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Part I: Project Information

Name of Parent Program
Financing Agrochemical Reduction and Management (FARM)

GEF ID
10915

Project Type
FSP

Type of Trust Fund
GET

CBIT/NGI
CBIT No
NGI No

Project Title
Financing Agrochemical Reduction and Management (FARM) in Agri-Food Value Chains

Countries
Viet Nam

Agency(ies)
ADB

Other Executing Partner(s)
Viet Nam Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD)

Executing Partner Type

Government

GEF Focal Area

Chemicals and Waste

Sector
Mixed & Others



Taxonomy

Chemicals and Waste, Focal Areas, Waste Management, Hazardous Waste Management, Pesticides, Persistent
Organic Pollutants, Plastics, Open Burning, Climate Change, Financing, Climate Change Mitigation,
Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use, Climate Change Adaptation, Climate resilience, Climate finance,
Stakeholders, Indigenous Peoples, Civil Society, Private Sector, Type of Engagement, Participation,
Consultation, Gender Equality, Gender Mainstreaming, Capacity, Knowledge and Research, Capacity

Development, Learning, Knowledge Generation, Enabling Activities

Rio Markers
Climate Change Mitigation
Significant Objective 1

Climate Change Adaptation
No Contribution 0

Biodiversity
No Contribution 0

Land Degradation
Principal Objective 2

Submission Date
12/10/2022

Expected Implementation Start
11/30/2023

Expected Completion Date
12/1/2028

Duration
60In Months

Agency Fee($)
675,000.00



A. FOCAL/NON-FOCAL AREA ELEMENTS

Objectives/Programs Focal Area Outcomes Trust GEF Co-Fin
Fund  Amount($) Amount($)

CW-1-2 Strengthen the sound GET 7,500,000.00 124,260,000.0
management of 0
agricultural chemicals
and their wastes, through
better control, and
reduction and/or
eliminations.

Total Project Cost($) 7,500,000.00 124,260,000.0
0



B. Project description summary

Project Objective

To promote financing for improved agrochemical and agricultural plastic management in agri-food value

chains.

Project
Compone
nt

Policy and
regulatory
frameworks
for
agrochemic
al
managemen
t

Financin
g Type

Technical
Assistanc
e

Expected
Outcomes

1. Policy
and
regulatory
coherence
and capacity
to manage
and finance
agrochemic
als
reduction
strengthene
d

Expected Tru

Outputs st
Fun
d

1.1 Regulatory GET
/ legal and
capacity gap
analysis
conducted at
central/provinc
ial level with
respect to
7green?
finance linked
to
agrochemicals
lifecycle
management

1.2 Regulatory
enforcement
guidance /
models for
pesticide and
agricultural
plastics
management
developed and
delivered at
national and
provincial
levels

GEF Confirmed

Project Co-

Financing( Financing($)
$)

400,000.00



Project
Compone
nt

Reducing
on-farm
pollution
from
agrochemic
al and
agricultural
plastics use

Financin
g Type

Technical
Assistanc
e

Expected
Outcomes

2.
Agrochemic
al reduction
and
managemen
t improved
through
enabling
and
catalysing
finance and
investments

Expected
Outputs

2.1 ?Green
finance
framework?
for agri-foods
industry in
Viet Nam
created, to
include options
and modalities
for sustainable
finance and
investment,
including ?eco-
compensation?

2.2
Agrochemical
container
management
program
strengthened
/established
through phased
actions and
associated
policy
development

2.3 Scientific
and technical
capacity of key
food safety
organizations
reinforced - to
support
pesticide
residue
analysis and
promote
Hazard
Analysis
Critical
Control Point

Tru
st
Fun

GET

GEF
Project
Financing(

$)

5,506,000.
00

Confirmed
Co-
Financing($)

120,000,000.
00



Project
Compone
nt

Financin
g Type

Expected
Outcomes

Expected Tru

Outputs st
Fun
d

(HACCP)

protocols

2.4 Pollution

from

agricultural

field plastics in
project areas
reduced
through re-use,
recycling and
alternative
approaches

GEF
Project
Financing(

$)

Confirmed
Co-
Financing($)



Project
Compone
nt

Knowledge
and
learning
systems

Monitoring
and
Evaluation

Financin
g Type

Technical
Assistanc
e

Technical
Assistanc
e

Expected
Outcomes

3.
Managemen
t and
monitoring
system,
capacity
developmen
tand
knowledge /
learning
enhanced

Monitoring
and
Evaluation

Expected Tru

Outputs st
Fun
d

3.1 Agriculture GET
product
monitoring and
management
systems to
support supply
chain
traceability and
site level
performance
developed and
implemented

3.2 Targeted
behavior
change and
technical
advisory
campaigns
designed and
implemented

3.3 Natural
Capital
Accounting
and
Assessment
Capacity
Strengthened

Baseline GET
Survey, Mid-

term and

terminal

evaluations &

results shared

with

stakeholders

Sub Total ($)

GEF
Project
Financing(

$)

1,016,346.
00

250,000.00

7,172,346.
00

Confirmed
Co-
Financing($)

120,000,000.
00



Project Management Cost (PMC)

GET 327,654.00
Sub Total($) 327,654.00
Total Project Cost($) 7,500,000.00

Please provide justification

4,260,000.00

4,260,000.00

124,260,000.00



C. Sources of Co-financing for the Project by name and by type

Sources of Name of Co-financier Type of Investment
Co-financing Co- Mobilized
financing

GEF Agency Asian Development Loans Investment
Bank mobilized

Recipient Ministry of Agriculture In-kind Recurrent

Country and Rural Development expenditures

Government (MARD)

Total Co-Financing($)

Describe how any "Investment Mobilized' was identified

Amount($)

101,050,000.0
0

23,210,000.00

124,260,000.0
0

The investment was identified through ADB?s Country Partnership Strategy (CPS), and Country

Operations Business Plan (COBP) processes with Government of Viet Nam. The ADB baseline loan

"?Water Efficiency Improvement in Drought-Affected Provinces Project? will provide co-financing. This

loan consists of $101,050,00 in ADB leveraged resources and $23.210,000 in Government contribution.

