D
IUCN
Situation Analysis at Three Project Sites on
the Tonle Sap Lake, Cambodia

INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR CONSERVATION OF NATURE

Funded by

* *
*

* *

w * }

* % * —

FACT

EUROPEAN UNION sy LB



N
IUCN
\I

The designation of geographical entities in this
book, and the presentation of the material, do not
imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever
on the part of IUCN or the European Union
concerning the legal status of any country,
territory, or area, or of its authorities, or
concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or
boundaries. The views expressed in this
publication do not necessarily reflect those of
IUCN or the European Union.

This publication has been made possible in part
by funding from the European Union.

Published by: IUCN Cambodia

Copyright: © 2013 IUCN, International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources

Reproduction of this publication for educational or
other non-commercial purposes is authorized
without prior written permission from the copyright
holder provided the source is fully acknowledged.

Reproduction of this publication for resale or other
commercial purposes is prohibited without prior
written permission of the copyright holder.

Citation: Milne, S. (2013). Situation analysis at
three project sites on the Tonle Sap Lake,
Cambodia: IUCN. 56 pp.

Cover photo: © [IUCN Cambodia

Photo credits: © Sarah Milne, Khiev Vuthoun,
Pheakdey Sorn, and Chenda Say

Layout by: Ria Sen and Chenda Say
Printed by: IUCN Cambodia

Available from: IUCN Cambodia #6B,
Street 368, Beong Keng Kang Ill Chamkarmon,
P.O. Box: 1504, Phnom Penh, Cambodia

