REPORT ON RESULTS OF

FORUM “COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION”

Time: 8:30-11:50 a.m. June 16, 2005 

Venue: Daewoo Hotel, Ha Noi

Part I: INTRODUCTION

Introduction of Representatives and Program (Ms. Hoang Thanh Tam- AG member, SEF)

Objectives: (1) To exchange experience in attracting communities to take part in environmental protection in a willing and effective manner. (2) Based on the past results and experiences, to point out existing shortcomings and solutions to serve the cause of sustainable development in Vietnam. 

Participants: include representatives from local communities, relevant state, social and socio-professional organizations, the mass media, non-governmental organizations and donors working in the field of environmental protection.

Panel: includes Mr. Tran Vo Hung Son (AG member, SEF), Mr. Rolf Samuelsson (First Secretary, Sweden Embassy), Mr. Truong Manh Tien (Director of the Environment Department, the Ministry of Nature Resources and Environment), and Mr. Bui Tam Trung (President of Hanoi Association for Natural Environment Protection (HANEP)).  

Opening Remark and Introduction to Discussion (Mr. Tran Vo Hung Son- AG member, SEF)

There are five reports which are specific illustrations of project activities and results to be delivered in the Forum. These reports are divided into two groups. The first group is related more to natural resources and the second one is closer to environmental pollution. The important part will be open discussion to draw experiences and lessons from our local reality in order to further promote community participation in rational use of natural resources and environmental protection. Please focus on the following three main issues:

· Roles and responsibilities of communities participating in environmental protection. 

· Experiences in effective organization of the participation and dissemination thereof for better works.

· Discussion to find out policies and solutions to further promote community involvement in environmental protection.

There have been cases in which communities took actions without external funding to prevent and monitor activities of organizations and individuals that might result in irrational use of natural resources and negative impacts on the environment.

A majority of projects and programs funded by the Government or foreign organizations, however, are top-down in nature and the project ownership of beneficiary communities is often quite limited. Recently, there have been changes. Some programs or funds have supported communities not only to solve issues of natural resources and environmental protection but also raise their awareness and strengthen their capacity. Therefore, the possibility for result maintenance or multiplication after project completion is high.

Among the programs and funds are the Global Environmental Facility Small Grants Program (GEF/SGP), PTF/SGP program of the European Union funding small projects to develop tropical forests, and Sida Environmental Fund (SEF) of Sweden International Development Agency. Established by Embassy of Sweden in 1997, SEF has supported 168 community-based projects all over Vietnam (refer to the attached report for details).  

Part II: REPORTS 

Report No. 1: People in Na Chanh Mountainous Village participating in protection and improvement of the local environment (SEF-funded project)

Presenter: Ms. Vi Thi Bau, President of the Elders’ Club in Na Chanh Village, Trang Phai Commune, Van Quan, Lang Son. 

Contents: Refer to the attached report for details 
The report shows that Na Chanh is a backward mountainous hamlet. However, with the SEF project, people were able to bring into play their ownership. As all activities stemmed from the public demands and interests, the project attracted people to involve enthusiastically and was highly effective. People’s awareness of environmental hygiene and protection was raised considerably. They knew to collect and treat waste, clean the village, drink boiled water, compost trees and organic materials to make green and biological fertilizers and use these to improve soil and increase crop productivity. They contributed to hygienic facilities and gradually changed the practice of raising animals without sties, and etc.... Especially, the issue of sustainability always received attention in implementation. Therefore, the project results have had strong, outreaching impacts.

Report No. 2: Building an ecological agro-forestry model, protecting the environment in combination with tree planting to prevent sandstorms (SEF-funded project)
Presenter: Mr. Duong Ba Cuong- President of the Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Association in Gio My Commune, Gio Linh, Quang Tri

Contents: Refer to the attached report for details 
From the report, we find that this is a sand hill area. Sandstorms have huge impacts on people’s life. The SEF project was to solve two issues, e.g. to improve the economic and environmental conditions by models of sand-prevention forest planting and animal husbandry. Experience shows that once people have mastered tree seedling and planting techniques, they will be active in producing tree seedlings on site. Moreover, as responsibilities were attached to interests in tree planting, tree survival rate is high and planted trees have developed into effective sand-prevention forests. The models of vegetable planting in sandy area and animal husbandry with revolving loans had real, significant results so many households actively follow. Thanks to the project, people have become aware of their responsibilities. SEF support was a catalyst in nature which helped to speed up the greening of this white sand area.

