Mekong Economics



[image: image1.png]



Community Participation in Rural Transport

South East Asia Community Access Programme (SEACAP)

SEACAP 015/001

Executive Summary 
For December 2005 Workshop 
Mekong Economics







24 Tran Vu, Hanoi, Vietnam

Tel/ Fax: 84 4 7162177

Email: mekongeconomics@hn.vnn.vn

Website: www.mekongeconomics.com
The main research objective of SEACAP 15 study was to provide a deeper understanding on issues related to contribution and community participation in rural transport. A consulting team from Mekong Economics Ltd. is commissioned to conduct this study. The research methodology applied for the SEACAP 15 study was qualitative in nature. Field research was carried out in Loan My and Hoa Hiep communes in Vinh Long province, and Tat Thang and Vinh Tien communes in Phu Tho province. 
	Given the low average income of the people we interviewed, the range and total amount of local level fees people have to pay are indeed significant. Nevertheless, local people are willing to pay for rural transport and welcome road projects and the manifold benefits rural roads bring. Travelling to hospitals, markets and schools has significantly improved in terms of comfort, time and costs.  Marketing and trade have also improved. All people did, however, express their concern about the future quality of motorable gravel roads as they have seen these roads degrade over time. 

There is a substantial group of poor households that are either unable to pay off their outstanding debts after completion of a village road project or unable to provide cash investments for the much-wanted rehabilitation project of 2-wheel village roads. They either need to borrow money against high interest rates to pay off its debt or be refused certain essential services (e.g. bank loan applications). They, in fact, halt local initiatives for rural transport development because projects can only go ahead if all beneficiaries are able to contribute.

With respect to the construction of motorable roads, a small number of project affected households has experienced a negative indirect effect on their livelihoods due to loss of property (land, trees, or even their house) without compensation.  The substantial loss of assets, combined with other problems such as illness, made them more vulnerable. 
	
	Community Participation in Rural Transport – key Recommendations:
Recommendations on Contribution:

· Find additional funding to help poorest households to finance 2-wheel village road rehabilitation projects
· Reconsider provincially mandated rural transport development fees that already contribute considerably to the rehabilitation of village roads.

Recommendations on compensation

· Make an effort to implement compensation policies uniformly according to the agreed guidelines. 
· Compensate with land to poor households who lose cultivated land to minimize influence on their subsistence.
· Include compensation fund in the funding to hasten the process. 
Recommendations on participation
· Clearly define roles and responsibilities of the road beneficiaries and the local government and project units need to be 
· Define on scope of beneficiaries’ participation  between Donors and GoV 
· Pay more attention to local people’s knowledge and livelihoods, better use of people’s local knowledge about environment, hydrology, and road construction materials
Recommendations on maintenance and rural employment:

· Provide partial financing in the form of road funds to rural communities for labour-based maintenance of selected sections of RT3 roads

· Increase spending on rural roads that use wage labour



Community participation is limited in government-funded motorable rural road projects (except for programme 135). There are simply no participation mechanisms. Local people “participate” in the sense that they work as paid labourers these projects. Local people would like to see their role in motorable road projects increased. They want to be particularly involved in the design and supervision stages of the construction of these roads. Clearly, additional funding and professional support are essential if both government and donors are serious about the need for more participatory approaches to rural transport development. Findings from this research confirm the lack of clear and simple guidelines for RT2 project officials in participatory planning and management. There is a need to clarify responsibilities and outcomes and integrate these with people’s current jobs. 
In contrast to (RT2-funded) motorable roads, there is active participation by local people in the rehabilitation of 2-wheel village roads. But not all people participate equally. It is claimed that women, because they lack knowledge about technical issues, and poor people, due to their low status and limited knowledge, tend to have a lower voice in meetings. Ethnicity does not seem to be a major barrier to equal participation. 

In both provinces, maintenance of 2-wheel village roads is carried out voluntarily by local people. Each household is allocated a section of the road. In case of poor maintenance, the commune will sanction those responsible by halting any service delivery to them. One of the options to address maintenance problems of particularly motorable roads and the lack of rural employment opportunities is the establishment of a road maintenance fund.  Cost-sharing arrangements between a private road association and a road fund will have to be formalised in a written agreement between the parties. It also requires technical and financial oversight to ensure the proper use of funds
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