45.6 per cent have already relocated. The com-
bined proportion of poor or near-poor households who have relocated and decided to relocate is 62.5
per cent — that is, higher than the non-poor group. However, among the poor/near-poor households that
remain in the communes of origin, only 31 per cent of these have agreed to move, while almost 40 per
cent have decided to remain, and 29 per cent are undecided. In contrast, 43.9 per cent of the remaining
non-poor households have decided to move. The high proportion of poor/near-poor households in the re-
located group may suggest that poor households are at higher risk, as in general, poorer households often
occupy more marginal land where risks may be higher. As higher risk or previously affected households
were prioritized to move first, this may have resulted in a higher proportion of poor/near poor house-
holds prioritized for relocation. An additional consideration may be that poor households considered the
impacts of previous disasters more significant or problematic, due to low capacity to cope with econom-
ic shocks. However, for the poor/near-poor households which remain, these results suggest that concerns
over the economic impacts of relocation may be a contributing factor in their reluctance to relocate.

Table 5. Household sociodemographic characteristics and decision on relocation (%)

Decision of household

Have not Decided Decided Relocated

decided not to to move
move
Age of household | Less than 35 22.4 19.8 241 33.6 | 116
head 3549 16.7 247 24.1 346 | 162
50+ 13.5 29.4 28.6 286 | 126
Sex of household | Male 16.5 254 245 33.6 | 351
head Female 23.6 20.0 30.9 255 | 55
Education of house- | < Primary 17.2 26.6 23.4 328 | 128
hold head < Jnr secondary 17.8 23.7 27.0 316 | 152
Secondary+ 17.4 24.0 25.6 33.1 121
Ethnicity of house- | Kinh 10.8 21.6 35.1 324 | 37
hold head™ Muong 16.8 19.0 28.4 358 | 232
Thai 48.6 32.4 16.2 27| 37
Dao 10.0 36.0 18.0 36.0 | 100
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Main occupation of | Farm 17.9 24.4 26.9 30.8 | 308

household head Non-farm 16.3 255 20.4 378 | 98

Household size 2 13.7 23.3 35.6 27.4 73
3 221 24.0 19.2 346 | 104
4 12.9 22.9 25.0 39.3 | 140
5+ 22.5 29.2 247 23.6 89

Poverty status** Poor/near-poor 16.1 21.4 16.9 456 | 248
Not poor 19.6 29.7 38.6 12.0 | 158

Total 17.5 24.6 254 32.5

N 71 100 103 132 | 406

Note: * p<0,01 ** p<0,001.

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
5.3.2. Experience of natural disasters

Survey respondents were asked about their experience of natural disaster since 2005, including before
and after relocation. Results show that between 2005 and 2016, the majority of households were affect-
ed by at least one natural disaster: more than 77 per cent experienced landslides, 29 per cent experienced
flooding, 47.5 per cent faced cyclones or storms, and nearly 29 per cent faced drought (Table 6). Many
households have experienced multiple disasters, and some have been affected dozens of times.

Table 6. Number of natural disasters experienced since 2005 (%)

Type of household
Type of disaster Relocated Have not Poor/ Not poor
relocated near-poor
Landslides: None 29.5 34.3 31.5 34.8 32.8
1 time 53.8 255 37.5 30.4 34.7
2+ 16.7 40.1 31.0 34.8 32.5
Floods: None 69.7 71.5 71.8 69.6 70.9
1 time 16.7 10.6 12.1 13.3 12.6
2+ 13.6 17.9 16.1 171 16.5
Cyclone, storm, hail: None 50.8 53.9 52.0 53.2 52.5
1 time 27.3 16.8 20.6 19.6 20.2
2+ 22.0 29.9 27.4 27.2 27.3
Drought: None 59.8 76.6 67.7 76.6 71.2
1 14.4 7.7 8.9 11.4 9.9
2+ 25.8 15.7 23.4 12.0 19.0
N 132 274 248 158 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Relocated and targeted groups show similar proportions of households experiencing at least one land-
slide. However, only 16.7 per cent of relocated households have experienced more than one landslide,
compared with 40 per cent of non-relocated households who have experienced two or more. Based on
households’ reports that landslide risk is lower at relocation sites (Section 5.7.3) this likely reflect that
relocated households have experienced fewer landslides after relocation. The level of natural disaster
experience does not differ greatly with economic status. Though more poor/near-poor households have



5. RESULTS

suffered drought than non-poor households, this may relate to the larger proportion of poor households
who already relocated, as qualitative data indicates that households have experienced more drought at
relocation sites. For other events, the differences between income groups is minor.

A high proportion of all sampled households have suffered significant impacts’ as a result of these
events, with 65 per cent of all households reporting significant adverse effects from at least one disaster
event (Table 7). Landslides were the major cause of negative impacts, with 51.7 per cent of households
reporting significant damage from landslides. Relocated households were more likely than non-relocat-
ed to report having experienced significant impacts from landslides, as were poor/near-poor households.
However, there is not a clear relationship between experience of disasters and the decision to relocate,
with relatively small differences in disaster experience between those who have decided to remain and
those who wish to move (Table 8).

This data shows that experience of disaster is one of multiple drivers which play a role in household
decision-making about relocation. Along with data in the following section, which reflects widespread
recognition of risks and reasons to move, these results suggest that households evaluate a range of social
and economic factors to make decisions about responding to disaster risks.

Table 7. Proportion of households significantly affected by natural disasters,
by relocation and economic status (%)

Type of household

Type of calamity/disaster Relocated Not Poor/ Not poor
relocated Near- poor
Landslide 515.3 50.0 54.8 46.8 51.7
Flood 13.6 18.2 14.5 20.3 16.7
Cyclone, storm, hail 16.7 21.5 19.8 20.3 20.0
Drought 4.5 14.6 9.7 13.9 11.3
Any natural disaster 62.1 66.4 64.9 65.2 65.0
N 132 274 248 158 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Table 8. Proportion of households significantly affected by natural disasters,
by relocation decision (%)

Type of household
Type of disaster Undecided Decided not Decided Have Total
to move to move relocated
Landslide 47.9 47.0 54.4 56.8 52.2
Flood 22.5 27.0 6.8 23.5 20.0
Cyclone, storm, hail 22.5 20.0 22.3 31.1 24.6
Drought 18.3 15.0 11.7 25.8 18.2
Any natural disaster 64.8 65.0 68.9 74.2 69.0
N 71 100 103 132 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

7 According to respondents’ own evaluation of ‘significant impact’.
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5.3.3. Attitudes and knowledge about natural disasters and climate change

The two most common causes of natural disasters cited by respondents were “climate change” (65.8%)
and “deforestation” (63%), followed by “hydroelectricity/irrigation systems” (Table 9). Deforestation
and climate change are more commonly cited by men than by women, and by those with higher levels of
education. Understanding of climate change and its impact is varied. In total, 44 per cent of respondents
understood climate change as involving erratic weather, while 35 per cent mentioned that it related to
disasters such as landslides and storms. However, 37 per cent of respondents said they do not know what
climate change is, and less than 6 per cent understood the concept as a change in climate due to rising
average temperatures.

Perceptions about the specific impacts of climate change reflect respondents’ experiences of local envi-
ronmental conditions. Most frequently cited signs of climate change were “more storms, floods, land-
slides” (47.9%), and “persistent irregular weather” (45.7%), while few respondents mentioned “sea
level rise, salinity intrusion” (4.4%). Understanding of impacts varied with education, with higher
awareness of signs of climate change among those with secondary school education.

Overall, understanding of environmental changes reflects a widespread awareness of the risks of natu-
ral disasters. However, there are varied levels of understanding of what climate change entails and its
potential to increase disaster risk, with limited awareness among those with lower levels of education.

Table 9. Perceptions of natural disasters and climate change (%)

Sex Education

<Jnr sec- Jnr sec-
ondary ondary+

Male Female <Primary

Due to climate change 74.6 58.1 54.9 64.9 77.0 | 65.8
Due to deforestation 69.3 58.5 51.1 61.9 77.0 | 63.5
Hydroelectric and irrigation works 51.9 40.1 40.6 48.5 475 | 456
Changing erratic weather 5.2 38.4 27 1 48.5 572 | 44.4
Storms, floods, landslides 37.0 34.3 28.6 38.8 39.1 | 35.6
Drought 13.2 15.7 12.0 12.7 18.8 | 14.6
Sea level rise 68 2.3 1.5 5.2 4.3 3.7
average temporature of e s | 85| 37| 38| 45 94 59
Don’t know 31.7 41.7 541 36.6 21.0 | 37.0
Persistent irregular weather 571 35.6 30.1 47.8 58.7 | 45.7
More storms, floods and landslides | 53.4 43.1 35.3 50.7 57.2 | 47.9
More frequent drought 24.3 17.1 12.0 22.4 26.8 | 20.5
Sea level rise, salinity intrusion 6.3 2.8 1.5 4.5 7.2 4.4
Don’t know 27.0 38.9 50.4 321 18.1 | 33.3
N 189 217 133 134 139 | 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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5.4. Perceptions of relocation project
5.4.1. Awareness of the project

For the majority of households, the announcement of the project and notification that they had been
identified for relocation was received from the village head (88.6% in the relocated group and 75.5% in
the targeted group). The proportion of households who were advised of the project by the People’s Com-
mittee is noticeably lower in the relocated group at 7.6 per cent, and may reflect a change in methods of
communication about the project.

Most households received information about the relocation project from village meetings (91.4%), al-
though a small proportion of households did not attend meetings and received information via newspa-
pers (7.9%) or TV, radio, and village loudspeaker (8.4%).

Table 10. Announcement of relocation project (%)

Type of household
Relocated Targeted
People’s Committee 7.6 22.2 17.5
Village head 88.6 7.3 79.8
Other people in the village/commune 2.3 0.7 1.2
Other 1.5 1.5 1.5
Official letter 6.1 8.8 7.9
Village meetings 93.2 90.5 91.4
TV, radio, loudspeaker 6.8 9.1 8.4
Other 1.5 22 2.0
Previously affected by landslides 65.2 47 .1 53.0
At high risk of landslides 58.3 65.7 63.3
Previously affected by floods 3.0 10.9 8.4
At high risk of floods 3.0 14.6 10.8
Risk of other natural disasters 0.0 1.1 0.7
Other reasons 0.8 &3 4.4
N 132 274 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

There is widespread understanding of the reasons for relocation. Two thirds of relocated households
reported that they were advised to move because they had been affected by landslides in the past, and
the majority of targeted households are aware that they have been identified for relocation due to either
high risks or previous impacts of disasters. The higher proportion of previously affected households in
the relocation area likely reflects that relocation was prioritized for households affected in the past.
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5.4.2. Attitudes towards the relocation project

The data in Table 11 shows that most households (73.2%) strongly agreed with the rationale of the
project, to reduce disaster risks, while 12.8 per cent partly agreed, and only 3.4 per cent disagreed.
Agreement was higher in the relocated group, with 86.6 per cent strongly agreeing with the rationale
for relocation, and higher still among the group waiting to move (93.9%). Agreement is lower, but still
widespread, among those deciding not to move (53%) and households who are undecided (50.7%).
There is also more ambiguity among undecided households, with one quarter giving no answer or a
neutral opinion on the rationale of the relocation project.

Agreement with the reasons for relocation varies very little by educational attainment or poverty status,
but does tend to be stronger with age (Table 12). Female respondents were slightly more likely to be
ambivalent about the official reasons for relocation, with more women than men stating only partial
agreement or a neutral response.