Report No. 3: Environmental Protection and Sustainable Development of Brick Production (GEF/SGP- funded project)
Presenter: Mr. Nguyen Quy Mao, Xuan Quan Commune, Van Giang District, Hung Yen Province.

Contents: Refer to the attached report for details 
Production of baked bricks in Xuan Quan Commune by traditional kilns causes heavy environmental pollution, wastes materials and fuels and is a source of prolonged disputes and complains between brick producers and farmers. From 2001 to 2004, with GEF/SGP support, Vietnam Thermal Association carried out a project “Developing Vertical Shaft Brick Kiln Technology (VSBK) model” aiming at finding an appropriate technology to replace traditional brick kilns. Results show that BSVK kilns save energy, reduce environmental pollution and have high productivity though initial investment and land area required are larger. The project success resulted from the combination of four partners: the state, scientist, producer, and consumer as well as the fact that the model was suitable for the local conditions and was built at a proper location with public participation and public awareness raised. The model has been adopted successfully in some other areas. It is recommended to adopt this model widely in Bac Ninh. 

Report No. 4: Some activities to raise awareness of environmental protection, improve living conditions and fight to prevent environmental pollution in Yen Binh Town, Yen Bai. (SEF-funded project)
Presenter: Mr. Dang Duy Tien, President of Gardening Association in Yen Binh Town, Yen Bai. 

Contents: Refer to the attached report for details 
Environmental pollution from waste discharged by people and businesses was due to poor awareness and self-interests and affected the public health. In order to solve the problem, the project started from raising awareness and introducing environmental protection to people’s daily activities so that people would take specific actions to prevent environmental pollution. Experience shows that for environmental pollution prevention to be effective, or in other words, the voice of community (household group) to influence on the local authorities and environmental management agency, actions should start from the people at hot spots and in good timing. However, in order to maintain the movement in a sustainable way in the locality, it is necessary to have, in addition to the local authorities and social organizations, grass-roots agencies (i.e. at resident groups) on environmental protection with trained staff to ensure regular activities.

Report No. 5: Community and Van Dien Phosphate Fertilizer Factory cooperate in finding measures to protect and improve community environmental quality.

Presenter: Mr. Luu Dinh Kiem, President of People’s Committee in Tam Hiep Commune, Thanh Tri, Ha Noi.

Contents: Refer to the attached report for details 
Van Dien Phosphate Fertilizer Company located in Tam Hiep Commune used to be a source of water and air pollution which greatly affected local people’s life, health, and agricultural production from 1960s to 1980s. In 1980s, environmental issues began to receive attention. State agencies on environmental protection and Hanoi Association of Nature and Environment Protection were founded and people gradually understood pollution threats and harms. The company also became aware of the fact that environmental protection was a must if production was to be fostered. The commune requested and discussed with the company to find solutions and establish a relationship of mutual-understanding. Since, the company has constantly improved its technological procedures to reduce pollution, invested in building a reinforced sewage channel for its production wastewater which also helps to prevent inundation in the community fields, green tree planting and etc. So far, the local environment has improved greatly.

In sum, the first two reports show that degradation of natural resources such as land and forest in the local area has greatly affected people’s life. The solution direction is to facilitate active involvement of local community in environmental protection and improvement in combination with income generating activities to improve their life. The following three reports show that there are conflicts between development and environmental protection. Each of these reports presents a different approach adopted by the community to solve local environmental pollution. Report No. 3 focuses on production-caused pollution and technical cooperation with the local community as the solution. In Report No. 4, businesses caused environmental pollution, community fought harder and the authorities had to intervene in. In Report No. 5, the community and enterprise cooperate to solve pollution. 

Part III: QUESTIONS, ANSWERS AND OPEN DISCUSSION

Questions to Report No. 1: 

The possibility for sustainable development is high with an investment under 100USD/ household. This is very impressive. My question is given the fact that ethnic minorities are at a low level of development, what methods have been adopted in the transfer of new technologies/ issues from scientists to the people to ensure success within one year?

I am very interested in the two project reports, especially the report of Na Chanh Village on waste collection and incineration for fertilizers. This is very important but fertilizers made in this way are not good. I think it is better to do in another way. There are very good biological technologies to compost organic matters to make fertilizers such as the one developed by my school. I hope we have a chance to cooperate with your villages in our project of organic fertilizer production from agricultural waste. 

