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China’s Conversion Cropland to Forests Program

Phase 1(1999-2007) Phase 11(2008-2016)

Maintain CCFP &

Conversion cropland to forests & A -
Tl NYSNRAQ RS

reduce water and soil erosion

50% subsidy to farmers
Subsidy to farmers 50% investment to CCFP indust

(grain, cash, seedling) energy, ecemigration, etc.

9 million ha of CCFP

30 million farmers 7% of cultivated areé
196.1 billion CNY till 20( 10% of forest area




Main arguments

Sustainability ?

Poverty alleviation and
increase income to
CCFP farmers ?

Cost-effectiveness?
Targeting?

Incentive compatibility?
Grain security?
Structure effects




Data Source

CCFP Soceconomic impac CCFP 10 Years Househ
M&A (20032010) Survey (2010)

100 counties 125 counties

1165 farmer householqg

1998-2009

3000 farmer household

1998/2009
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Achieving environmental improve goal?

Figure 2 Forest Resources Change of Sample Counties
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Achieving environmental improve goal?

Figure3. Ecological change from survey farmers view
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Figure4.Survival rate of CCFP forests of survey farmers
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Figureb.Subsidy deliver rate of survey farmers
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Figure 6.CCFGP plots land type of survey farmers
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Increase income and poverty alleviatiGn

Tablel. Revenue and income comparison of Sample households 1998-2009
Unit: CNY/households

Increased by %
2009 comparing 2009
1998 'E)o 1958
Crop revenue 5019 6035 20.25
in it: grain 2542 3450 35.72
cash crop 2477 2585 4.37
Animal husbandry revenue 1275 3664 187.37
Ee“\::is and industry 431 2715 529.87
Migrant labor income 956 5553 480.89
Per capita net income 1305 3940 201.93
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Increase income and poverty alleviatiGn

Change of CCFGP Subsidy and its ratio in motoring
farmers’income
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Increase income and poverty alleviatiGn

Average Ratio of CCFP Subsidy in Survey Farmers income

Region Theratio %
Northeast 16.82
Central 12.95
Northwest 19.11
Southwest 12.63
Ethnic group 17.53
Key CCFGP counties 16.36

Total average 15.58




Low income participants

dr'he subsidy might be little to farmers who have
heavy burden to support college students or

care patient, but for that poor grandmother, it is
almositcora lol lmcome f or he

a survey student of Beljing Forestry University






Figure B.EHEHQE of crnpland and forestland of 53_I11P|E!
farmers
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Figure 10.Structure Change of Family
Production
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Table 3.Grain output of sample households, counties and China

Grain Security?

Households County Nation
(5000gK) (10000 tons) (10000 tons)*

1998 701.38 1912.32 51229.5
2002 489.73 1707.53 45705.8
2003 387.54 1659.28 43069.5
2004 423.20 1920.79 46946.9
2005 435.15 1942.73 48402.2
2006 463.10 1931.11 49804.2
2007 495.10 2061.73 50160.3
2008 483.55 2106.19 52870.9
2009 480.48 2132.37 53082

Increase of

2009 comparing -31.49 11.51 3.62

to 1998 (%)




Figure 11. Production Possibility Frontier of CCFP
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Incentive incompatibility vs optimize ecological goals?

Dependent Variable: ARLAN

Method: Panel EGLS (Cross-section weights)
Date: 02/04/11 Time: 15:32

Sample: 2001 2009

Cross-sections included: 1165

Total panel (balanced) observations: 10485
Linear estimation after one-step weighting matrix

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
C 12.02298 0.045440 264.5903 0.0000
FINCOME -6.22E-05 7.49E-06 -8.312001 0.0000
0.000216 3.90E-05 0.0000
TSBSY -0.000702 2.37E-05 -29.63837 0.0000
MLINCOME -3.52E-05 2.28E-06 -15.48398 0.0000

Effects Specification

Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)

Weighted Statistics

R-squared 0.990565 Mean dependent var 31.67682
Adjusted R-squared 0.989382 S.D. dependent var 79.25717
S.E. of regression 8.166852 Sum squared resid 621353.6
F-statistic 837.4039 Durbin-Watson stat 1.206615

Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000 i EE




CCFP relaxed its eligible conditions

Allow intercropping after several Define some cash trees as
years implementation ecological tree

Increase farmers revenue from CCFP land

reduce farmers dependence on CCFP subsidy

Second environment
Better sustainability




Sustainability?

the conflicts between land use conflicts between
forestry and crop production will exist for long
period of time

dependence on CCFP subsidy is unknown
the result of the second phase policy is unknown

how long it will take for China’s economic growth to
solve poverty in the CCFP region is unknown

the impact of climate change on China’s grain
production is unknown.

ST




Next step

Analysis the impact of China’s long term economic
grow on CCFP and predicting CCFP trends by
generating household, site, county and national
simulation models;

Explore the possibility of applying market based
instrument to set subsidy standards;

Establish household and landscape model to analysis
policy response and ecological benefits of CCFP;

Conducting comparison study and exchange
experience and lessons with other countries
regarding land use change and eco-compensation

ST
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