The loan outputs and links with the GEF-financing are elaborated in the CER narrative on 'associated

baseline'. It should also be noted that another loan project "Climate-Smart Agricultural Value Chain

Infrastructure Project" is currently under discussion between ADB and Government of Viet Nam with

MARD as Executing Agency. It is likely that this project, which will work directly in concert with the GEF

financing, will add considerable co-financing during implementation.



D. Trust Fund Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Country(ies), Focal Area and the Programming of Funds

Agen Tru Count Focal Programmi
cy st ry Area ng of
Fun Funds
d
ADB GE Viet Chemic POPs
T Nam als and
Waste

Total Grant Resources($)

Amount($
)

7,500,000

7,500,000.

00

Fee($)

675,000

675,000.

00

Total($)

8,175,000.
00

8,175,000.
00



E. Non Grant Instrument

NON-GRANT INSTRUMENT at CEO Endorsement

Includes Non grant instruments? No
Includes reflow to GEF? No



F. Project Preparation Grant (PPG)
PPG Required true

PPG Amount ($)
200,000

PPG Agency Fee ($)
18,000

Agenc Trus Countr

y t y
Fun
d
ADB GET Viet
Nam

Focal Programmin
Area g of Funds

Chemical POPs
s and
Waste

Total Project Costs($)

Amount(

$)

200,000

200,000.0
0

Fee($)

18,000

18,000.0
0

Total($)

218,000.0
0

218,000.0
0



Core Indicators

Indicator 4 Area of landscapes under improved practices (hectares; excluding protected areas)

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
0.00 1085841.00 0.00 0.00

Indicator 4.1 Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity (hectares,
qualitative assessment, non-certified)

Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Indicator 4.2 Area of landscapes under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity

considerations
Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Type/Name of Third Party Certification

Indicator 4.3 Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
1,085,841.00
Indicator 4.4 Area of High Conservation Value or other forest loss avoided
Ha Ha (Expected Ha Ha
(Expected at CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Disaggregation Type at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Indicator 4.5 Terrestrial OECMs supported

Total Ha
Name of Total Ha (Expected at Total Ha Total Ha
the WDPA- (Expected CEO (Achieved (Achieved
OECMs ID at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Documents (Please upload document(s) that justifies the HCVF)

Title Submitted



Indicator 5 Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefit biodiversity (excluding
protected areas)

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
2,132.15
Indicator 5.1 Fisheries under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity considerations
Number (Expected
Number (Expected at CEO Number (Achieved Number (Achieved
at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Type/name of the third-party certification

Indicator 5.2 Large Marine Ecosystems with reduced pollution and hypoxia

Number (Expected
Number (Expected at CEO Number (achieved Number (achieved
at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
0 0 0 0
LME at CEO
LME at PIF Endorsement LME at MTR LME at TE

Indicator 5.3 Marine OECMs supported

Total Ha
Name of Total Ha (Expected at Total Ha Total Ha
the WDPA- (Expected CEO (Achieved (Achieved
OECMs ID at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Indicator 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated
(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved

Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Expected metric tons of CO?e 0 11591 0 0

(direct)



(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved

Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Expected metric tons of CO?e 0 0 0 0
(indirect)

Indicator 6.1 Carbon Sequestered or Emissions Avoided in the AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and
Other Land Use) sector

(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Expected metric tons of CO?e 11,591
(direct)
Expected metric tons of CO?e
(indirect)
Anticipated start year of 2025
accounting
Duration of accounting 10

Indicator 6.2 Emissions Avoided Outside AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use) Sector

(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Expected metric tons of CO?e
(direct)

Expected metric tons of CO?e
(indirect)

Anticipated start year of
accounting

Duration of accounting

Indicator 6.3 Energy Saved (Use this sub-indicator in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable)

Energ Energy Energy

y (MJ) Energy (MJ) (MJ) (MJ)

(At (At CEO (Achieved  (Achieved
Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Target Energy Saved (MJ)
Indicator 6.4 Increase in Installed Renewable Energy Capacity per Technology (Use this sub-indicator
in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable)

Capacity Capacity Capacity

(MW) Capacity (MW) (MW) (MW)

(Expected at (Expected at CEO (Achieved at (Achieved at
Technology PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Indicator 9 Chemicals of global concern and their waste reduced



Metric Tons

Metric Tons Metric Tons (Expected (Achieved at Metric Tons
(Expected at PIF) at CEO Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)
0.00 3,861.95 0.00 0.00
Indicator 9.1 Solid and liquid Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) removed or disposed (POPs type)
Metric Metric Tons Metric Metric
Tons (Expected at Tons Tons
(Expected CEO (Achieved (Achieved
POPs type at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Aldrin 5.61
Chlordane 2.81
DDT 165.57
Dieldrin 5.61
Endrin 2.81
Heptachlor 2.81
Hexachlorobenzene 2.81
(HCB)
Lindane 84.20
Pentachlorophenol 2.81
and its salts and
esters

Indicator 9.2 Quantity of mercury reduced (metric tons)

Metric Tons Metric Metric

(Expected at Tons Tons

CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Metric Tons (Expected at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Indicator 9.3 Hydrochloroflurocarbons (HCFC) Reduced/Phased out (metric tons)

Metric Tons Metric Metric

(Expected at Tons Tons

CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Metric Tons (Expected at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Indicator 9.4 Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to control chemicals and
waste (Use this sub-indicator in addition to one of the sub-indicators 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3 if applicable)

Number
Number Number (Expected at (Achieved at Number
(Expected at PIF) CEO Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)

Indicator 9.5 Number of low-chemical/non-chemical systems implemented, particularly in food
production, manufacturing and cities (Use this sub-indicator in addition to one of the sub-indicators
9.1, 9.2 and 9.3 if applicable)