Table 11. Agreement with relocation rationale by relocation status (%)

Status of relocation

Undecided Decided not Decidedto Relocated Total
to move move
Strongly agree 50.7 53.0 81.6 93.9 73.2
Partly agree 211 20.0 9.7 5.3 12.8
Neither agree nor disagree 141 3.0 1.0 0.0 3.4
Disagree 2.8 12.0 0.0 0.0 3.4
No answer 11.3 12.0 7.8 0.8 71
N 71 100 103 132 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

It can be seen that understanding and agreement with the purpose of the relocation project to reduce
risks is important for households to opt in to relocation. Nonetheless, 86 households have opted not to
move, or remain undecided, despite strongly agreeing with the reasons for their proposed relocation.
This reinforces that recognition of disaster risks and reasons to relocate is one of multiple factors affect-
ing households’ decisions, as they consider concerns and potential impacts of relocation.

Table 12. Agreement with relocation rationale by age and gender (%)

Age Gender
Total
<35 35-49 50+ Male Female
Strongly agree 68.1 72.4 79.8 74.6 71.9 73.2
Partly agree 18.5 12.5 6.7 9.5 15.7 12.8
Neither agree nor disagree 4.4 2.6 3.4 1.1 5.5 3.4
Disagree 2.2 5.9 1.7 4.8 2.3 3.4
No answer 6.7 6.6 8.4 10.1 4.6 71
N 135 152 119 189 217 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
5.4.3. Knowledge of relocation process and support policies

The relocation project was communicated to targeted communes through a series of announcements by
the local government, via village meetings, loudspeaker announcements, and to a lesser extent, flyers
and posters. Among relocated households, most recalled receiving information in relation to “housing
and land assistance at the destination” (90.9%), “level and type of assistance” (84.1%), “relocation
procedures” (71.2%) and “timing of relocation” (71.2%). Among the targeted group, only one-third
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of households recalled receiving any of this information through these channels (Table 13). There is
very limited awareness among targeted households of livelihood support or opportunities at destination
sites, at 12 per cent. Meanwhile, the proportion of households receiving information on how to resolve
complaints or get assistance with legal procedures is low in both groups. It is important to note also that
8.4 per cent of targeted households said they had not received any information regarding the timing,
process, or support available for relocation.

Table 13. Information received through formal channels, by relocation status (%)

Timing of relocation 71.2 24.5 39.8
Moving procedures 71.2 33.7 45.9
Amount and type of assistance 84 .1 271 45.7
Housing and land at destination 90.9 32.2 51.4
Loans, employment, and livelihood support 43.9 12.1 22.5
Guidance on complaints/resolution 15.2 3.3 7.2
Support with legal procedures 12.9 1.8 54
None, don’t know 0.0 8.4 5.7
Agricultural land 924 41.0 57.8
Water source for cultivation 61.4 27.5 38.5
Employment, livelihood opportunities 43.2 12.8 22.7
Water for domestic use 78.0 27.8 442
Roads, transportation 83.3 25.6 44 .4
Electricity access 84.8 28.9 47.2
Schools 87.1 28.9 47.9
Health facilities 75.8 22.3 39.8
Climate, environment, natural disaster 31.8 7.7 15.6
None, don’t know 0.8 36.6 24.9
N 132 274 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

The proportion of households receiving information about infrastructure and living conditions and at the
destination are high among the relocated group, and much higher in comparison to the targeted group.
Almost all relocated households had information about agricultural land at the destination (92.4%) be-
fore they moved, and the majority were informed about infrastructure such as schools (87.1%), electric-
ity access (84.8%), transport/roads (83.3%), domestic water access (78%) and health facilities (75.8%).
The proportion of households among the targeted group who received this information is significantly
lower, and more than a third of targeted households said they have not received any information about
the relocation sites. Less than half (41%) recalled information about agricultural land, while less than a
third remembered receiving any information about infrastructure or living conditions at relocation sites.

The proportion of households having received comprehensive information about relocation procedures
and conditions is relatively low across all households, regardless of their relocation decision (Table
14). However, households who have decided not to move were slightly more likely than other targeted
households to have received information about relocation timing, procedures, and agricultural land and
livelihoods at their destination. This may be attributable to a small group of households which inter-
views show had initially registered to resettle but have decided to remain, due to delays in the relocation
process or concerns about the viability of agricultural livelihoods at relocation sites.
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Table 14. Information received through formal channels, by relocation decision (%)

0 0 ) gdeda ) ged S
Timing of relocation 19.7 31.3 21.4 71.2| 39.8
Moving procedures 28.2 38.4 33.0 71.2| 459
Amount and type of support 25.4 27.3 28.2 84.1| 457
Housing and land at destination 254 34.3 35.0 909| 514
Loans, employment and livelihood support 9.9 11.1 14.6 439 | 225
Guidance on complaints/resolution 4.2 1.0 4.9 15.2 7.2
Support with legal procedures 2.8 1.0 1.9 12.9 54
Other 1.4 4.0 4.9 6.8 4.7
N 71 99 103 132 | 4058
Agricultural land 33.8 49.5 37.9 924 57.8
Water source for cultivation 211 30.3 29.1 61.4| 385
Employment, livelihood opportunities 7.0 16.2 13.6 432 | 22.7
Domestic water access 26.8 27.3 291 78.0| 442
Roads, transportation 21.1 25,3 29.1 83.3| 444
Electricity access 22.5 28.3 34.0 84.8| 47.2
Schools 23.9 26.3 35.0 87.1| 479
Health facilities 15.5 22.2 27.2 75.8| 39.8
Climate, environment, natural disaster 5.6 5.1 11.7 31.8 15.6
Other 5.6 11.1 10.7 5.3 8.1
None 47.9 29.3 35.9 08| 24.9
N 71 99 103 132 405

* knowledge before relocation.
Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

The core relocation assistance provided for relocated households includes a cash payment for relocation
costs and house construction, along with residential land, and 5,000 square meters of agricultural land,
and training support for livelihood development. Depending on the destination site and economic status
of the household, they may also access low-interest loans from a national government credit scheme,
subsidies for food and agricultural inputs, and payments for other assets like water tanks. Respondents
were asked whether they knew about specific relocation assistance policies, and in the case of relocated
households, what types of assistance they knew about before they relocated.

8 Absence of response from one household on this specific question, here and below.
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Table 15. Knowledge of support policies (%)

Type of household

Poverty status

Relocated* Targeted ) ot fotal
near-poor poor
Housing 75.8 36.5 52.8 43.7 49.3
Agricultural land 81.1 29.9 49.6 41.8 46.6
Loan for poverty eradication 32.6 11.7 21.0 14.6 18.5
Education, training 28.0 5.5 14.5 10.1 12.8
Health care 22.7 3.6 12.1 6.3 9.9
Agriculture/forestry training 22.7 26 12.5 3.8 9.1
Subsidies for agricultural inputs 3.0 2.2 2.4 2.5 2.5
Employment information 3.0 1.1 1.6 1.9 1.7
Agricultural tax exemption 1.5 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.2
Market information 1.5 0.4 1.2 0.0 0.7
Unknown 15.2 51.1 36.7 43.7 394
N 132 274 248 158 406

* knowledge before relocation.
Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016

The proportion of respondents who did not have specific knowledge of support policies is high: 15.2 per
cent in the relocated group, 51.1 per cent in the targeted group. In terms of economic status, 36.6 per cent
in the poor/near-poor group, and 43.7 per cent in the non-poor group did not have specific knowledge
of support policies (Table 15). Provision of housing and farmland are a central focus of relocation assis-
tance, but not all households are aware of their entitlements in this regard. Among relocated households,
the proportions of households who knew about support for housing and agricultural land before they
relocated are about 76 per cent and 81 per cent respectively, and this awareness is much lower among the
targeted group, (36.5% and 30%). Even among households who have decided to move, only about one
third said they knew about housing and land support. Knowledge of other support policies to facilitate
economic activities, like loans, tax exemptions, training, or employment information is significantly
lower across all groups.

Looking at economic status, poor/near-poor households are more likely to know about support policies
than non-poor households. This may be due to the fact that low-income households have greater need of
assistance, or are more concerned about the livelihood impacts of relocation, leading to greater interest
in support policies. However, only about half of poor/near-poor households had knowledge of housing
and land support when they made their relocation decision.

Table 16. Sources of information on relocation support

Type of household

Poverty status

Relocat- Targeted Poor/ Not poor  Total
ed* Near-poor
Village or commune meetings 93.8 77.6 87.9 79.8 85.0
From other people 6.3 321 158 29.2 20.3
Poster at communal government office 2.7 11.2 4.5 124 7.3
Communal loudspeakers 8.9 4.5 7.6 4.5 6.5
Leaflets distributed to households 0.0 3.0 0.0 4.5 1.6
Internet, radio, TV, newspapers 0.9 1.5 1.3 1.1 1.2
Other sources 1.8 3.7 1.3 5.6 2.8
N 112 134 157 89 246

*Note: Information source before relocation.

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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Community meetings are by far the most common source of information on relocation assistance, with
93 per cent of relocated households and 77.6 per cent of targeted households receiving information
through this channel. Low-income households were also more likely than the non-poor group to receive
information through meetings, while non-poor households were somewhat more likely to receive infor-
mation from other people. Targeted households are also more likely to access information from other
people than were those who have already relocated. This likely reflects the fact that households who
have yet to move can now seek information from those who relocated earlier. Other sources of infor-
mation were much less common, with only a small number of households getting information through
posters at public buildings, loudspeakers, or media. Leaflets are reported as a source of information by
only a few households, indicating that this has not been widely used as a channel for communication.
In addition, the qualitative data suggested that there was confusion among some households regarding
what support they were entitled to receive and how it would be distributed.

Widespread announcement of the support policies through additional channels, including via leaflets
distributed directly to households, supported by further discussion with households through mass or-
ganizations such as the Women’s Union could be effective in increasing understanding of support po-
licies. In-person meetings are undeniably an effective communication means at the community level,
particularly for households with lower levels of education. However details of support processes may
not be fully understood or recalled easily. Print materials detailing support policies could promote clear
and consistent dissemination of information, and provide a point of reference for discussion within the
household following the meetings.

5.4.4. Understanding of relocation process

Clear understanding of the relocation process may help households be better prepared and confident
about relocation. However, in Hoa Binh, understanding of the formal process is generally limited, even
among those who have already relocated. Respondents mentioned steps including “submit a relocation
application” (41.4%), followed by “receive housing and land at destination”(27.8%), “receive payments,
financial support” (27.1%), and “receive agricultural land” (25.4%). Among targeted households, more
than 40 per cent of households said they did not know any of the steps required in the relocation process,
and this was more common among undecided households.

Table 17. Knowledge of procedures required for relocation (%)

Status of relocation

Have not Decided not Decided Relocated

decided to move to move
Signing the relocation commitment 11.3 26.0 23.3 49.2 | 30.3
Submit relocation application 31.0 42.0 37.9 49.2 41.4
Receiving house, land at destination 9.9 13.0 13.6 59.8| 27.8
Receiving payments, financial support 9.9 15.0 12.6 56.8 271
Receiving agriculture land at new place 5.6 13.0 8.7 58.3| 254
Transport of belongings to destination 4.2 8.0 10.7 485 21.2
Building house at new place 1.4 2.0 4.9 41.7 15.5
corvices at destination 0.0 30| 18| 189 74
Application for financial support 1.4 5.0 3.9 6.8 4.7
Application for housing, land 2.8 5.0 5.8 3.8 4.4
Inventory of assets, crops of household 4.2 2.0 1.9 1.5 2.2
Other procedures 11.3 16.0 21.4 25.0 19.5
Don’t know, no answer 60.6 41.0 33.0 3.8 30.3
N 71 100 103 132 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.



