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Impacts of Conversion of Farmland to
Forestland Program on Household Income:
Evidence from a Sand Control
Program in the Vicinity of Beijing and Tianjin

CaN Liu

(China National Forestry Economics and Development Research Center)

WEI ZHANG
(Michigan State University)

Abstract This paper uses household panel data to analyze the short-term impacts of the
conversion of farmland to forestland program on household income in the Vicinity of Beijing
and Tianjin where a sand control program has been implemented. Our results indicate that:
1) The conversion program has a positive impact on household income; 2) household income
tends to be 17. 37 % higher if the sample villages introduced the program one year earlier; and
3) poverty reduction issue is not seriously considered during the implementation of the pro-

gram.
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