Number
Number Number (Expected at (Achieved at Number
(Expected at PIF) CEO Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)

4



Indicator 9.6 POPs/Mercury containing materials and products directly avoided

Metric Tons
Metric Tons Metric Tons (Expected (Achieved at Metric Tons
(Expected at PIF) at CEO Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)
Indicator 9.7 Highly Hazardous Pesticides eliminated
Metric Tons
Metric Tons Metric Tons (Expected (Achieved at Metric Tons
(Expected at PIF) at CEO Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)
3,586.91
Indicator 9.8 Avoided residual plastic waste
Metric Tons
Metric Tons Metric Tons (Expected (Achieved at Metric Tons
(Expected at PIF) at CEO Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)
2,132.15
Indicator 10 Persistent organic pollutants to air reduced
Grams of toxic Grams of toxic
Grams of toxic equivalent gTEQ equivalent gTEQ Grams of toxic
equivalent gTEQ (Expected at CEO (Achieved at equivalent gTEQ
(Expected at PIF) Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)

1.68

Indicator 10.1 Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to control emissions of
POPs to air (Use this sub-indicator in addition to Core Indicator 10 if applicable)

Number

(Expected at Number Number

CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Number (Expected at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

1
Indicator 10.2 Number of emission control technologies/practices implemented (Use this sub-indicator

in addition to Core Indicator 10 if applicable)

Number

(Expected at Number Number

CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Number (Expected at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Indicator 11 People benefiting from GEF-financed investments



Number

Number (Expected at Number Number
(Expected CEO (Achieved (Achieved
at PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Female 196,034

Male 190,345

Total 0 386379 0 0

Provide additional explanation on targets, other methodologies used, and other focal area
specifics (i.e., Aichi targets in BD) including justification where core indicator targets are not

provided



Part II. Project Justification

1a. Project Description

la. Project description

l) Global environmental problems, root causes and barriers

Global environmental problems

Viet Nam has transformed remarkably from being a nation witnessing considerable food shortage to
one of the world?s leading producers and exporters of many agricultural products including coffee, rice
and pepper since the implementation of the Doi Moi economic reforms in the 19807s. Despite the
country?s recent shift towards a service economy and the resultant declining GDP share of the
agriculture sector, the GDP value of the sector has been growing steadily at around 2.7% per

annum. Agriculture contributes 14.85% of GDP and has consistently been the largest employer across
economic sectors in Viet Nam, employing over 18.8 million Vietnamese in 2019 with an additional 10
million people employed in the wider agri-food industry. The Covid-19 pandemic has had significant
impacts. A survey conducted by the Institute of Policy and Strategies for Agriculture and Rural
Development (IPSARD), Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) reported half of the
rural households saw an average income fall of 38.3 per cent.[1]'

Agriculture accounts for 39% of land use in Viet Nam with rice being the main crop producing 42.69
million tonnes in 2020. The secondary and tertiary crops of cassava and maize respectively continue
the theme of focus on traditional crops with proven methods of production. There is a preponderance of
smallholder farmers in the country. The average farm size in Viet Nam is around 0.57 ha with very
little consolidation of farms seen over the last decade. This large number of smallholder farmers results
in economies of scale, innovation and investment being extremely difficult to achieve.

In recent years, increased climate change impacts and reduced agri-food industry profit margins have
placed farmers under pressure to increase yields and reduce costs in order to keep farming enterprise
viable. Among several options available to address these issues, farmers, in particular smallholders
resort to increased use of inputs, mainly agrochemicals ? pesticides and fertilizers, and agricultural
plastics as a quick fix. Pollutions caused by excessive use of agrochemicals are further exacerbated
particularly by the use low-cost adulterated pesticides. In the face of rising production cost, the
availability of low cost off branded products of unknown origin combined with lack of risk awareness
prompts farmers to select the cheapest options regardless of origin and content. This can be a deliberate
decision or result from misinformation and ?fake? products where cost factor plays a decisive role.

Growing high value crops is another strategy farmers use to further increase farm income. While high
value crops offer higher ex-farm prices, they require higher level of inputs, particularly agrochemicals,
skills, husbandry practices and post-harvest processing. All these are part of agricultural intensification
that contributed towards sector achievements over the last two decades but comes at a cost. The
intensification of Vietnam agricultural during the past decade for economic gains has resulted in




serious soil, water and air pollution as well as biodiversity reduction. Since 2015, while the government
has started putting in place various policies and strategies namely the Agricultural Restructuring Plan
(ARP) to increase agricultural value addition, focusing more on quality than quantity and getting more
from less, good agricultural practice (GAP), organic agriculture and climate-smart agriculture,
excessive use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides still exists. The combined stressors of increasing
climate volatility, absence of stable contract pricing and underinvestment in infrastructure create a
challenging environment for farmers where production and profits outweigh environmental
sustainability and food safety concerns.

Agrochemicals use and impacts

While Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) are no longer used in Vietnam as confirmed by both the
Plant Protection Department (PPD) of Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) at
central level and respective agencies at local level, there are concerns regarding the use of highly
hazardous pesticides (HHPs). The PPD?s list of banned pesticides containing 31 active ingredients vide
the Circular 19/2021/TT-BNNPTNT does not include those pesticides that appear to cause severe or
irreversible harm to human and environmental health under conditions of use in a country as defined by
The International Code of Conduct on Pesticide Management and very likely to fall under highly
hazardous type given common practices of pesticide mixing by farmers. In addition, the trend of using
obsolete, less expensive, non-patented pesticides manufactured and/or blended locally happen to be
more toxic and persistent than others.[2]* The European Union (EU) has reported the presence of
banned substances or chemical residues exceeding the allowable threshold in some food shipments
from Viet Nam to the EU, Japan and China over the past years. Specifically, substances detected by the
EU in the country?s shipments in September and October 2021 included those containing propargite,
fenobucarb, tricyclazole, chlorpyrifos ethyl, and profenofos in vegetables, rice and seafood. Notably,
chlorpyrifos ethyl has been banned for use by MARD since February 2019 with a clause that would
allow farmers to use this pesticide until January 2021. However, the Dutch Healthcare Authority
detected this substance in bitter melon from Vietnam in September 2021.[3]°