5. RESULTS

A clear understanding of the processes required to apply for housing, land, and relocation support is
highly relevant for households to relocate successfully. Noting that these processes would be neces-
sary for all households in the relocation project, regardless of destination or poverty status, the level of
awareness about these processes in all three targeted groups is very limited at less than 10 per cent. The
proportion of households who are aware of the procedures to register land use and access infrastructure
and services at relocation sites is low, at only 19 per cent in the relocated group and negligible among
targeted groups.

The data does not show significant variation in knowledge of these procedures by gender, age, or edu-
cation. This suggests that the lack of understanding does not stem from comprehension or demographic
differences between households. Given the data presented in preceding sections, it can be seen that
while many households understand and agree with the reasons for relocation, knowledge of the assis-
tance available for resettling households is much more limited, and relatively few households under-
stand how the relocation process would work. The results suggest that communication about relocation
processes may not be sufficiently specific, clear, or consistent for households to fully understand the
process before making their decision.

5.5. Participation in relocation planning

Effective participation of people in identifying and implementing relocation objectives and solutions
is an important contributing factor to the success of a relocation project (ADB, 1995:98). The level of
household attendance at meetings about relocation plans is relatively high (Table 18). However, the pro-
portion of households consulted and contributing comments in meetings is low, suggesting that meetings
were more focused on disseminating information than encouraging households to participate in planning
of the relocation project. Given the varied levels of knowledge about relocation support policies and
processes examined in the preceding sections, it would appear that high attendance at meetings did not
translate into widespread or thorough understanding of relocation plans or available assistance.

Table 18. Participation in meetings on relocation planning (%)

Male 37.9 41.9 17.4 2.8 100 351
Female 38.2 50.9 7.3 3.6 100 55
Less than 35 40.5 36.2 19.8 3.4 100 116
35-49 30.2 48.8 17.9 3.1 100 162
50+ 45.2 421 10.3 24 100 126
Less than primary 32.0 53.9 12.5 1.6 100 128
Less than low secondary 36.2 421 18.4 3.3 100 152
Low secondary* 46.3 32.2 17.4 4.1 100 121
Kinh, Thai 32.4 52.7 14.9 0.0 100 74
Muong 42.7 38.8 14.7 3.9 100 232
Dao 31.0 46.0 20.0 3.0 100 100
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Poor/near poor 34.3 46.4 14.5 4.8 100 248
Not poor 43.7 38.0 18.4 0.0 100 158
Have not decided 26.8 46.5 23.9 2.8 100 71
Decided not to move 40.0 47.0 13.0 0.0 100 100
Decided to move 38.8 39.8 214 0.0 100 103
Relocated 41.7 40.9 9.8 7.6 100 132
Total 37.9 43.1 16.0 3.0 100 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Table 19. Issues raised by households in relocation meetings (%)

Sex of HH head Poverty status
Male Female POOfNear-  Not Total
poor poor

About place of destination 29.6 28.6 26.5 34.1 29.5
Level of housing and land support 21.8 16.3 18.5 24.8 21.0
Level of transportation support 19.6 14.3 17.0 21.7 18.8
Level of financial support 171 12.2 15.5 17.8 16.4
Other issues 13.6 16.3 14.0 14.0 14.0
Attended, but did not have comments 52.5 571 57.5 46.5 53.2
N 280 49 200 129 329

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Four themes were clear in the comments made by households at the meetings, focusing on the location
or conditions of the relocation destination (29.5%), housing and land support (21%), transportation
support (18.8%) and financial support (16.4%). Nonetheless, more than half of those who attended
meetings were not actively involved in discussing any issues. The proportion of household heads who
were consulted for comments in relocation meetings is only 37 per cent of all sampled households. In
general, male-headed households are slightly more likely to have provided comments on these issues
than female-headed households, and poor/near-poor households less likely to have been active in the
discussion compared to the non-poor group.

Figure 3. Evaluation of the relocation plan

100%
90% 23
80%
70% 19 m Reasonable
60%
50% 5 m Neutral
40% m Unreasonable
30%
200/" 49.3 53 = Unknown
0
10%
0%
Have not Decided not to Decided to Resettled Total
decided move move

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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The survey also asked respondents to evaluate the appropriateness of the proposed relocation and assis-
tance policies, although these results must be interpreted in light of the limitations of households’ knowl-
edge identified in the preceding sections. Overall, 62.6 per cent of interviewed households evaluated
the relocation plan as “reasonable”, while 10.3 per cent found it “unreasonable” and 21.7 per cent gave
no opinion. Relocated households were much more likely to evaluate the project positively with 84.1
per cent calling it reasonable, while only about half of targeted households thought the same. However,
among targeted households, the proportion rating the project ‘reasonable’ was almost the same among
those deciding to move (53.4%) and those choosing not to move (54%). Slightly more of those who de-
cided to remain thought the plan was unreasonable (19%) compared to those choosing to move (12.6%).
Meanwhile, nearly one third of those choosing to move could not say whether they thought the project
was reasonable or not. Dissatisfaction with the relocation plan may affect some households’ decision to
remain. Nonetheless, there are a number of households that do not have a clear opinion on the relocation
plan, or even found it unreasonable, but have still decided to move.

As with knowledge of relocation procedures, evaluations of the relocation plan varied only slightly by
age, gender, education and poverty status. Agreement or disagreement with the relocation plan is there-
fore not likely to be due to educational level or demographic characteristics. It may instead relate more
to the planning and communication of the relocation project, which affects households’ perceptions of
the trade-offs between disaster risks versus concerns about relocation or available support.

5.6. Household decision-making processes

Among 274 interviewed households remaining in origin areas, 25.9 per cent have yet to make a decision,
37.6 per cent have decided to relocate, and 36.5 per cent have decided not to move under the current
conditions.

5.6.1. Participation in decision

The process of making the relocation decision within the household is important for understanding
household motivations and the effectiveness of communications about relocation. The following data
addresses the questions of who participates in household decision making and their key concerns.

Figure 4. Involvement of household members in relocation decision-making
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78.0 W Resettled m Targeted m Total

80%

70%
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50%

40%

v)
30% 21.2

17.4 193 187 17.4 20.0

20%
10%
0% ) ) ) ;
Husband Wife Parents Children Relatives, friends
of the head of the head

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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In 63.5 per cent of households, women participated in the discussion either as the wife of the household
head, or as the head of household (Figure 4). This is slightly higher than the participation of males, at
59.9 per cent. This indicates that the involvement of women in relocation discussions was generally
high. It is noteworthy that the proportion of wife’s participation among the relocated group is much
higher than in the targeted group (78% versus 54.5%).

Parents of the head were involved in the discussion in 18.7 per cent of households, with similar levels
of involvement from children of the head (20%). The participation of other relatives and friends was
reported only in 7.4 per cent of households.

Figure 5. Who is the MAIN decision-maker regarding household relocation

B Husband only ™ Wife only ™ Husband & Wife = Others

Total 49.34 20.3 24.8 5.7
[(72]
=
e
o Already resettled 46.2 24.2 25.8 E
s
®
o
S Decided to move 43.7 20.4 30.1 5.8
(14
Decided not to move 59.0 15.0 18.0 8.0
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Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

As presented in Figure 5, men are most likely to be the main decision maker regarding household
relocation. Among households that have decided to move and those who have relocated, nearly half
reported that the decision was made primarily by the male household head or husband of the female
head. This proportion is higher among households deciding not to move (59%), while the proportion of
households with women as the main decision maker is higher in the relocated group, and lower among
those deciding not to move. Despite high involvement of women in discussions on relocation, only 25
per cent of households said the relocation decision was made by both husband and wife, and this pro-
portion is highest among the group deciding to move (30.1%). Thus, while the main decision-maker
regarding relocation is more likely to be male, women were more likely to have been involved in the
discussion among households that decided to move.

Table 20. Topic of household discussion before deciding their relocation (%)

Type of household
Undocided  motte.  tomove Already  Tota
move relocated
Reasons for relocation BERS 44.6 57.7 75.0 56.3
Timing of relocation 7.6 17.4 16.5 32.6 20.7
Relocation procedures 19.7 13.0 19.6 26.5 204
Cash support and compensation 10.6 16.3 18.6 S 21.7
Housing and land support 24.2 23.9 39.2 43.9 34.6
Loan and livelihood support 18.2 15.2 17.5 371 23.8
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Guideline for resolving complaints 4.5 0.0 1.0 9.8 4.4
Support with legal procedures 1.5 2.2 0.0 9.1 3.9
Other 16.7 10.8 155 1.4 13.1
No discussion, don’t remember 42.4 27.2 16.5 1.4 21.7
N 66 92 97 132 387
Cultivated land 29.6 37.0 40.8 60.6 44.3
Water source for production 11.3 18.0 22.3 34.8 23.4
Possibilities of employment, livelihoods 19.7 25.0 30.1 43.9 31.5
Water source for living, drinking 12.7 14.0 214 31.8 214
Road, transportation 9.9 12.0 16.5 40.2 21.9
Electricity grid 8.5 6.0 17.5 36.4 19.2
Schools for children 8.5 10.0 18.4 40.9 21.9
Health-care facilities 5.6 5.0 13.6 32.6 16.3
jit:;itse?f climate, environment, natural 28 40 58 20.5 96
Other 7.0 9.0 5.8 5.3 6.7
No discussion or don’t remember 521 46.0 37.9 28,5 37.7
N 71 100 103 132 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Issues discussed by households across all groups focus on the relocation process and agricultural re-
sources at relocation sites. Although the levels of discussion vary widely across these groups, the rela-
tive ranking of key issues is similar. The cited reasons for relocation, i.e. environmental risks, were the
most commonly discussed (75% in the relocated group and 46.7% in the targeted group), followed by
housing and land support (43.9% and 29.8%) and capital, employment, and livelihood support (37.1%
and 16.9%) (Table 20).

In terms of relocation conditions, the most discussed topics were the availability of agricultural land
(60.6% in the relocated group and 36.5% in the targeted group) and livelihoods or employment (43.9%
and 25.5%). This was followed by water availability for production, then infrastructure such as schools,
roads, and domestic water supply.

Notably, the majority of undecided households did not report discussing the conditions at relocation
sites, and almost half had not discussed the relocation process itself. Of those choosing to remain, most
had discussed the relocation process, but almost half had not discussed living conditions at destinations.
Those who had relocated were more likely than other groups to have discussed health care, school fa-
cilities, electricity and environmental conditions at relocation sites, with very few households who were
undecided or choosing to remain having discussed these issues.

These differences may be attributed to more discussion of destination conditions among relocated
households as they approached their decision to relocate, or as they prepared to move. However, the
results show that the level of interest in these key issues among other groups is not high. Qualitative
data reflects that some households are uncertain about where and when they may move if they were to
relocate. The relative lack of discussion of relocation conditions may be in part due to this uncertainty.

5.6.2. Push and pull factors

With the environmental risks in the survey area, moving to a more secure location and reducing risks to
health and safety was an important factor for households who decided to move. Overall, 91 per cent of
households among those who have already relocated and those who have decided to move cited risks
at the place of origin and safety at relocation sites as key reasons to move. In addition, social networks
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play a role, such as relatives who have already moved, highlighted by the fact that this is more com-
monly cited as a motivation among those households now waiting to move, than among the group who
relocated earlier.