How was the mobilization of community in environmental protection? Awareness comes first. There were trainings and technology introduction. During this process and with reference made to the village conditions, what were the most striking issues selected? In my opinion, it will be more effective if we concentrate on urgent issues. 

Only biological solutions are environmentally complete and safe. Waste collection, classification and dumping still have environmental impacts. 

How did community involve in the project? There were discussions and rules made but how was the enforcement? How were poor doers made to do better? I think the project should build a model for people to follow, even when there is no longer project money.

The Panel: Please explain the waste treatment. How did project discussions focus on the local main issues? 

Answers: Ms. Vi Thi Bau: it was not easy to mobilize the community participation in environmental protection at first. Based on the local conditions, we chose the most difficult community issues as targets. 
Environmental issues were that without sty, animal feces made roads dirty and without clean water, people had to drink water in pond and field. When the Center for Mountainous Sustainable Development (CSDM) implemented a project in the commune (that did not include my village), I tried to ask for support to my community. CSDM used redundant pipe sections to build water pipes for my village. People received clean water so they became supportive to these activities. 
When SEF provided funding, they discussed how to keep them because of the amount was so large that when people met. People learnt and built hygienic facilities. For details of biological fertilizer production, please refer to the document. Regarding waste, we use what could be composted to make fertilizers and burnt what could not. As people found this work productive, they did not make fertilizers at home but in fields to ease transport. Regarding toilets, at first people said that their houses were not beautiful so why they had to build beautiful toilets. I persuaded them that we could build beautiful toilets first and tried to build beautiful houses later. Then they followed me and built 30 units. It was difficult because materials had to be carried from road to houses and people had to work in groups. 

Ms. Luong Thi Truong, CSDM: The SEF project is highly sustainable and has huge impacts. From this pilot, we adopt biological fertilizer production widely in three provinces including four districts and over 60 communes. The SEF project was combined with the Natural Resource Management Project. An NGO has successfully applied for funding to adopt biological fertilizer production in Ha Tinh province as well. Regarding how to raise public environmental awareness, we started from the people’s interests and demands such as productivity and life improvement, not environmental protection. We still have a difficulty, i.e. we have to buy biological moulds so we are dependent. We will learn technologies so that people can produce biological moulds themselves. 

Questions to Report No. 2: 

We have known Quang Tri and Gio Linh. The state assigned forests to people in 50 years. The commune only lent forests to people in 10 years, so what about the people’s interests? Were there any other support? Was the project combined with any other projects? 

I have good impression of these two reports. SEF works are very meaningful. I would like to ask Mr. Cuong if you coordinated with the forestry authorities in guiding tree planting on sand or not? Before, people had planted sea pines. Now is “keo” tree. The report only mentions the later with a survival rate of 85%. Was there any reference made to Prof. Nguyen Van Chuong’s studies? Is there any plan to adopt tree planting widely because this coastal area has a severe climate and life is hard. 

The Panel: What benefits did the local people get from forest planting (especially compared with the 50 year afforestation project of the state)? How was the coordination with functioning state bodies? 

Answers: Mr. Duong Ba Cuong: Your questions relate to the forest planting model of the project. Forest planting was attached to the planters’ interests. My commune is in a large sand hill area. Agricultural land is not far from sand hills. It is necessary to plant forest to prevent sand encroachment in rainy season. People were allowed to cut tree branches but not trees. Why was the tree survival rate high in the project? That was because we drew experience from Program 611 with a large investment. In this program, small seedlings (5cm high on average) were taken from other places to my commune so trees often died. In the SEF project, we produced seedlings on site (10 cm high on average) with good timing so the survival rate was high. Therefore, SEF investment was small but effectiveness is high. The project management unit and the commune people’s committee invited scientist and technologists to transfer science and technologies to people. 

Questions to Report No. 3, 4 and 5

We find that the experience to mobilize communities in the fight to protect the environment in Yen Bai is very good. Regarding the new-technology brick kilns, please explain the difference in investment between the new and the old type? How we could coexist with environmental pollution if individual households do not have enough money to develop the new kiln type? There should be complete solutions to environmental pollution. For example, in Binh Thuan, chicken growing caused bad smells and flies. It is necessary to treat feces but not to stop chicken breeding. I would like to introduce EM (effective microorganism) technology to treat feces and waste from animal husbandry. In my opinion, only technological solutions are safe and long-lasting. 