Low-grade and low-cost pesticides are widely produced and sold on the market. Viet Nam belongs to
the group of countries with the most diverse list of pesticides in the world. Moreover, the actual
number of pesticide products available in the market is estimated at 3 to 10 times higher than number
registered with the authority because counterfeiting, copying, information fraud, and labelling are
pervasive.[4]* Paradoxically, more hazardous alternatives are cheaper for farmers in the absence of the
full accounting for externalities, such as cost recovery mechanisms for regulators, health and social
costs associated with poisonings. In early 2022, the Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) that has
become effective and compulsory as regulated in the Law on Environmental Protection 2020 and
Decree 08/2022/ND-CP, will require agrochemical and agricultural plastic producers to bear the direct
end-of-life costs of their products and improve their circularity.

New companies, albeit small in number with limited capacity, are joining force in developing bio
substances as alternative to pesticides. The country?s agrochemical sector that worth over $1 billion in
2017 offers opportunities for private sector actors to enter in R&D ventures to develop alternatives to
pesticides and seize a share of the market.

The collection and disposal of pesticide containers at farm level present another set of challenges.
Improper and harmful post pesticide use field practices including (i) open burning of pesticide
container/plastic packaging wastes and burial, (ii) dumping in downgraded pesticide bins/tanks and
open sites near fields/streams/ponds; and (iii) abandoning in the field due to delayed transportation of




pesticide containers to treatment areas are common. At district level, a certified environmental waste
treatment company is contracted to collect and take pesticide containers to the designated treatment
site, which is often far away from the collection point, just once or twice a year due to lack of budget at
local level.

According to the Vietnam Environment Administration (VEA) of MONRE, agricultural production in
Vietnam generates about 9,000 tonnes of hazardous agricultural wastes each year, mainly pesticides
with a high content of toxic chemicals. Around another 50 tonnes of residual plant protection
substances are being stored in warehouses across the country and 37,000 tonnes of confiscated
agricultural chemicals are kept pending on decision.

Further, there has been little or no incentives for recycling industry to enter into pesticide containers
and agriculture plastic recycling business by bringing in innovations. Thus, the number of recycling
units is limited across Vietnam, and so put more pressure on the environmental pollution.

The country has witnessed over the last four years a significant increase in the use of bio/organic
fertilizers, with more products being launched to the market, as well as less pesticide products being
used by farmers. This could be attributed to Viet Nam?s international commitments or free trade
agreements such as the European-Viet Nam Free Trade Agreement (EVFTA), Comprehensive and
Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP), UK-Viet Nam Free Trade Agreement
(UKVFTA), Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP), etc. that pave the way for
Vietnamese entrepreneurs and farmers to go greener ensuring product quality, food safety and taking
into consideration social and environmental perspectives.[5]° The significant agrochemicals price rise
due to the recent supply chain disruptions and other Covid-19 pandemic associated factors, climate
change, unstable market prices, pest and plant diseases have prompted some farmers to move to
bio/organics products. The county is still to embrace the agrochemicals reduction and management
good practices for health and food safety and environmental sustainability.

Agricultural plastics use and impacts

Although the agriculture sector is not the largest user of plastics, their rapid appearance on farms and
across the agri-food value chains has become a cause for great concern. Asia is considered to be the
largest user of plastics in agricultural production.

Plastic waste is considered as a global environmental problem and Vietnam is not immune to it. The
country is among the ones hit hardest by plastics in the world.[6]° According to a MONRE estimate,
Vietnam discharges more than 1.8 million tonnes of plastic waste each year and only 27 percent of
which is recycled. In the Mekong Delta, the rice bowl of Vietnam, a lot of toxic plastic wastes from
bottles of pesticides, herbicides, and chemical fertilizers packaging poison food systems and the
environment.

In July 2022, MARD signed the Decision 2711/QD-BNN-KHCN on promulgating an action plan to
reduce, collect, classify and reuse plastic wastes in the agricultural sector. This is part of the National
Action Plan on ocean plastic waste management by 2030 under the direction of the Prime Minister.

Agriculture plastic wastes in Viet Nam include anti-weed cover film, rat trap, irrigation pipe system,
greenhouse, fruit packaging, insect repellent, fertilizer packaging and most importantly, pesticide
containers (hazardous solid waste with a lot of persistent residues at the bottom) that require




incineration at a high temperature of 12000C-15000C. The extent of use of agricultural plastics in the
target provinces vary from selected crop to crop.

Plastic wastes from different farm inputs and practices are collected in a place and burnt on farms, put
into bins for hazardous waste/household wastes placed in public space, piled up with other types of
waste and left next to the fields, or in some cases, left scattered in the farms. Statistics from the Plant
Protection Department (PPD) of MARD shows that in Vietnam, each province generates about 50-100
tons of pesticide containers on an annual basis. On an average, for each hectare of rice crop, the amount
of waste ranges from 1 to 1.5kg of packaging, bottles and cans. This amount is 2 to 3 times for
vegetables and industrial crops.

The Central Highland region is seeing a boom in plastic greenhouses in a bid to become erratic weather
and climate change proof by using ?high-tech agriculture? without realising the long-term
environmental impacts. The landfill is the final destination for bulk of the plastics used in agriculture.
Heavy rains generate heavy trash, sending plastic sheets from greenhouses and untreated agrochemical
packages and bottles downstream. As a result, following rainfalls, lowland farms receive tonnes of
unwanted wastes.