However, other reasons also play a significant role as push and pull factors. Many households expect
that infrastructure, housing, land, or economic conditions will be better at relocation sites than in their
place of origin (Table 21). Interviews suggest that households also evaluated tradeoffs between chal-
lenges of relocation and expected benefits from greater security and access to services:

“For me, it was clear that I move down here for the future of my children. It was clear to me
that here would be better than up there. Up there we already faced landslides. I knew that
in comparison to our native place it would be more difficult for the present, but my children
will do better. Because my children will be in contact with many things, a more diversified
society.” Male, age 47, Dao ethnic group, relocated households.

Table 21. Main reasons cited for relocation (%)

Type of household

Already relocated De;igsg o
Risks to health, safety 92.4 91.3 91.9
Poor infrastructure 25.0 16.5 21.3
House is damaged or lost 24.2 15.5 20.4
Poor livelihood/production conditions 18.9 20.4 19.6
Cultivated land damaged or lost 25.0 10.7 18.7
Relatives have moved 6.8 12.6 9.4
Receiving support to move 3.8 7.8 5.5
Forced/pressured by authorities 0.8 2.9 1.7
N 132 103 235
Health and safety 90.8 89.2 90.1
Better infrastructure 44.3 27.5 36.9
Better livelihood/production conditions 22.9 17.6 20.6
Better housing conditions 19.1 13.7 16.7
Less impact from floods, natural disasters 19.8 10.8 15.9
Better cultivated land 13.0 10.8 12.0
Closer to relatives 3.1 14.7 8.2
No choice 2.3 6.9 4.3
Receiving support for resettling 3.1 4.9 3.9
N 131 102 233

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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While support and compensation for relocated households often play very important roles in many de-
velopment-induced relocation projects, they do not appear to be the main reason households chose to
participate in the relocation project in Hoa Binh. Relocation support was often discussed among house-
holds considering relocation, but few cite it as a reason to move. This would suggest that government
support provides enabling conditions to move, rather than being a pull factor in itself.

Figure 6. Reasons for deciding not to move

It is still safe to stay 32

Do not want to be away from homeland,
family, relatives, friends 31
Lack of work, livelihood at the destination 24

Lack of cultivated land at the destination 17

Had to wait too long 13

Unsuitable supports, compensasion 9
Old age, poor health 8

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Risk perception and social networks are also important in decisions not to relocate. Of the households
deciding to remain almost a third said it was “still safe to stay” (32%) (Figure 6). This suggests that
communication on disaster risks could be more effective. Further, 31 per cent said they did not wish to
move away from family, a factor also reflected in interviews:

“Some people already moved, and I also did register to be resettled. But then my older broth-
er said he won t move, so I said the same. Since I said I won 't go anywhere, my wife and my
children said then the whole family should stay.” Male resident, Dong Tam commune.

Other reasons to remain related to livelihoods, including “no work, income at the destination” (24%) and
“lack of productive land” (17%). This highlights that ensuring livelihoods for relocated households is of
critical importance. Concerns about land and livelihood issues at destination will be discussed further in
the following sections.

Also noteworthy is that among the group deciding to stay, 13 per cent said that their decision had
changed because they had waited too long for relocation. This reflects the fact that land or funds have not
been available to support the immediate relocation of all households who wanted to move, and that some
have subsequently opted to remain. This appears to support the earlier suggestion that certainty around
relocation timing is important in decision-making. Uncertainty around relocation timing and location
may create difficulties for households in decisions about investing time or resources in livelihoods and
homes. A small number of households mentioned “unsuitable support” or “old age, poor health” as rea-
sons to remain.

5.6.3. Concerns about relocation

Relocating to a new home, particularly in mountainous and difficult areas, is a major undertaking, and
the prospect of relocation gives rise to a variety of concerns. Survey results show that more than 85 per
cent of households have at least one concern about relocation, and that key concerns differ only slightly
between relocated and targeted groups.
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As in other environmental migration projects in Viet Nam and elsewhere (e.g. Bangalore et al., 2016;
Chun, 2014; Danh and Mushtaq, 2011; Dun, 2009), the most common concerns of the households in
Hoa Binh relate to employment, income and livelihood (53.9%). As discussed in the literature, unless
households can secure sufficient livelihoods, relocation will not be sustainable. Chun (2014) highlights
that if livelihoods cannot be secured, relocation may provide reduced environmental risk at the cost of
socioeconomic vulnerability. In such cases, the result of relocation may simply be an exchange of envi-
ronmental risks for economic ones, rather than a true increase in resilience.

In Hoa Binh, 63 per cent of relocated households had concerns about livelihoods at their destination
before they moved, while 49.3 per cent of remaining households also cite this concern (Table 22). The
difference between these groups may be due to the higher proportion of poor and near-poor households
in the relocated group (see Section 1.7). However, it is worth noting that despite similar numbers of
poor/near-poor households among undecided households (16.1%) and households deciding to move
(16.9%), concern about livelihoods is more common among undecided households, at 59 per cent.

Table 22. Worries and concerns about relocation (%)

Type of household

Relocated Targeted
Worry about work, income, livelihood 63.6 49.3 53.9
Lack of agricultural land 31.8 40.5 37.7
Poor housing conditions 15.2 201 18.5
Social integration 22.7 8.0 12.8
Health problems 6.8 4.4 5.2
Poor roads or transportation 2.3 6.6 52
Poor schools or health care 4.5 5.8 54
No worries 15.9 14.2 14.8
N 132 274 406

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

The next main concern is “lack of agricultural land” (31.8% in the relocated group and 40.5% in the
targeted group). This is clearly an important determinant of rural incomes, and reflects concerns about
establishing viable livelihoods in a new place. Once again, this concern is more common among house-
holds who are undecided compared to other targeted groups, and may be related to the experiences of
households in some relocation areas. The data on relocation outcomes (discussed in Section 6) suggests
that a number of relocated households lacked access to water for irrigation or received agricultural land
that was too poor to cultivate. Interviews suggest that some targeted households have heard about this
experience through their social networks, and are concerned about their livelihood options.

A lesser, but significant concern is housing, though this was less common among the relocated group
(15.2%) than the targeted groups (20.1%). Concerns about social integration were nearly three times
higher in the relocated group (22.7%) than that of the targeted group (8%). This suggests that house-
holds who relocated earlier were more worried about a lack of social networks compared to those re-
maining, who now have social connections among those who have already relocated. The proportion of
households with concerns about health and infrastructure is relatively low in both targeted and relocated
groups (~5%), which supports the suggestion that households generally expect improved infrastructure
at relocation sites. Better transportation was clearly one of the highlights of relocation sites:
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“I returned to our home place but I wanted to come back [to the relocation site] as up there
[in the commune of origin/, we had to climb up and down. People called me to ask for
advice and I told them that down here transportation is easy.” Female, aged 56, relocation
commune.

5.6.4. Social networks

The social networks of targeted households play a role as a pull factor to move or remain, as well as
in sharing information and experiences about relocation. The survey data shows that 83.3 per cent of
respondents knew some households that had already relocated. Among the relocated group, households
they knew that had relocated before them were often neighbours, relatives, or friends.

Table 23. Knowledge on previous relocated households (%)

Relocation status

Relocated Targeted
Yes 81.1 84.3 83.3
No 18.9 15.7 16.7
N 132 274 406
Less than 30 households 18.7 39.8 33.1
30 households or more 43.9 17.3 25.7
Don’t know how many 37.4 42.9 411
Former neighbours 90.7 68.4 75.4
Relatives 86.9 64.1 71.3
Friends 76.6 325 46.4
Others 0.0 1.7 1.2
N 107 231 338

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Nearly half of households (48%) have consulted with other households when discussing relocation
(Table 23). For households yet to relocate, more than half (55%) have consulted previously relocated
households. Issues discussed among social networks focused on agricultural land (68.2%), living con-
ditions (62.6%), and residential land and housing (59%) (Table 24). Other aspects were less discussed,
such as “access to employment” (23.1%), “infrastructure” (20%), “climate and environment conditions”
(12.3%). This echoes the key issues of concern for households in their relocation decision, which cen-
tred around land, living conditions, and livelihoods.

These results confirm that social networks play an important role for households in sourcing information
about relocation, and that households are interested in understanding more about their prospective living
conditions and livelihood resources. Notably, environmental risks at the destination are less discussed
with already-relocated households. As noted in section 4, this was also less commonly discussed within
households when making their relocation decision. Given the broad agreement with the rationale of the
project to reduce disaster risk, this may indicate that a large proportion of households already have con-
fidence that the relocation location chosen by the project will be safer than their current commune, and
are more focused on potential changes to livelihoods and living conditions.
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Table 24. Reference to relocation experience from social networks (%)

Yes 44.7 49.6 48.0
No 53.0 47.4 49.3
Unknown, do not remember 2.3 2.9 2.7
N 132 274 406
Previously relocated households 5.1 55.9 40.5
Previously relocated relatives 16.9 44.9 36.4
Other friends, acquaintances 254 28.7 27.7
Non-relocated relatives 15.3 10.3 11.8
Local authorities 8.5 13.2 11.8
Others 50.8 7.4 20.5
Farmland 61.0 71.3 68.2
Living conditions 67.8 60.3 62.6
Residential land and housing 47.5 64.0 59.0
Access to employment 18.6 25.0 23.1
Infrastructure 23.7 18.4 20.0
Climate and environment conditions 13.6 11.8 12.3
Relationship with local people 1.7 4.4 3.6
Other experiences 28.8 7.4 13.8
N 59 136 195

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

5.7. Relocation outcomes
5.7.1. Evaluation of support received

According to relocation policy, relocated households are supported by the government with relocation
costs, housing, food, investments for essential infrastructure, and services to support business and pro-
duction (Government of Viet Nam, 2012a). This section examines the implementation and outcomes of
these policies in the relocation project in Hoa Binh.

Survey data from 132 relocated households in the sample show that the three major elements of relo-
cation support — housing and residential land, agricultural land, and relocation assistance — have been
provided in accordance with relocation plans to more than 90 per cent of households. In terms of infor-
mation about this assistance, 75.8 per cent felt they had enough information about the process of relo-
cating their family and assets from their commune of origin, and 68.2 per cent felt sufficiently informed
about accessing land, housing and services at relocation sites. However, almost one-quarter (23.5%) of
households said that they did not receive information about the process of receiving their house and land
at relocation sites.
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Figure 7. Actual assistance received compared to assistance stated in relocation plans
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Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

More than half of households received loans (67%) and agricultural or forestry training (55%), in ac-
cordance with the relocation plan, while almost a third (31%) have received vocational training. Rice or
food support was accessed by 34 per cent of households, while few received agricultural tax exemption
(10.6%) or agricultural and forestry subsidies (6.8%).

Households relocated in 2010 were more likely to have received the support they expected from the
project, compared to those relocated in 2014. In particular, more of the households relocated in 2014 re-
ported shortfalls in the provision of land, financial assistance, and information about accessing support.
However, they were more likely than the earlier group to have received vocational training and rice/
food support (Table 25). This may relate to the resources available for relocation in 2014, indicating that
funding or land availability was more limited than in 2010.