Answers: 

Mr. Nguyen Quy Mao: Regarding questions on the brick kilns, VSBK technology is complicated so it took time from design to application. Investments on the two types of kilns of a certain capacity are similar but inputs to traditional kilns are higher. Operation time of a BSVK kiln is 15-20 years with no maintenance required. A traditional kiln should be repaired after 5 years. In addition, traditional kilns affect the environment and humans. The high temperature on the kiln top and the necessity to add coal during baking period are dangerous to workers. There was a fatal accident already. The industrial kiln is safer. The temperature on its top is equal to air temperature. The new kiln has inputs and outputs in a continuous circle. In traditional kilns, we should wait for 10 days after baking to take out bricks. Brick quality is also better in the new kiln. We already transferred the technology in Tuyen Quang. At first the provincial authorities did not permit this. Then, our works have been recognized. Please refer to the brick quality report for details.

Mr. Dang Duy Tien: Regarding your question whether our solutions to environmental pollution, i.e. relocation of the fish shop were sound or not, my answer is yes. In fact this fish shop already had a place near the forest but they want to move closer to the residential area to ease transport. Regarding wood soaking, Company 327 already had a storing place granted by the commune but the place was far away and the company wanted to soak wood to make it heavier and sell it at higher price. I would like to thank you for the suggestion of EM products. Yesterday, I also saw VEM products (a similar one) from the South. However, these products are still expensive if they are included in the production costs.  

The Panel: 

· We find an important experience, e.g. the enthusiasm of the project developer. This is decisive to the project success. 

· We find that some representatives have suggestive questions such as questions to Ms. Bau on biological fertilizers, Mr. Tien on EM and contacting addresses. 

· The objectives of the Forum are to exchange experience. What do we see from these projects? Are there any problems and how would we solve them? 
Open Discussion

Mr. Truong Manh Tien: We have heard five reports so far this morning. Based on these projects and similar activities, what do the representatives think the state should do to support? From your own experience, what difficulties should be solved in your local areas to ensure better community works? Do support from international organizations and donors, e.g. SEF, have any difficulties? How should things be improved to promote and develop community involvement? 

Mr. Tran Vo Hung Son: The representatives are requested to focus on three points, i.e. identification of roles and responsibilities, experience in community involvement and recommendation on solutions to promote community participation. 

Mr. Nguyen Huu Tam:  I respect opinions of involvement in environmental protection by communities and NGO. The Government of Vietnam already has a study on this issue which was proposed by Dr. Tien and chaired by Prof. Chuong. The study was to find out ways for NGOs on environmental protection to cooperate with the government in environmental protection in Vietnam. Building works in Hanoi are a source of pollution such as dusts from material vehicles, noises from on-site activities. HANEP studies and finds that investors give money to contractors who should provide for environmental protection. We propose that the investors should publicize budgets for environmental protection such as vehicle washing, on-site noise mitigation, and etc. Therefore, state policies should ensure transparency and information for the surrounding community and enhance community capacity in environmental protection.   

Mr. Le Trieu Nam- Developer of SEF/22/02 Project in Hau Giang. I raised some examples in the western area of the South. In 2002, SEF project provided 63 million VND to 100 households and so far it has mobilized 200 million VND from the public, three times as large as SEF money. Therefore, SEF is effective for rural western area of the South. At present, the environment has been polluted by industrialization, animal husbandry and others. I find there has been few training to raise people’s awareness of environmental protection in this area. I proposed SEF to further invest in this area (i.e. Can Tho and Hau Giang). My commune has 4000 households. Money is required for communication but the local budget is small. 

Mr. Truong Manh Tien: Further support is very important but it is more important to understand that support is only “bait money” and people should find other support sources themselves. I agreed with Mr. Tam. We should have strong sanctions, publicity, transparency and community dialogue. We worked on a draft of the new Law on Environmental Protection (LEP) which will be submitted to the National Assembly tomorrow. The draft already includes these points. 