Root causes and barriers that need to be addressed

Weak policy and enforcement, and coordination

The relevant policies and regulatory frameworks are enforced differently for different crops based on
their destination. The crops grown for export markets adhere to more rigid regulatory protocols than
their counterparts destined for domestic consumption. This ?dual? standards result in poor quality
produce with higher chemical residues heading to local markets with health implications for domestic
consumers. A dozen of extreme cases of residual chemical poisoning annually are reported. The current
penalty provision is not a strong deterrent to stop using highly toxic/banned agrochemicals, or the
potentially hazardous overuse (or misuse) of agrochemicals.

A lack of clarity and coordination of roles and responsibilities contribute to weak enforcement of laws
and regulations impacting the system?s effectiveness. Agro-environmental roles and responsibilities are
assigned to a range of departments under MARD and MONRE. It appears, there exists an inter-
ministerial coordination gap.

Agrochemical management is split into three focus areas: (i) pesticide management, with a reference to
synthetic fertiliser given its considerable impact on soil, water and air; (i1) management of used
pesticide containers ? which are considered as hazardous waste and requires proper disposal; and (iii)
agricultural plastics management with recycling potential.

(i) Pesticides management

The Government?s capacity to monitor and enforce the quality of agrochemicals remains limited.
Pesticide monitoring is the responsibility of MARD with two main components: Registration - for
pesticide companies, active ingredients (Als), and tradenames, and Inspection. Inspections take place at
three different levels: company, import, and trader level. Inspection of companies and imports is the
responsibility of the PPD reporting to MARD. Import inspections check whether the products meet
legal standards on ingredient contents and quality. Trader inspections are conducted by provincial
PPDs.



The Joint Circular No. 05/2016/TTLT-BNNPTNT-BTNMT deals with transportation and treatment of
pesticide containers. However, due to resource constraints, field level implementation remains poor. At
provincial level, there is a lack of coordination between DARDs and DONREs.

Although Vietnamese consumers rate food safety as one of their primary concerns, this is not reflected
in the product sold in local markets. Both wholesalers and retailers do not have any quality assurance
system in place. At the central level, within MARD, there is an overlap between the PPD and the
National Agro-forestry-Fisheries Quality Assurance Department (NAFIQAD), with both entities being
in charge of testing pesticides, microbiology indicators and assurance of agroforestry/crop quality.

To date, 45 organizations/units in the country have received Viet Nam Good Agricultural Practices
(VietGAP) certification. In the first three quarters of 2022, more than 8,300 farming units have applied
for VietGAP, VietGAHP and equivalent standards covering a total area of 480,000 hectares. However,
in the absence of one focal agency in charge of overseeing/coordinating cross-cutting issues, successful
implementation of these schemes will present sizable challenges.

The PPD and Crop Production Department (CPD) deal with traceability. While the former manages
internationally harmonized traceability system (HS1) by issuing production unit code and packaging
unit code to exporters/importers of selected export crops, the latter is in charge of managing a broader
traceability system (to be developed and piloted) according to the new law on cultivation (previously
planning law) following the whole supply chain approach from production to consumption. At
provincial level, traceability system has been applied for mainly coffee in Dak Lak, 90% of which is
exported, given there is a broad network of international and private sector roasters at field level.
Eighty percent of farmers engaged in Vietnam Sustainable Agriculture Transformation (VNSAT)
Project uses farm diaries. Streamlining and integration of the two traceability systems would make the
process more comprehensive, seamless and efficient at different levels. However, this entails capacity
strengthening support.

(ii) Management of used pesticide containers:

Agricultural practices undertaken in small and dispersed farms as well as improper use of pesticides by
farmers pose challenges for field level authorities to manage pesticide containers after use. Finding
available and accurate data on pesticide containers remains a challenge. There is no official data on
MONRE website on this. Data obtained from articles, books, internet and studies are not

consistent. Only data available is on annual pesticide container collection and disposal. In 2019,
pesticide containers collection and disposal figures were 438,032 kg and 346,014 kg respectively,
accounting for 79% disposal. This is against 66.1 thousands tonnes of pesticides used. [7]’

The joint circular 05/2016, does not clearly delineate the responsibility MARD, MONRE and related
agencies for pesticide container management at provincial/district/commune level. There is no regular
budget allocated for pesticide containers disposal as hazardous wastes, rather it is done on ad-hoc basis
depending on the district authority allocating funds from their environmental administration budget.
The Circular also elaborated the tank design/construction, and the distribution of trash bins by types of
annual/industrial crops that people at the field level are facing certain challenges to implement. There
are not sufficient bins fit for purpose in project provinces. There is no clear assignment to the local
communities/local authorities in management of these bins/storage. Furthermore, there is a perceived
need to revisit the specifications of the collection bins to ensure they are user friendly and environment
positive.

(iii) Agricultural plastics waste management




Agricultural plastics waste management also has some constraints due to lack of financial resources
and lack of coordination among key agencies. Directive No. 7804/CT-BNN-KHCN dated November
10, 2020, on strengthening the management, reuse, recycling, treatment and reduction of plastic waste
in the agricultural industry and recent Decision No. 2711/QD-BNN-KHCN dated July 18, 2022
promulgating a plan to reduce, collect, classify and reuse plastic waste in the agricultural sector
specifically highlight the involvement of relevant departments and New Rural Coordination Office
under MARD, provincial DARDs and mass organisations. It, however, does not mention the role of
MONRE and provincial DONRE as key players. This has implications for field level implementation.

Following the National Action Plan for plastic management in agricultural sector, Gia Lai and Dak Lak
provinces have recently developed their own action plan to reduce plastic use in agriculture. However,
nothing has happened at the field level to date, owing to lack of budget and clear timelines. The
Women?s Union and DONRE at district level have jointly conducted some awareness raising on plastic
reduction, reuse, reduce and recycle for domestic waste, not specifically highlighting agricultural
plastics which are considered as more hazardous to ground water, surface water, soil and micro-plastic
pollution.