Table 25. Proportions of households receiving sufficient support as stated in relocation plans (%)

Year of relocation

2010 2014 fotal
Housing and residential land 96.9 91.2 95.5
Agricultural land 96.9 85.3 93.9
Financial support 93.9 82.4 90.9
Information on relocating from origin 83.7 52.9 75.8
Information on accessing support at destination 70.4 61.8 68.2
Access to loans 67.3 B589 64.4
Agriculture and forestry extension 54.1 52.9 53.8
Education and vocational training 194 471 26.5
Rice, food support 22.4 29.4 24.2
Agricultural tax exemption 13.3 29 10.6
Agricultural and forestry price subsidy 8.2 2.9 6.8
N 98 34 132

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
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Table 26. Satisfaction and difficulties regarding relocation support (%)

Not satisfied 16.7 271 22.5 22.3
Partly satisfied 35.7 47.9 45.0 43.1
Satisfied 47.6 25.0 32.5 34.6
No difficulties 50.0 60.4 57.5 56.2
Support divided into installments 26.2 10.4 20.0 18.5
Insufficient or unsuitable support 19.0 22.9 10.0 17.7
Delays receiving support 14.3 10.4 15.0 13.1
Complex procedures 2.4 2.1 5.0 3.1
N 42 48 40 130

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

About three quarters of the relocated households were satisfied (34.6%) or partially satisfied (43.1%)
with the support they received, while 22.3 per cent were dissatisfied. The highest level of satisfaction
was found among household heads with less than primary school education (47.6%), although the least
satisfaction was found among households who completed primary but not junior secondary education
(25%), rather than among those with higher levels of education. It is possible that the group with higher
education levels had greater understanding of relocation policy and was better able to access assistance,
while households with the least education may have been less informed about their entitlements and
more likely to be satisfied with what they received. In addition, poor/near poor households qualify for
support such as poverty-reduction loans, and may have been more likely to move earlier, so may have
received higher levels of support than non-poor households.

Among relocated households, about half (56.2%) said they had no difficulty in accessing support from
the project. The difficulties reported by other households show three main issues: that support was
delivered in several installments rather than all at once (18.5%), support was insufficient or unsuitable
(17.7%), or that there were delays in receiving support (13.1%). Channels for resolving complaints is
not clear to all households. Issues can be raised with the village head, who will in turn report to the com-
mune government, however, the commune-level authorities have little active role in relocation planning
or implementation, so it is not clear how responsive this channel may be. Households can also report to
a meeting with provincial-level representatives, however this meeting occurs only twice a year.

5.7.2. Infrastructure and services

The majority of households saw improvement in infrastructure and services in relocations sites com-
pared to their communes of origin (Figure 8). In particular, almost all households agreed that roads and
transport (98.5%) and access to markets (92.4%) were better than their place of origin. Most thought
that information and communication (88.6%), schools (80.3%), and electricity access (78.8%) was bet-
ter. Between 10 to 20 per cent of households felt that health facilities, schools, and sanitation were worse
in their relocation site than their place of origin, while the majority thought these services were better
at relocation sites. A more significant issue may be relocated households’ sense of safety, with 25 per
cent of households reporting that “security and social order” at the relocation site is worse than their
previous location.
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Figure 8. Infrastructure in comparison to previous place
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Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

However, the condition of water source at relocation sites appears to be a critical problem, with 90 per
cent of the households rating it as worse than their previous home. Field surveys and qualitative inter-
views show that many relocated households lack water, particularly for agricultural production. This
dissatisfaction is exacerbated by the fact that many relocated households previously lived near the Da
river reservoir, and never experienced problems with water access, whereas relocation sites do not have
large natural water sources.

Qualitative data highlight that the water shortage, for both living and farming, is a significant problem
for many relocated households:

“Before, we had an irrigation system but here it is not available. Our water for drinking
and living is so crazy. For the whole village, getting water for domestic use is very difficult.
For drinking water, they designed the water tank so small that only 10 cubic meters of
water has to serve 200 households.” Male, aged 47, Dao ethnicity, relocation commune.

It appears that the relocation project did not plan sufficiently for water access for all relocated house-
holds, or alternatively, that Project Management Committee could not identify any potential relocation
areas with better water supply.

5.7.3. Environmental conditions

The central goal of the project to reduce household exposure to environmental risks has been to some
extent achieved, as most households report less impacts from landslide and flooding since relocation
(Figure 9). All but four respondents said their exposure to landslides has decreased, while the other four
said they did not know if had changed. Most households (88%) also reported less flooding, although
some reported being more affected by floods (6%) or storms (21.2%). Meanwhile, highlighting the
problem of water shortage, about half of the relocated households reported that drought has increased
and only 23.5 per cent said drought has declined. The reported increase in drought may be a perception
partly related to the lack of sufficient water source, rather than more frequent periods of low rainfall,
however water access is clearly a difficult issue for many households.
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Figure 9. Environmental conditions at relocation compared to place of origin
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Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

In terms of health and disease, relocated households had varied experiences with pests and disease af-
fecting livestock and crops, with similar numbers of households reporting an increase, a decrease, and
no change compared with their place of origin. However, 68.2 per cent reported more illness among
people in their household after relocation, and 70.5 per cent thought there was more air and water pol-
lution at relocation sites than at their previous homes.

Table 27. Households reporting a decline in natural disasters or environmental problems (%)

Relocation commune

Total
Yen Nghiep Dong Tam Bao Hieu

Landslides 95.3 95.7 100.0 97.0
Floods 90.7 85.1 88.1 87.9
Storms, cyclones, hail 62.8 46.8 71.4 59.8
Drought 11.6 44.7 11.9 23.5
Insects, diseases for livestock and crops 0.0 25,5 71 1.4
Diseases for human 20.9 48.9 35.7 35.6
Water and air pollution 14.0 255 14.3 18.2
N 43 47 42 132

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

Table 27 shows that the degree of perceived improvement in environmental conditions by location.
Landslide risk has decreased for almost all households in all three sites. The majority of households
also report a reduction in flood or storm exposure, and this decrease is more pronounced in Yen Nghiep
and Bao Hieu. In Dong Tam, households are more likely than in other communes to report a decrease
in drought, pests, illness, or water pollution, although at least half of households still report that some
of these problems have not improved with relocation. Perceptions of reductions in environmental risks
are similar between Bao Hieu and Yen Nghiep communes, although notably all households in Bao Hieu
report reduction of landslides and are more likely to report a reduction in storm exposure.
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It can be seen that while relocation has to a large extent achieved a reduction in the risks of landslides
and other sudden onset events, relocated households also face an increase in other environmental prob-
lems which can increase their vulnerability, particularly with regard to disease, pests, and water supply.
Pest or health problems may indicate more exposure to hazards, or may result from unfamiliarity with
locally specific risks at relocation sites. Reports of increases in these different types of risk reflects one
way in which relocation can create new vulnerabilities, as households face new hazards for which they
have not developed mitigation strategies.

5.7.4. Livelihoods and well-being
5.7.4.1. Land access

Access to land is crucial in relocation of rural communities to ensure sustainable livelihoods, particu-
larly as relocated communities are often dependent to some extent on agriculture. However, the land
resources available at relocation sites are not sufficient to provide all relocated households with the same
area of agricultural and residential land as they had previously. The majority of relocated households
(80%) have a reduced area of agricultural land compared to their previous location, and nearly 70 per
cent have a smaller area of residential land (Figure 10).

Reduction in land resources appears to be most pronounced in Yen Nghiep and Bao Hieu, where 90 per
cent of households have seen their agricultural land area reduced after relocation, and a high proportion
of households (72%) report a reduction in income. (Table 28).

Figure 10. Status of livelihood and well-being indicators after relocation
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Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

In Dong Tam, which has a larger land area, almost 40 per cent of households received the same or more
agricultural land than they had previously, and almost half have residential land as large as or larger than
in their commune of origin.
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Table 28. Households reporting decrease in indicators of livelihood and well-being (%)

Commune Ethnic group
Total
vanp o e Wuong  otrer
Area of agriculture land 90.7 61.7 90.5 771 85.7 80.3
Area of residence land 791 53.2 78.6 65.1 77.6 69.7
Work, income 721 38.3 35.7 458 53.1 48.5
Health status 37.2 27.7 26.2 30.1 30.6 30.3
Social relation and integration 4.7 4.3 9.5 3.6 10.2 6.1
N 43 47 42 83 49 132

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.

However, the major problem for agriculture is related more to the quality, rather than the quantity, of
land allocated. Many households found that the land they were allocated at their relocation site was ex-
tremely poor quality and difficult to cultivate. This issue was raised by households in all three relocation
communes, but the problem appears to be most common in Dong Tam, despite the larger agricultural
plots allocated to households there:

“The people who came here before us took all good land. The remaining land is full of
gravel and rock, people cannot use it. When we arrived here people said that we are work-
ing on gravel. We are suffering with this problem. Here, we only know about this land,
because they did not show us any cultivable land. We only got to know this rocky piece of
land after it was allocated to us. There is another household who received rugged, rocky
land and they cannot plant anything. The other four to five households are tired of trying
to use the land with no results, and have already left. If this situation remains, honestly
speaking, no one can remain.” Female head of household, relocated to Dong Tam in 2014.

Some households reported that they were taken on a tour to the commune before relocating and had seen
good quality agricultural land. However, they had never seen the land they were allocated (by random
draw) until they relocated to the new village, and found the land to be poor:

“After signing the documents and beginning to work the land, we soon realized that it is
entirely full of rocks. My household and some others cannot cultivate. Some households
received land... which doesn t allow them to plant anything because all the soil is washed
away by water flows in the rainy season. So far it has not been resolved, even though we
have petitioned the commune leaders to do something.” Male, 47-year-old man, Dao eth-
nicity, relocation commune.

It’s important to note that while the local commune-level authorities, especially those at destination,
are directly responsible for the well-being of households in their commune and are the official first line
of contact for community members, they seem to have a limited role in the relocation planning and
implementation:

“(The commune) is only in contact (with relocated households) and do the best we can to
support, (we) are not asked to make proposal, not asked to provide input, not involved in
the planning. [...] If the commune were involved at the early stage, there will be some ben-
efits. For example (in defining) priorities for lands, irrigation systems, other infrastructure
components, environmental sanitation, kindergarten, domestic wastewater treatment. But
the commune was not involved, if we were involved, we would make suggestions that are
really helpful for the community. At the moment, we are also very interested in those issues,
and we are continuing to submit our recommendations to the Management Committee for
their consideration.” Commune-level representative at relocation site.
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Another issue raised in interviews is that a number of households have not been issued a land-use certif-
icate, despite having been settled in their relocation site for some years. Land-use certificates are often
required as collateral for bank loans, so households without a certificate struggle to access loans for
developing livelihoods:

“I think the government moved us here six years ago but they have not provided a red book
[land use registration]. That is very difficult for us. If we want to develop business without
a red book, we cannot borrow money. Whether you need to borrow or not, everyone wants
to have a red book.” Female respondent, aged 30, relocation commune.

While poor/near-poor households are eligible for no-collateral loans from a poverty-reduction loan
scheme, these may often be limited to about VND 5 million (USD 220), which households report as in-
sufficient for livelihood investments. Further, inexperience with new activities means that some ventures
fail, leaving households with debt and limited income. For example, one household borrowed VND 20
million (USD 880) from a bank to invest in goats, but all the livestock died within a month because the
household lacked experience in caring for them. They are now reluctant to make further investments.