Mr. Tran Van Quang, Developer of SEF/36/02, Lam Dong Province: Lang Son Report did not mention the population and land area. It is necessary to ensure a balance among the population, environment and public health. A village with 67 households differs from the one with 1000 households. This should be clarified to show how public health has been improved in the project. From the Forum and show boots, I find one issue that has not been mentioned, i.e. noises. Noises have been included in LEP as a pollutant since 1993. For example, motorbikes and trucks should not use horns in quiet streets, schools and hospitals. However, the law has not been effective practically. The law should be introduced into the community life. The second issue is that public toilets are dirty and few. In Singapore, there are five star public toilets. Kim Ma public toilet has very bad smell. Hanoi should pay attention to these toilets.

Mr. Truong Manh Tien: It is true that LEP stipulates on hygiene and noises. This is in fact not effective and many people take this for granted. This time, sanctions will be stronger, not only in the new LEP but also in the Civil Code and Traffic Law and works of local authorities on transport and public works.

Mr. Le Khac Quang: the State should pay attention to and facilitate environmental education like an ethnic subject so that environmental protection become part of people’s thought. Information should be transparent, publicized and updated. Environmental tensions should be given priority. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment should take care and have bases at commune and district levels to help carry out environmental policies and should adopt environmentally-sound policies and mechanisms. A state-owned environmental company could not cover all works. The state should set criteria and proper investments, supports and tax policies for the private sector to take part in these activities. For example, many waste factories produce organic fertilizers but the costs are too high. The state should subsidize for these products. In addition, the state should invest in major projects and models to solve the issues of organizations completely. Villages have rules and sanctions to rule violations. In urban areas, people pay environmental companies and become irresponsible. Environmental protection should become part of people’s thought and this will take time and effort.

Mr. Truong Manh Tien: We already have a big program by Ministry of Training and Education to include this in general education from the pre-school level. Even Singapore does this. I share the opinion that this should be done forever. When the United Nations started its environmental program, it divided the program into decades of awareness, actions, and etc. This is to say that these works took long to complete, 10 years or more. Singapore has strong sanctions including fines, beat (to make violators lose their face because this country is too rich), and forced road cleaning. Publicization is necessary. The politburo decided to allocate 1% of the state budget to environment works. Vietnam Environmental Protection Fund already has 200 billion VND. Privatization of waste collection has been done and good technologies encouraged to minimize waste burying and save land. There have been preferential treatments, duties and taxes. I agree that all should start from models. Only when the models prove successful can we adopt them widely. 
Part IV: SUMMARY AND CLOSING OF THE FORUM
(Mr. Truong Manh Tien) 

This is a very important forum with local representatives from all over the country, the donors, Sweden Embassy and especially those directly carry out these activities in the past years. 

The five typical reports represent specific works carried out in various areas such as a mountainous village in Ms. Bau’s report, difficulties in improved brick kilns, information publicization in the report by President of Tam Hiep Commune People’s Committee on the phosphate fertilizer factory. This factory ranked A-Class in sharing and direct dialogue with communities in environmental pollution. These works, small or big, to protect the environment such as fighting against wood-pollution, are very interesting and useful. Let us start with such small and specific activities to protect the environment. 

Communities play very important role in solving local environmental pollution in all areas. Without their involvement, these urgent problems would not be solved because they happen around us. If not solved, they will affect the public health, environment and development. Solving these will be beneficial for the communities and development. Despite today results shown by the five reports which represent 168 projects of SEF and many other projects of various funds, there are still many things to do. Through the Forum, we share our experience to follow and supplement good examples for better works. Especially, community involvement should be by publicization. 

Through the Forum, we once more express our hope for the state to have practical policies and solutions for better environmental protection in the coming period. The draft of the new LEP is aiming at best socialization of environmental protection, and specification so that it can take effect right after promulgation. There are strong sanctions adopted, e.g. the amended Law on Crime 1999 has a chapter on environmental protection, but these are incomplete. Also, community involvement should be emphasized and encouraged by such measures as prizes for good examples of environmental protection by individuals. Especially, the government recently pays a lot attention to NGOs in environmental protection to help these organizations better develop and be more effective. The Forum highly appreciates practical and effective supports, small or big, especially in terms of knowledge and experience, from SEF and other funds and sources from all over the world. We treasure and promise to use these supports effectively. 

In conclusion, through the Forum with various opinions and viewpoints from all regions and areas, we affirm that communities are an important force in solving environmental and public health issues. The Forum is useful for us to find better directions in the coming period, keeping in mind the sustainability, effectiveness, and usefulness for ourselves and our future generations. Thank you very much for your participation. We wish you health and we hope that the cause of environmental protection will continue to develop.  