Similar to the case of pesticide container management, agricultural plastics waste management is also
facing constraints, both in on-farm and off-farm activities. While hazardous waste disposal facilities are
managed and approved by MONRE, there has been an increase in the number of recycling facilities in
Vietnam over the past years, but has not been updated by MONRE. An estimate from a large-scale
recycling facility in Dak Nong indicated that there are currently about 50-70 recycling facilities of all
scales across Vietnam, which seems to be quite consistent with about 35 stakeholders listed in a World
Bank study on plastics circularity. [8]®

Lack of sustained local demand for recycled plastics, gaps in domestic recycling capacities, and lack of
waste management system that prioritizes collection and disposal over recycling have impeded the
development of the recycling sector in Vietnam.

Lack of financial support for alternatives

Plastics used in agriculture is often difficult and expensive to recycle because of many impurities such
as soil, pesticides and fertilizers. As farmers use thin mulching films on farms that last for two crops of
vegetables only, it is difficult to clean up and collect from the environment, leaving microplastics in the
soil for decades, negatively impacting soil quality, soil microorganisms, and agricultural products and
ultimately having long-term adverse effects on human health. The current tax mechanism on the single-
use and low--quality plastics disincentivises farmers and recycling units to move towards
greener/alternative materials.

A recent study of the Institute of Agro-Environment in 6 provinces across Vietnam including one
project province suggests to use straw as an easy alternative to nylon to reduce weeds, while increasing
the amount of organic matter in the soil and reduce labor costs. In the absence/lack of straw in the
project areas as well as its increased prices of by-products, farmers are not yet ready to adopt this
practice without financial support from the government and businesses.

Limited capacity and knowledge




Vietnam is a net importer of agrochemicals. Around 1100 companies produce agrochemicals for export
to neighbouring countries.[9]° The limited domestic production capacity makes it more difficult for the
country to manage, regulate and monitor the agrochemical sector. At the same time, given the vast
majority of about 10 million farmers as being smallholder farmers, makes it even more challenging for
PPD with limited human resources to monitor and control agrochemicals
use/classification/collection/disposal. Limited financial resources and technical expertise also make it
harder for regulating large networks of 200 agrochemical producers and 30,000 retailers/wholesalers
with frequent addition of new products.

The middlemen in the agrochemicals supply chain (retailers/wholesalers) have little or no technical
expertise or background. While some of them have good technical knowledge given their long term
accumulated industry experience, most of them possess limited understanding of agrochemicals types,
and their correct applications. Equally, farmers lack financial capacity, land, and skills and expertise
required to adopt certain technologies or practices and meet the standards. The authorities find them in
a precarious position to enforce environmental laws and regulations to farmers who are often seen as
vulnerable, especially smallholders with limited resource endowments.

Green finance

Green finance is still in its infancy in Vietnam. While the State Bank of Viet Nam (SBV) in 2018
approved a program on green bank development and an action plan to realize Vietnam?s sustainable
development goals by 2030, climate financing was only about five percent of total financing provided
by Vietnamese banks (or about 0.2 percent of GDP) in 2020. Domestic financial institutions are in the
early stages of their understanding of green bonds and other capital market instruments. This implies
that there is significant potential to increase green finance and use the financial sector as a lever to help
reallocate capital to more sustainable investments. Building on the SBV guidance on sectors that
qualify for green loans, green credit has almost quintupled since 2015, increasing 2.5 times faster than
the average credit growth during this period (Figure 1). The main beneficiaries have been agriculture,
renewable energy, sustainable water management, and sustainable forestry.

The lack of internal procedures for and expertise on green finance assessment is a key challenge for
many banks. Of 85 credit institutions reporting to the SBV, 72 lack a dedicated business unit for green
finance, and 74 lack a specific procedure on green credit appraisal. Other credit institutions have
substantial challenges to develop green finance expertise and integrate the green finance procedures
into their existing operations.

Another bottleneck has been the mismatch between the short terms of most deposits and the longer
terms typically required by green projects. This mismatch increases the funding liquidity risks for
commercial banks, undermining their risk appetite and motivation to finance green projects. Financial
institutions also need clearer information about the requirements for incorporating environmental and
social risk assessment into credit underwriting policies and operations.

Figure 1. Private Climate and Green Outstanding Loans from 2016 to 2021 ($ billion)
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Public policy must play a role in helping the financial sector move past these barriers and develop a
strong green financial lending market. The bottlenecks must be tackled through a combination of
regulatory reforms and incentives to both credit providers and borrowers. The SBV has issued a
framework on greening the banking sector to promote green finance and encourage all credit
institutions to incorporate environmental and social risks into their credit decision-making processes.
However, further initiatives and improvements are needed to increase green financial flows:

? Vietnam should adopt international best practices to identify green projects, helping banks to track
their green credit growth consistently and transparently against their targets, and to apply eligibility
criteria to a relatively broad range of sectors or projects.

? The government can incentivize green credit supply by providing long-term seed funding to
supplement banks? finances for green projects. Given the importance and urgency of the agrochemical
sector, agrochemical management should be categorized as a priority sector. Borrowers for
agrochemical management project should be supported through grants, tax rebates, subsidized interest
rates, and comprehensive knowledge.

There is also substantial scope for leveraging blended finance. Blended finance has emerged as a
valuable tool for de-risking climate-related investments, especially in developing countries. It is
important for Vietnam to make the most of this tool to maximize financing from other sources. The
optimal approach may be to blend concessional financing with commercial financing to ensure that
investments are deemed feasible from a private sector perspective.[10]'
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2) Baseline scenario and any associated baseline programs/projects

ADB Baseline Loan ?Water Efficiency Improvement in Drought-Affected Provinces Project?

The ADB baseline loan project will have the following outcome: climate-resilient and modernized
irrigation systems in five provinces established.