5.7.5. Employment, production and income

Given the problems encountered with land and water resources for agriculture, the income from agri-
cultural production for many relocated households is lower than before relocation. Overall, almost half
(48.5%) of households rate their employment and incomes as worse at the relocation sites. Nonetheless,
one third (32.6%) say their work and income has improved, indicating that a significant number of
households have been able to adapt positively. (Figure 10). Again, this varies with location. Although
problems with the quality of agricultural land were most common in Dong Tam, households relocated to
Yen Nghiep are much more likely (72%) to report a decline in their income or work than households in
the other two communes (Table 28). Employment and income difficulties are also reflected in qualitative
interviews:

“It has been persistently difficult for two years since we arrived here. We can t sell purple
sugarcane here... not enough to cover the initial investment. We can only sell them for 500
VND (USD 0.02) each. In this village, women and youth leave to work elsewhere because
we had two years of poor crops. Not just us, but also the local people planted purple sugar-
cane, but they cannot find a market.” Female respondent, relocation commune.

In addition, differences in conditions, cultivation practices, and natural resources present problems or
additional costs for relocated households:

“Here the cultivation method is very different from what we did back in our native place.
There the soil is still fertile so we only need to clear the trees and we can cultivate, no need
to add fertilizer. Here, we need to add a bunch of NPK [fertilizer] otherwise no plant can
grow. Here we have to plow the earth, back there, we only need to clear the land. People
here who have financial means to afford fertilizer have a good income. People who are
poor and can 't afford buying fertilizer have poor income, or even no income at all.” Male,
aged 50, Muong, relocation commune.

“Breeding livestock here is more difficult than where we came from. It's difficult because

people here often spray pesticide on their crops but we did not. Goats and cows went into
the garden and ate grass with chemical fertilizer and pesticides on it, and they got sick and
died.” Male household head, Dong Tam commune.

The Da River was an important source of water in communes of origin, but also provided additional
livelihood activities, whereas these livelihood strategies are not possible in destination sites:

“Back home, if we had no work, we went to the river and we could catch shrimp or fish.
Here, if we don 't get hired for work today, then we have nothing to eat. So here it’s more

difficult than in our homeland.” Female respondent, relocation commune.
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Some respondents feel they have not received appropriate support for livelihoods in the new site:

“I want the government to support and educate people on how to do the appropriate thing.
For example, what should be planted [here]? Like last year, everyone planted sugarcane,
and everybody suffered. The government gives chickens for people who don t have chicken
feed, and they have no money to buy any. So the chickens do not have food, they die one
by one, or people just eat all the chickens gradually. So I want the government to guide
us about what we should plant, what livestock we should breed. If the state just provides
support all at once [without planning], then it will not work.” Female household head,
relocation commune.

Some households reported that their total annual income from agriculture is just enough for household
consumption for about five months. A mitigating factor at relocation sites is that they are closer to other
residential areas and better connected with road infrastructure, which makes it easier to find paid labour-
ing work than in the communes of origin.

For a number of households, due to the challenges involved in establishing reliable livelihoods in their
new location, income from farmland in their old commune accounts for a high proportion of their in-
come. According to households and local authorities, several households still spend six to nine months
working on their land in their commune of origin:

“Every year we go back to our home place because we still have land where we plant bam-
boo there. Some families here even leave kids with grand-parents while the parents go back
to work for a few months. If we didn 't have our land back in our home place, most of the
households here wouldn 't have been able to survive in this new place.” Male respondent,
age 39, resettlement commune.

While this mobility seems to be an effective adaptation strategy for households, there seems to be a
mixed sentiment about this practice among the local authorities:

“At present here there are 8 households who do that (returning to commune of origin) ... [
think [this] is not correct. In this case, it makes it more difficult for management of house-
hold registration. However ... it’s their right to do so. We can only raise their awareness so
as to get them to understand. This said, we still want 100 per cent presence here.” Local
authority, resettlement commune.

5.7.6. Health status

In general, the survey data did not show a clear relationship between relocation and health status. The
proportion of households reporting that their health status has decreased after relocation (30%) is almost
the same as the proportion of households with increased health status (32%). Households were more
likely to report a decline in health status in Yen Nghiep commune than in Dong Tam and Bao Hieu
communes.

5.7.7. Social network and community participation

Survey data indicates a high degree of social integration of relocated households with existing residents.
More than half of relocated households say social connections and community participation is better af-
ter relocation than in their commune of origin, and more than a third (38%) say it has not changed (Table
29). Only six per cent of the respondents felt that social integration was worse after relocation than in
their former commune. Almost all (95%) households said that they regularly participate in community
meetings. Negative evaluations of social integration were very low in Yen Nghiep and Dong Tam com-
munes (<5%), and in the Muong ethnic group (3.6%), but slightly higher in Bao Hieu commune (9.5%)
and among other ethnic groups (10.2%).
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Table 29. Attendance at community meetings and intention to move (%)

Commune Ethnicity

Yen Dong Bao Muong Other Total

Nghiep Tam Hieu

Attended communal meetings:

Sometimes 71 4.3 4.8 3.7 8.2 5.3
Many times, frequently 92.9 95.7 95.2 96.3 91.8 94.7
No intention to move 97.7 93.6 95.2 98.8 89.8 95.5
Return to previous place 2.3 2.1 4.8 0.0 8.2 3.0
Move to another place 0.0 4.3 0.0 1.2 2.0 1.5
N 43 47 42 83 49 132

Source: Survey data, Hoa Binh 2016.
Some people were strongly positive about the response of local people in relocation areas:

“Local people appreciate us very much. They often give us a lift to work. In the evening,
they often come to visit us and ask if we need anything, or they let us know about jobs for
us to work.” Male, relocation commune.

However, there was some indication of conflict over land, with one household reporting that local people
disputed their rights to allocated land plots, arguing that the transfer and compensation for the land had
not been completed.

When asked to consider overall conditions, the great majority of relocated households (95.5%) want to
stay and continue to establish their lives at their new location. Despite the larger proportion of house-
holds in Yen Nghiep reporting difficulties, this commune has the highest rate of households intending
to stay, at 97.7 per cent, while in Dong Tam this drops to 93.6 per cent. Intention to stay at relocation
sites is highest among the Muong (98.8%) compared to other ethnic groups (89.8%). Overall, 3 per cent
of households want to return to their old home, and 1.5 per cent intend to move to another place. These
figures indicate that the programme has achieved important successes from the perspective of relocated
households. However, it is also clear that stabilizing and improving livelihoods remains a challenge,
which may affect the long-term sustainability of the relocation project.
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

6.1. Conclusions

The relocation project in Hoa Binh has, for most respondents, reduced disaster risks for relocated house-
holds, and improved their access to infrastructure and services. Nonetheless, some critical challenges
remain for establishing livelihoods and improving access to resources and training. In communes of
origin, remaining households vary widely in the knowledge of the project and attitude to relocation, with
economic factors, uncertainty about the relocation process, and social networks playing a role in the
decision to remain. Key conclusions around these issues are explored in the following section.

6.1.1. Decision-making process of households regarding relocation

The relocation decision is complex and often discussed in relation to a range of social, economic, and
environmental issues, both within households and among social networks. Income status and ethnicity
have been identified as playing a role in these decisions however, these factors may influence households
in arange of ways. As ethnicity may relate to a range of economic and social variables, it is not clear how
this affects relocation decisions, but should receive attention in project planning and implementation to
understand how different social and cultural groups engage with and respond to relocation options. In-
come status can influence migration decisions in various ways — poor households may be more exposed
or less able to cope with impacts of disaster, increasing their motivation to move. However, results indi-
cate that low-income households likely had greater concerns about the livelihood challenges of reloca-
tion and that for some households this was a barrier to relocation. Other demographic factors such as age
and education do not appear to play a distinctive role. In terms of gender, in general women participate
in discussions on the household decision, and many households make decisions after discussion between
husbands, wives, and other family members. Though males are most often the key decision maker,
households who relocated were more likely to have had the participation of women in their discussion.

Awareness and experiences of local disasters was widespread in communes of origin, and the majority
of households agreed that the risk of disasters was a valid reason for the relocation project. Households
who relocated often discussed the environmental risks they faced in communes of origin in their reloca-
tion decision-making, and reducing risks of damage or injury was a key reason that relocated households
had decided to move.

Nonetheless, experiences of disaster and risk perceptions did not show a strong relationship with the
decision to relocate. Only one-third of those choosing not to move said it was still safe to stay. This un-
derscores that there are multiple drivers and barriers beyond disaster risk that affect household decisions,
and demonstrates that households are evaluating complex trade-offs between economic, environmental
and social factors. While many households agree that they are at risk, they may also evaluate the social
and economic costs of relocation as more significant than the risk of future disaster impacts. Liveli-
hoods, land, and employment at destination were the issues of most concern to both targeted and relo-
cated groups in their relocation decision, and this concern is higher among those yet to relocate. Social
networks play an important role here, as concerns may be strengthened or alleviated by the experiences
of people who have already relocated, while separation from family or cultural groups may also dis-
courage people from relocating. Economic barriers can also be seen in the response of remaining poor/
near-poor households in the commune, who are less likely to want to relocate than non-poor families.
This suggests that for those remaining, immediate economic concerns about relocation may be more
pressing than future disaster risk. This highlights that the economic and social challenges of relocation
can present a real barrier to households, even when they recognize that relocation can offer benefits in
terms of improved infrastructure and reduced risks.

Overall, the results suggest that most households are aware of their risks and understand the reasons to
move. Relocating from dangerous areas was the key reason to move for households who have chosen
to relocate. Expectations of better infrastructure, housing, and land in relocation sites also acted as pull
factors. Government assistance did not form an incentive, but rather provided the enabling conditions
for households to move. Some households have opted to remain despite an initial interest in relocation,
because of the uncertainties around when and where they would move. Particularly for agricultural
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households in remote areas, who must make decisions about investing in crops, livestock, or other
assets, long periods of uncertainty may make it difficult to make important livelihood decisions, or
evaluate livelihood options at destination. It is understandable, therefore, that some households with-
drew their application to relocate following delays in the project and uncertainty about the quality or
availability of land and water at their destination. As households’ perceptions of costs, benefits, and un-
certainties around relocation and its potential impacts relate strongly to livelihoods and socioeconomic
conditions, these can be affected by their understanding of relocation support policies and processes.
This highlights that effective policy design and communication can play a significant role in addressing
households’ concerns and facilitating decision-making processes.

6.1.2. Understanding of the relocation project and participation in project discussions

Knowledge about relocation assistance policies, destination sites, and relocation procedures is relative-
ly low, and varies even among those who have moved or want to relocate. Understanding of how the
relocation process works is also low. Importantly, households’ key concerns about relocation relate to
livelihoods and income opportunities, but knowledge of key livelihood support policies, such as the
allocation of agricultural land, or training and credit support, are limited.

While many people attended meetings about relocation with local leaders or project staff, active par-
ticipation in discussion of relocation plans is limited. Meetings appear to serve largely to deliver in-
formation rather than to discuss relocation options. The limited knowledge of some households about
relocation plans and assistance shows that meetings are not sufficient to ensure understanding of the
relocation process, and provide very limited opportunity for communities to participate in relocation
planning. The group who remain undecided show the lowest level of knowledge about relocation sup-
port, low levels of participation in relocation meetings, and higher levels of concern about livelihoods
after relocation. Uncertainty about relocation timing and location also play a role in decisions not to
move. Some data suggests that households may only access more detailed information about reloca-
tion after they have made the decision to move. It is possible that limited knowledge of relocation may
reflect a lack of interest in resettling, but also suggests that more comprehensive efforts are needed to
support households to gain a detailed understanding of their relocation options before they make their
relocation decision. Developing other channels of communication, such as printed information, may
help to improve engagement. Given that household members discuss relocation within their families,
providing clear, comprehensive information through other channels, including print materials and mass
organizations such as the Women’s Union, may support informed participation of family members in
decision-making discussions within the household.

Literature on relocation highlights that the active participation of both source and host communities in
planning and implementation is critical to successful relocation outcomes. Increasing the participation
of communities in planning processes, and encouraging active engagement with discussions on im-
plementation, would likely identify opportunities to enhance relocation plans and livelihood support,
as well as increasing households’ understanding of the resettlement policy. Greater understanding of
relocation processes and options would help to address household concerns and enable them to plan
livelihood strategies to adapt effectively.

6.1.3. Implementation of relocation support and consequences to households

The implementation of relocation support shows mixed results. Most of the relocated households have
received key elements of support, namely housing and residential land, agricultural land, and finan-
cial support to undertake the relocation of their family and assets. Significantly smaller proportions
of households think they have received other support in accordance with commitments made by the
relocation project.

Many important aspects of infrastructure at destination, such as roads, electricity, market access, and so-
cial services are evaluated as better than the place of origin. However, many households report problems
with two critical livelihood resources: productive land and water. Most relocated households received
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a smaller area land than in their former commune. Many households received low-quality agricultural
land that considerably affects their ability to produce. Lack of water for farming and living is a common
problem, and destination sites lack irrigation and sufficient water infrastructure for domestic use. Access
to non-farm employment mitigates this problem for some households, but opportunities overall remain
limited. Households report difficulties adapting agricultural activities in their relocation sites, due to
poor land, drought, and lack of knowledge about appropriate crops or livestock. Despite these challeng-
es, a low proportion of households have received agricultural training, vocational training, food support,
or marketing support like tax exemptions and market information.

6.1.4. Relocation outcomes

In terms of the key objective of disaster risk reduction, landslide and flood risk has been greatly reduced
for relocated households. The majority of relocated households also report improvements in health and
education facilities, and access to transport, markets and electricity. These are strongly positive out-
comes, as reflected in the high proportions of people intending to stay in their new location. However,
drought, pests, and illness have somewhat increased. The survey results do not show a clear relation-
ship between relocation and health status, but access to health-care services is rated as better by most
households. Social integration with receiving communities does not appear to have presented major
challenges. These represent successes for the relocation project however, on the key issue of livelihoods,
outcomes are more mixed.

As a result of the problems with land, water and employment opportunities, nearly half of the relocated
households evaluate their employment status and incomes as worse after relocation, while only about
one-third of households said they had improved. A number of households continue to work their agricul-
tural land in their place of origin as production from their new land is insufficient. While this provides
some additional income, it also imposes costs in terms of time and travel expenses. Others migrate for
work, highlighting that mobility can remain a strategy for diversifying and adapting household incomes
after relocation.

Difficulties adapting livelihoods to new conditions was widely reported, including pest problems, crop
failure, low productivity on new land, and loss of livestock. At the same time, the number of households
who have accessed vocational training and support to develop new modes of production is quite low, and
lacking sufficient support and guidance. Interview data suggests that livelihood support and guidance is
general, and does not take into account differences in household capacities or market demand.

As discussed in Section 1.4, it is increasingly recognized that livelihood restoration requires the devel-
opment of support strategies that respond to the capacities and assets of households, and enable them
to take advantage of local opportunities. Households will rarely be able to continue or resume activities
as practiced in their place of origin, and need tailored support to adapt their knowledge and resources
to different environments, access employment, or develop new livelihood strategies. Beyond land and
water access, training and market information are needed, along with business development approaches
that help households to identify options suited to their specific capacities and market opportunities.

6.1.5. Progress against relocation policy targets

In terms of the benchmarks set in relocation legislation, while this study cannot provide comprehensive
data for the project as a whole, our data suggests that relocation sites are achieving two benchmarks: en-
suring electricity access and improved housing quality. However, it is not clear that the target of “70-80
per cent of households using clean water” has been achieved, given limitations in domestic water supply.
The final target is to reduce by 1.5-2 per cent per year the number of poor households in the commune.
Although this research did not assess changes in poverty status at relocation, and some households have
seen their incomes increase, the large proportion of households facing reporting reduction in incomes
suggest that there is more support needed to achieve this goal.
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6.1.6. Progress towards NTPNRD targets

Relocation policies also aim for relocation sites to make progress towards the criteria for the NTPNRD.
Though the study did not specifically assess relocation sites against criteria in the NTPNRD, some ob-
servations can be made. The improved access to infrastructure reported by many households suggests
that relocation sites are progressing towards criteria on roads, market access, electricity, and social ser-
vices, with the notable exception of water/irrigation access. However, a key goal under the NTPNRD
is the restructuring of agricultural livelihoods and the development of new opportunities in agriculture,
processing, and services, as well as increasing employment opportunities. Criteria includes increasing
the proportion of agricultural workers with vocational training, and developing employment oppor-
tunities. There is a low proportion of relocated households accessing training, business development
support, and capital to develop new enterprises or agricultural production. While labour opportunities
have improved for some people in relocation sites, stable employment opportunities are not yet wide-
spread. This suggests that infrastructure improvement is progressing and relocation sites have potential
to provide new opportunities and improved living conditions. However, the complex challenges of
developing human resources and increasing the productivity agricultural enterprises needs further, com-
prehensive support if relocation sites are to progress towards NTPNRD targets.

The relocation project has achieved a key goal of reducing risks of natural disasters and ensure com-
munities’ safety, however if livelihoods cannot be stabilized, sustainability of risk reduction is doubtful.
Relocation policy aims to contribute to overall increases in quality of life and incomes for relocated
households, and to contribute to broader rural development goals. However, ensuring viable livelihoods
for relocated communities remains a challenge. As mentioned in several existing studies on environ-
ment-induced relocation projects in Viet Nam and in the region (Bangalore et al., 2016; Chun, 2014;
Vlaeminck et al., 2016), such relocation programmes may reduce some risks but increase other types
of vulnerability. To date, this is true to some extent in Hoa Binh. The high proportion of households in-
tending to stay in their new location suggests that reduced disaster risks and improved infrastructure and
market access at destination sites are important positive outcome, however significant further support
for livelihood development is clearly needed.

6.2. Policy recommendations

Results of the research show that despite potential benefits of relocation, several barriers and challenges
remain for environmentally induced relocation. Relocation policy and planning, as well as integration
with other institutional support policies such as rural development programmes, have an important role
to play in addressing these challenges. The results also demonstrate positive aspects from the relocation
programme which deserve continued focus in future programmes. The following recommendations out-
line potential responses to challenges and highlight existing good practices which should be continued:

Relocation planning and communication

1. Existing policies have ensured the provision of housing, residential land, and agricultural land in
sufficient quantities, as well as provision of improved electricity, transport, and service access. These
are important and effective supports which have contributed to positive outcomes, and should re-
ceive continued focus.

2. Identification and design of relocation sites should be assessed in more detail, and in close consul-
tation with source and host communities to ensure destination sites can meet the needs of relocated
communities. As well as availability and quality of agricultural land and water resources, planning
should take into account other aspects of households livelihood strategies, resource use, and socio-
cultural needs which may be affected by relocation, and develop plans to support households’ short-
term and long-term adaptation to new sites.
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3. Clear guidelines should be developed, in consultation with households, to guide the selection and al-
location of agricultural land, with a focus on ensuring clarity and transparency for households about
the type, location, and quality of agricultural land.

4. Site identification and planning should include steps to assess the quality and potential of agricultural
land, and ensure viability of production on land allocated for agriculture.

Participation and communication

5. Consultation and coordination with the commune-level authorities, especially those at relocation site,
could be improved, as they can provide valuable inputs based on local knowledge for the design of
effective relocation and support plans, and also play an active role in the follow-up and provision of
long-term support to resettled households.

6. In general, it is important to foster the participation of all affected people from source and host com-
munities in the planning, implementation, and monitoring of the relocation project. Local meetings
on relocation plan should facilitate the active involvement all targeted households, including women,
elderly people, and other householders. This will help project planners better understand and respond
to communities’ concerns, particularly around livelihood adaptation. In addition, participation of
host communities would assist local government and targeted communities to develop strategies for
livelihood development that are suited to the relocation context.

7. Social integration of host communities and relocated households has been generally high and shown
positive outcomes, suggesting effective facilitation by local authorities and project coordinators. This
is positive for host and relocated communities and should continue to be a focus. It also highlights
the potential for greater participation of communities and commune-level authorities to contribute
effectively to relocation planning and support processes.

8. More specific and detailed relocation information should also be made more widely available, in-
cluding reliable timing and location information, in order to enable households to make fully in-
formed decisions on their relocation options. Information about relocation procedures, complaints
mechanisms, and employment and livelihood opportunities are critical areas where households need
more detailed information. A more comprehensive communication strategy could include printed
information providing more detail about the project process and/or outreach to households, as well
as community meetings.

Livelihood development

9. It is necessary to incorporate appropriate support policies for relocated households to increase their
access to non-farm occupations, especially if relocation sites are by necessity located in areas with
limited land or are unfavourable for agricultural production.

10. Relocation policy identifies a comprehensive range of support mechanisms which may be provided
for livelihood development such as input subsidies, vocational training, and the development of pro-
duction infrastructure, which is an important positive aspect of current policy. However, engagement
efforts and effective coordination of services and financing are also needed to ensure households
access this support, including accessing training and planning assistance as well as seeds or capital.
In addition, extension and employment support programmes should recognize that livelihood ad-
aptation is an incremental process, and ongoing support is likely to be needed over time to ensure
relocated households develop relevant skills and production models.

11. Existing provisions which allow relocated households to maintain their agricultural land at their
place of origin are positive for livelihood adaptation, and should be maintained. Relocation plans
should recognize and facilitate the potential for temporary and circular migration by households as
part of their adaptive strategy. However, long distances between places of origin and destination
make this a difficult trade-off, due to travel costs and time. Relocation within the same commune
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or close to the place of origin — where possible given other site criteria — should be explored. This
reduces costs as households transition their livelihoods, and could ease integration, disruption of
social networks, or cultural dislocation for relocated households.

12. In addition, easing restrictions or disincentives to circular migration related to household registra-
tion, as well as ensuring households’ formal registration and receipt of land use certificates at desti-
nation would help to enable this important adaptive strategy.

Monitoring and evaluation

13. Monitoring and assessment of the economic, social and environmental impacts should be regular,
transparent, and responsive to the concerns raised by households in destination sites in order to ad-
just policies and provide solutions.

14. Clear and accessible complaint and dispute resolution mechanisms for relocated households and
host communities should be maintained to ensure that issues can be raised and addressed in a timely
manner. Monitoring should also seek to explore positive outcomes for households who have im-
proved livelihoods and living conditions, which can provide lessons on specific factors supporting
successful relocation.

The improvement of rural livelihoods and living conditions is an explicit goal of relocation policy,
which recognizes the development of relocation sites as an investment in the overarching goals of the
NTPNRD and national development objectives. Investments in infrastructure, improved living condi-
tions, and reduction of communities’ exposure to disaster risks are important objectives of the NTPNRD
to which effective planned relocation can contribute.

Despite the challenging nature of re-establishing livelihoods after relocation, it is also an opportunity to
invest in human resource development and modernization of rural economies outlined in the NTPNRD.
At present, relocation sites in Hoa Binh and other areas suggest that infrastructure and land have re-
ceived the most focus in relocation planning and implementation — an observation also made in regard
to the NTPNRD programme.