Output 1: Irrigation management services strengthened. This output will support policy and
institutional development measures to improve climate resilience of agriculture by strengthening
irrigation management while taking social and gender dimensions in all relevant activities into
consideration. Specifically, the project will (i) install irrigation water allocation and delivery services,
including (a) surface and groundwater assessments, (b) an irrigation water-sharing and allocation
framework, and (c) a real-time decision support system for farmers to optimize crop water application;
and (ii) improve maintenance of irrigation systems, including (a) developing an asset inventory and
management database for each irrigation system supported by the project, (b) developing a systematic
asset maintenance schedule with a rigorous approach to funding based on asset condition assessments,
(c) developing a water charge pricing framework, and (d) assessing options for engaging third parties in
irrigation systems O&M.

Output 2: Modern irrigation infrastructure developed. This output will modernize eight irrigation
subprojects in the five provinces to provide water on-demand to farmers cultivating HVCs, reducing
their vulnerability to climate change. The underlying principle of all systems is to provide a higher
level of service?more flexible, reliable, and accessible supply of water?to farmers than they currently
receive. The infrastructure works include three broad categories: (i) pressurized pipe systems that
connect canals or reservoirs with supply hydrants located in reasonable proximity to farmers? fields
(enabling direct connection with a hose), with basic supervisory control and data acquisition systems to
facilitate operations and monitoring of system flows (consultations with male and female farmers will
inform the design and implementation of activities); (ii) main system modernization, including canal
lining, control structures, storage, and installation of flow control and measurement devices with
remote monitoring; and (iii) new and improved weirs to replace temporary weirs constructed by
farmers to provide storage from which farmers can pump to irrigate HVCs. Other works include
upgrading culverts and farm roads to improve management of irrigation systems.

Output 3: Efficient on-farm water management practices adopted. This output will focus on improving
on-farm water productivity in the subproject command areas to improve climate change resilience.
Water productivity assessments conducted under output 1 will help determine suitable norms for
different crops under different agroecological conditions. Based on this information, farmers will
receive training and advisory services to improve on-farm water management to cope with climate
variability. The service providers will consult with and provide technical advice to male and female
farmers to identify and develop appropriate micro-irrigation systems that meet their individual
requirements. Farmers will also be linked with private sector suppliers and provided O&M training on
micro-irrigation systems.

How will the GEF-financed initiative align with the ADB baseline loan? The loan will work in 5
provinces, 2 of which are also covered under the GEF funding, namely Dak Lak and Dak Nong. The
loan will focus on water use efficiency for the same non-rice High Value Crops as the GEF funded
works. The GEF work will inform the ADB loan with respect to water quality issues particularly



through reduction of agro-chemical pollution in waterways. There will be opportunities for capacity
development and knowledge sharing explored.

It should be noted that another loan ? ?Climate-Smart Agricultural Value Chains Infrastructure
Development Project? is currently under development between ADB and Government of Viet Nam,
with MARD as Executing Agency. This loan would provide additional and direct co-financing for the
GEF project once it comes on line, as it will work in the same provinces and cover the same HVCs.

Key Conventions, Legislation and Policies

Vietnam signed the Stockholm Convention on 23 May 2001 and ratified it on 22 July 2002, officially
becoming the 14th member to the Stockholm Convention. The Government of Vietnam has developed
policies and implemented some specific actions, aimed at sound management of POPs.

The Government developed and issued the Vietnam National Implementation Plan (NIP) for the
Stockholm Convention on POPs by Decision No. 184/2006/QD-TTg dated 10 August 2006. The
Vietnam National Implementation Plan for the Stockholm Convention demonstrated a strong
commitment of the Government on the sound management of POPs as posing long-term potential
hazards to human health and the environment, with a core approach of ?pollution prevention?. NIP
objectives include:

? Develop and finalize policy, legislative and institutional frameworks for effective management of
POPs in order to reduce and finally eliminate POPs;

? Strengthen technological and financial capacity and information management for the prevention,
control and safe disposal of POPs;

? Control, treat and finally eliminate stockpiles of POP pesticides;

The National Implementation Plan for the Stockholm Convention has proposed 15 prioritized programs
for implementation of the Convention. In order to focus resources in line with prioritized objectives,

the implementation of activities in Decision No. 184 on management, reduction and final elimination of
POPs is classified in phases, including 2006-2010, 2010-2015 and 2015-2020. The implementation
process for each stage is regularly monitored and sensibly adjusted by the national focal agency, based
on the conditions and resources at that time.

The activities of the NIP shall be feasible and in line with the objectives of the Vietnam National
Strategy for Environmental Protection as well as the requirements of the Stockholm Convention, which
include:

? Finalize the organizational mechanism, policy and legislation to effectively manage, reduce and treat
POPs;

7 Strengthen the POP management capacity;

? Promote the survey, research and application of advanced and modern technological solutions
for the sound management, reduction, disposal and elimination of POPs;
? Raise the awareness, roles and responsibilities of the Government at all levels and among the
public on the sound management, reduction and elimination of POPs;
? Diversify investment sources;
? Enhance international cooperation for the implementation of the Stockholm Convention.



National Strategy for Environmental Protection

The National Strategy on Environment Protection (NSEP) to 2020, with vision to 2030 was developed
by The Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE) in 2012 as indicated in Decision
1216-Q?-TTg. The latest development is the new Decision No. 450/QD-TTg of the Prime Minister on
approving the National Environmental Protection Strategy to 2030, with a vision to 2050 issued on
April 13, 2022. The overall objective of the Strategy is to prevent the trend of increasing pollution and
environmental degradation; solve urgent environmental problems; step by step improve and restore
environmental quality; prevent the loss of biodiversity; contribute to improving capacity to actively
respond to climate change; ensuring environmental security, building and developing models of
circular economy, green economy, low carbon, striving to achieve the country's 2030 sustainable
development goals.

The strategy highlights that economic development must be in harmony with nature, respect natural
laws, and do not trade off the environment for economic growth. Protecting the environment must take
the protection of people?s health as a top goal.