Greater focus on livelihood planning, skills training, extension and support to develop new enterprises
or diversify agricultural livelihoods would help to meet the shared objectives of relocation projects and
the NTPNRD. Opportunities to better mobilize funding and resources for these activities in relocation
sites through close integration with NTPNRD activities should be explored. In addition, the NTPNRD
can benefit from and support increased community involvement in planning, feedback, and effective
monitoring of development processes.

At the same time, the NTPNRD strategy continues to be refined in response to lessons learned. Recent
reviews identified potential improvements which are relevant for relocation planning, including the
need to focus on local priorities to guide investments, provide more targeted support for value chain de-
velopment, and enhance institutional capacity and monitoring to support the programme (IFAD, 2016).
Experience-sharing and strategic cooperation between relocation projects and NTPNRD activities
should be encouraged, and ensure relevant lessons from each programme are shared and incorporated
into planning.

Planned relocation has potential to increase the resilience of rural communities to natural disaster while
contributing to rural development goals, and this is recognized in both relocation policy and the NT-
PNRD. Relocation approaches have evolved significantly in Viet Nam in recent years, and the current
policy focus on supporting livelihood security and service access is a positive step, which has achieved
some success to date, particularly in risk reduction and improved infrastructure. It is important that ru-
ral development and relocation policies continue to learn from global and local relocation experience,
foster strong community participation with a focus on enabling household adaptation, and coordinate
support programmes closely to ensure communities can reap the potential benefits of relocation.



PLANNED RELOCATION IN THE CONTEXT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE IN HOA BINH PROVINCE, NORTHERN VIET NAM
An analysis of household decision-making and relocation outcomes

REFERENCES

Asian Development Bank (ADB)
1995  Policy on Involuntary Resettlement. ADB.
2012 Addressing climate change and migration in Asia and the Pacific. ADB.

Bangalore, M., A. Smith and T. Veldkamp
2016  Exposure to floods, climate change, and poverty in Vietnam. Policy Research Working Paper
7765, Background paper for the World Bank.

Black, R. et al.
2011 The effect of environmental change on human migration. Global Environmental Change, 21
(Supplement 1), S3—S11.

Bryant, R. and S. Bailey
1997  Third World Political Ecology. New York: Routledge.

Bui, T.M.H. and P. Schreinemachers
2011 Resettling farm households in Northwestern Vietnam: livelihood change and adaptation. Inter-
national Journal of Water Resources Development, 1-17.

Bui, T.M.H., P. Schreinemachers and T. Berger
2013 Hydropower development in Vietnam: Involuntary resettlement and factors enabling rehabilita-
tion. Land Use Policy, 31, 536-544.

Carrasco, S., C. Ochiai and K. Okazaki

2016 Disaster Induced Resettlement: Multi-stakeholder Interactions and Decision Making Following
Tropical Storm Washi in Cagayan de Oro, Philippines. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Scienc-
es, 218, 35-49.

Chun, J.M.

2014 Livelihoods under stress: Critical assets and mobility outcomes in the Mekong Delta, Viet Nam.
Migration, Environment and Climate Change: Policy Brief Series, 1(1).

2015  Planned Relocations in the Mekong Delta, Viet Nam: A successful model for climate change
adaptation, a precautionary tale, or both? Washington DC: Brookings Institution.

Dang, N.A., I. Leonardelli and A.A. Dipierri
2016 Assessing the Evidence: Migration, Environment and Climate Change in Viet Nam. International
Organization for Migration (IOM), Geneva.

Danh, V.T. and S. Mushtaq

2011 Living with floods: an evaluation of the resettlement program of the Mekong Delta of Vietnam.
In Mart A. Stewart and Peter A. Coclanis (Eds.), Environmental Change and Agricultural Sus-
tainability in the Mekong Delta (pp. 181-204). Springer Netherlands.

de Sherbinin, A. et al.
2011  ‘Climate change. Preparing for resettlement associated with climate change’, Science (New York,
N.Y.), vol. 334, no. 6055, pp. 456-457.

Do Ha
2014 Lac Thiy: Tiép nhdn cdc hé dan vé tdi dinh cw tai xd Pong Tam. (Lac Thity District: Registering
households for relocation in Pong Tam commune) Retrieved from www.baohoabinh.com.vn.

Dun, O.V.
2009 Linkages between flooding, migration and resettlement: Viet Nam case study report for EACH-
FOR Project.



PLANNED RELOCATION IN THE CONTEXT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE IN HOA BINH PROVINCE, NORTHERN VIET NAM
An analysis of household decision-making and relocation outcomes

Elliott, L. (Ed.).

2012

Climate Change, Migration and Human Security in South-East Asia. Singapore: RSIS Mono-
graph No.24, Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University.

Entzinger, H. and P. Scholten

2015 Resettlement as an adaptaton strategy to environmental stress: Lessons from the Mekong River
Delta in Vietnam. Migration, Environment and Climate Change: Policy Brief Series, 1(6).

Fan, M., Y. Li and W. Li

2015 Solving one problem by creating a bigger one: The consequences of ecological resettlement

for grassland restoration and poverty alleviation in Northwestern China. Land Use Policy, 42,
124-130.

Georgetown University, UNHCR and IOM

2017

A Toolbox: Planning Relocations to Protect People from Disasters and Environmental Change.
Geneva: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees.

Government of Viet Nam

1995

1996

1998

1999

2006

2007

2008a

2008b

2008c

Chi thi vé viéc Quy hoach va xay dung cac khu dén cu & cac tinh Pong bang song Ctru Long.
Ha Noi: Chi thi sb 815-TTg ngay 12/12/1995. (Directive on Planning and Construction of Res-
idential Areas in the Mekong River Delta. Hanoi: Directive No.815-TTg dated 12/12/1995.)
Dinh huéng dai han va ké hoach 5 ndam 1996-2000 dbi v6i viée phat trién thuy loi, giao thong
va xdy dung noéng thon ving Pong bang séng Ciru Long. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh s6 S6: 99-TTg
ngay 9/2/1996. (Long-term orientation and 1996-2000 five-year plan for developing irrigation,
transport and rural areas in the Mekong Delta. Hanoi: Decision No: 99-TTg dated 9/2/1996.)
Chuong trinh phat trién kinh t& — xa hoi cac x4 didc biét kho khan mién ndi va ving sdu, ving
xa. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh s6 135/1998/QD-TTg ngay 31/7/1998. (Program on socioeconomic
development for mountainous and remote communes with special difficulties. Hanoi: Decision
No. 135/1998 / QD-TTg of July 31, 1998.)

Quy hoach vé& kiém so4t va st dung nuéc 1i ving dong bang song Ciru Long giai doan tir nay
dén nam 2010. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh s 144/1999/QD-TTg ngay 21/6/1999. (Plan for controlling
and using flood water in the Mekong Delta from now to 2010. Hanoi: Decision No. 144/1999 /
QD-TTg dated 21/6/1999.)

Chuong trinh B6 tri dan cu cac vung: thién tai, dac biét khé khan, bién gidi, hai ddo, di cu ty do,
xung yéu va rat xung yéu cua rimg phong hd, khu bao vé nghiém ngat cua ring dic dung giai
doan 2006-2010 va dinh huéng dén nam 2015. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh sé 193/2006/QD-TTG ngay
24/8/2006. (Program on population distribution in areas of natural calamities, special difficul-
ties, border and islands, spontaneous migration, important and very important parts of protection
forests, and strictly protected parts of special-use forests in the period 2006-2010 and projected-
ly extended to 2015. Hanoi: Decision No. 193/2006 / QD-TTG dated 24/8/2006.)

Chién lugc qubc gia phong, chéng va giam nhe thién tai dén nam 2020. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh sb
172/2007/Qb-TTg ngay 16/11/2007. (National Strategy for Natural Disaster Prevention, Re-
sponse and Mitigation up to 2020. Hanoi: Decision No. 172/2007 / QD-TTg dated 16/11/2007.)
Chuong trinh hd tro giam nghéo nhanh va bén vimg ddi voi 61 huyén nghéo. Nghi quyét s6
30a/2008/NQ-CP ngay 27/12/2008. (Program on supporting fast and sustainable poverty reduc-
tion for 61 poor districts. Resolution No. 30a /2008 / NQ-CP dated December 27, 2008.)
Chuong trinh Muc tiéu Quéc gia Ung phé véi Bién doi khi hau. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh s6 158/2008/
Qb-TTg ngay 2/12/2008. (National Targeted Program on Response to Climate Change. Hanoi:
Decision No. 158/2008 / QD-TTg dated 2/12/2008.)

Chuong trinh x4y dung cum, tuyén dan cu va nha ¢ ving ngap i Pong bang song Ciru Long. Ha
Noi: Quyét dinh s 1151/QD-TTg ngay 26/8/2008. (Program on residential zoning and housing
development for floodplains in the Mekong Delta. Hanoi: Decision No. 1151 / QD-TTg dated
26/8/2008.)
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2008d Vé mét sd chinh sach thuc hién Chwong trinh bd tri dan cu theo Quyét dinh s 193/2006/QD-
TTg ngay 24 thang 8 nim 2006 ctia Thu tuéng Chinh phu. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh s6 78/2008/
QDb-TTg ngay 10/6/2008. (On some of the policies to implement the Population Distribution
Program under the Prime Minister’s Decision No. 193/2006 / QD-TTg on August 24, 2006.
Hanoi: Decision No. 78/2008 / QD-TTg dated 10/6/2008.)

2010 Chuong trinh muc tiéu Qudc gia vé xay dung néng thon mai giai doan 2010 — 2020. Ha Nbi:
Quyét dinh s6 800/QD-TTg ngay 4/6/2010. (National Targeted Program on building new rural
areas in the period 2010 - 2020. Hanoi: Decision No. 800 / QD-TTg dated 4 June 2010.)

2011 Dinh hudéng giam nghéo bén viing thoi ky tir nam 2011 dén nam 2020. Ha Noi: Nghi quyét sb
80/NQ-CP ngay 19/5/2011. (Strategic orientation for sustainable poverty reduction in the period
2011 - 2020. Hanoi: Resolution No. 80 / NQ-CP dated 19/5/2011.)

2012a Chuong trinh B tri dan cu cac vung: Thién tai, dac biét kho khan, bién gioi, hai dao, di cu tu do,
khu rung déac dung giai doan 2013 — 2015 va dinh hudng dén nam 2020. Ha Nbi: Quyét dinh sb
1776/QD-TTg ngay 21/11/2012. (Program on population distribution in areas of natural calami-
ties, special difficulties, border and island, spontaneous migration, and special-use forests in the
period 2013 - 2015 and projectedly extended to 2020. Hanoi: Decision No. 1776 / QD-TTg dated
21/11/2012.)

2012b Chuong trinh muc tiéu qudc gia Giam nghéo bén viing giai doan 2012 — 2015. Ha Noi: Quyét
dinh s6 1489/QD-TTg ngay 8/10/2012. (National Targeted Program for Sustainable Poverty
Reduction in the period 2012-2015. Hanoi: Decision No. 1489 / QD-TTg dated 8 October 2012.)

2013  Chuong trinh 135 vé HO trg dau tu co s ha tﬁng, hé tro phat trién san xuit cho cac xa dic biét
kho khan, xa bién giodi, xa an toan khu, cac thon, ban dac biét khé khan. Ha Noi: Quyét dinh sb
551/Qb-TTg ngay 4/4/2013. (Program 135 on infrastructure investment, production develop-
ment for communes with special difficulties, border communes, ‘ATK’ communes, and villages
with special difficulties. Hanoi: Decision No. 551 / QD-TTg dated 4/4/2013.)
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