The NSEP recognizes the importance of environmental protection as an integral part of the country?s
socio-economic development towards a green economy, joint and inter-generational responsibilities
and opportunities, and the polluter-pays principle.

In terms of agriculture, it encourages sustainable land use and cultivation, minimizing the use of
chemicals and fertilizers, and preventing deforestation, forest degradation, land erosion and
deterioration. On water management, it proposes solutions to address the inefficient use of water and to
overcome seasonal water scarcity: integrated river basin planning, better management of surface and
groundwater resources, particularly in dry season, control of water pollution, adjustments of crop
systems to less water-intensive ones, modernization of irrigation systems, and payment for forest
ecosystem services schemes. Other sectors included in the NSEP are forestry, protected areas, coastal
ecosystems, fisheries and biodiversity.

Agrochemicals and agricultural plastics use and impacts

Since 2015, the Government has introduced a number of Resolutions and Decisions to strengthen the
policy and institutional framework to enable a transition from agrochemical-based agriculture to safer
forms of agriculture, such as IPM, with more targeted use of pesticide and increased control of other
hazardous chemicals. New farming models of Global GAP, VietGAP, IM5R (1 must do, 5 reductions),
organic farming and other greenhouse farming practices have been introduced. HHP inventories have
been developed and supported by registration processes, and the main manufacturers, importers,
packagers and distributors of pesticides have been identified.

MARD has taken steps to manage HHPs. This requires adherence to the FAO International Code of
Conduct on Pesticides Management for HHPs, and requires a combination of risk assessment, risk
mitigation and/or good marketing practices to ensure safety to humans and the environment. VietGAP
standards have been put in place to mirror international standards for good agricultural practices.
Efforts to educate consumers have been facilitated by increased access to information through
smartphones and other means. Seven industrial zones have been created, each focusing on different
types of crops and production technologies. Safe and organic agriculture has been taken up by a
number of key corporations, including the VinGroup, which manages huge farming areas across the
country. The Green Swiftlet Campaign jointly organized by the Center for Social Initiatives Promotion
(CSIP), United Nations Development Programs (UNDP), Vietnam Chamber of Commerce and



Industry (VCCI), and Vietnam Union of Science and Technology Associations (VUSTA), has helped
advance knowledge of environmental management among others.

In November 2020, the Vietnamese Government adopted the amended Law on Environmental
Protection (72/2020/QH14). In its articles 54 and 55, the law gives a legal framework on the Extended
Producer Responsibility (EPR). EPR is a chapter in the Law on Environmental Protection 2020 -
provision for company?s responsibility of financial contribution to the Vietnam EPR?s committee to
support product and packaging recycling (CP Product Container is included in the list of packing). The
law became effective since Jan 2022, with sector-specific guidance and pilots up to 2025. Together
with Decree 08/2022/ND-CP, it details basic adjustments to the EPR policy. The voluntary EPR model
has changed to the mandatory EPR model with specific regulations on recycling rates and mandatory
recycling standards for each product.

Vietnam transitioned from excessive usage period to usage crisis period, with the country using around
100,000 tons of pesticide a year, an increase of tenfold from 2000 to 2015. Before 2000, the number of
registered active ingredients was 77, corresponding to 96 commercial products. In 2000, it increased to
197 active ingredients, equivalent to 722 products. In 2011, this number increased to 1,202 active
ingredients, corresponding to 3,108 commercial products. Since 2015 until 2021, the number of
registered pesticides has ranged from 1,500 to almost 1,700 active ingredients with over 4,000 trade
names, of which 104 active ingredients are HHPs.

There are not many companies producing active ingredients for pesticides in Viet Nam. Agrochemical
import is very high (99% chemicals and 100% pesticides) mostly from China (70%), including 100%
of active ingredients, 90% additives and 50% pesticides in finished products, while national production
capacity is limited. According to General Customs of Vietnam, the import value of pesticides was as
high as more than $1 billion in 2017 and $939 million in 2018.[11]'! In the first 9 months of 2021,
Vietnam spent approximately $650 million to import pesticides and raw materials, up 22% over the
same period in 2020. Among the approved pesticide products, only 15-20 percent are
biological/organic while the rest are chemical.

There are 200 manufacturers of pesticides, 100 enterprises that focus solely on importing raw materials
(chemicals), mixing them, and packaging finished products, and 30,000 wholesalers and retailers of
pesticides throughout the country.[12]'? About 50% of pesticides produced are used domestically and
equivalent to 30,000-40,000 tonnes per year. Leading companies in the pesticide market of Vietnam,
with large market share values include Loc Troi Group Joint ? Stock Company, Vietnam Fumigation
Joint Stock Company, Can Tho Techno-Agricultural Supply Joint Stock Company, etc.

Research shows that a dozen of big companies account for 45% of the import volume. Import of
pesticide at 0% tax and gross profit margin of this industry are attractive for businesses to enter the
sector, increase sales and expand market share. Many companies in Viet Nam are keen to import active
ingredients and additives at low costs and of sub-standard quality to produce pesticides for higher
profits. This, along with low levels of risk awareness and entrenched attitudes leads farmers to select
the cheapest options regardless of origin and content or non-authentic products.

Hazardous waste bins/tanks: initiated by PPD, MARD since 2013, the program has been implemented
in 22 provinces and cities in the Southern part of the country as of November 2019, focusing on farms
of key export products such as rice, dragon fruit, grapefruit, mango, star apple and longan. However,
the programme itself encountered multiple difficulties in treating the waste. In Mekong River Delta, the
bins are deep into the fields, which makes it hard for specialized truck to collect. Therefore, farmers
have to take them out by motorbikes regardless how that might spread the toxic substance. There is no
other choice, and that transportation also violates safety regulation. It is suggested that only in those
large production areas the situation is properly managed. In Central Highlands, hazardous waste bins




are alw