Tel: +855 (23) 222 311

www.iucn.org/cambodia/NSA



http://www.iucn.org/cambodia/NSA

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Non-State Actors in Development Project code EuropeAid/132-788/L/ACT/KH. The project title is
Strengthening Capacity of Fishing Communities in the Tonle Sap to Manage their Natural Resources
Sustainably. IUCN is very grateful to the Ministry of Environment and the Fisheries Administration for their
helpful cooperation and the EU for its generous support. Thank you also to two reviewers, Ron Jones of
the Natural Resources Institute of the University of Manitoba and Simon Mahood of the Wildlife
Conservation Society, for their very helpful comments on the draft report. The author is grateful to the
IUCN and FACT teams for their very patient support during fieldwork in March-April 2013, especially to Mr
Sorn Pheakdey and Mr Khiev Vuthoun who worked diligently as research assistants, and to all people at
the field sites who agreed to participate in the research and share their knowledge.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...ttt s ii
TABLE OF CONTENT S ..o etiiiiii ittt ettt ettt e e oottt e e o444 bttt e e o444 s kb ettt e e e e 44 sk b ettt e e e e e e bbb e et e e e e e s enbbbreeeeee s iii
LIST OF ACRONYMS . iv
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ttt ettt 4444ttt 44444 a kbt e e 44444 ekttt et e e 44 e s bbb bttt e e e e et e e et e e e e e s nnntes v
L. INTRODUCGCTION . .. 1
2. BACKGROUND ..ottt ittt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt £ttt ettt ettt et ettt ettt et et et e et entennennetnnnrnnee 2
Fisheries management 0N the TONIE SAP .......cc.uviiiiii i e e e s e e e e s e eaaraeee s 2
Communities and livelihoods 0N the TONIE SAP .......cciiiiiiiiiii e 3
3. SITUATION ANALY SIS ittt ettt e oottt e oo oo h bttt e oo 4o e s bbbttt e e e e e e bbb et e e e e e e e abbbn e e e aeeeaan 5
F N[ ESRr= Voo JETolo] o1 T PP O PP UPPPPPPR 5
Data collection and METhOUOIOGY .........viiiiiiieeiii ettt e e s bbb e e e s nneee s 5
4. BOEUNG CHHMAR, KAMPONG THOM PROVINCE. ......uuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 8
SHEE OVEBIVIBW ...ttt ettt ekt e h et e ettt e 4 st e o4 s bt e e 4k bt e oo a R et e oo s R et e e ek b et e e enbe e e e s nnn e e e e e br e e e e 8
Status and management Of the fISNEIY ........eii et 9
Institutional context and cOMMUNILY OFgANISALION .........occuiiiiiiiiee it 10
[IAVZT [T pToToTe 53X Ta o N {oToTo == Tol U |4 1A RSP 12
Potential IMPaCt Of tNE FCA ... . ettt s ettt e e e et e e e s tte e e s anbe e e e e tbeeeeaneeeeennnes 14
5. PLOV TOUK COMMUNE, KAMPONG CHHNANG PROVINCE ........cctttitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeieieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseenees 14
SHIE OVEIVIEW ...ttt et e e ekt e e et e e e bt e e s b et e e et e e e s s e e e e e s b e e e e e et e e s nrn e e e nnre s 14
Status and management Of the fISNEIY ......cooii i 16
Institutional context and COMMUNItY OFgANISALION ...........veiiiiieiiiitii et e e e e aaeeeeeas 17
[IAVZ=] g ToToTo Kr=TaTo I foToTo IXST=Tol U1 | OO PPPTR PP 18
THE FOIE OF FAIMING . ...ttt et e e bt e e et e e s bb e e e e st e e s annne e e s nneee s 19
Potential IMPACE Of TN FCAS ...ttt ettt e e e e e et bbb e e e e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e nntneeeas 20
6. KAMPONG PLUK COMMUNE, SIEM REAP PROVINCE........cotttitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeeeeenees 21
SHIE OVEIVIEW ...ttt ettt e ket e et e oo bt e e s bt e e et e e s s e e e e s e b et e e et e e s n e e e e s nr e s 21
Status and management Of the fISNEIY ......coooii i 22
Institutional context and coMmMUNIY OFgANISALION .........oicuiiiiiiiiee et 24
[IAVZ=] g ToToTo Kr=TaTo I {oTeTo IXST=T ot U | AU UPPTRTOR 25
1o =] 4 T PP PP 28
Potential IMPACE Of the FCA ...ttt e e e ettt e e e e e s e bbbt e e e e e s e abbb e e e e e e e e annteeeeas 29
7. RECOMMENDATIONS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt et ettt e ettt ettt ettt ettt e ettt ettt et et e ettt et e et e e et et e s eeeeeeeeeeeeeeannnees 29
Risks of fish conservation areas and how to mitigate theSe ..o 29
[ loTgTicelqTaTo JE= T le I oA 1 (U FT (T ] o FO PP UPPTR O 30
Project design and implemMENtaAtION...........c.uiiiiiiie e 31
8. REFERENGCES. . ... ittt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et et et et e e et s enenenenennnnne 33
0. ANINEXE S . .o e e 34
ANNEX 1 INTEIVIEW QUILE. ... e et 34
ANNEX 2: FOCUS GrOUP MESUILS. ...e ettt ettt e e 36



LIST OF ACRONYMS

ADB Asian Development Bank

CBO Community-Based Organization

CCF Coalition of Cambodian Fishers

CFi Community Fisheries

CPA Community Protected Area

FACT Fisheries Action Coalition Team

FCA Fish Conservation Area!

FCz Fish Conservation Zone?

FiA Fisheries Administration

IUCN International Union for Conservation of Nature
MAFF Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries
MoE Ministry of Environment

UNDP United Nations Development Programme
TSCP Tonle Sap Conservation Project

TSLP Tonle Sap Livelihoods Project

1This is an unofficial project term, which will be used to refer to the sites chosen for community-based protection
under the EU-NSA project. These sites have multiple and mixed jurisdictions; comprising CFi, CPA, and FCA areas.

°This term is used to refer to the recently declared government conservation areas on the Tonle Sap, which overlay
many of the former fishing lots. This is not an official term, but it is a widely used English term for the new
government-declared conservation areas.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the findings of a situation analysis conducted for the European Union-funded Non-
State Actors project in Cambodia, which will be implemented by the International Union for Conservation
of Nature (IUCN) and the Fisheries Action Coalition Team (FACT) over four years (2013-2016). The
situation analysis examines the socio-economic, institutional, and political dynamics affecting fisheries
management and livelihoods at the three project sites on the Tonle Sap: Plov Touk Commune in
Kampong Chhnang Province; Boeung Tonle Chhmar in Peam Bang Commune, Kampong Thom Province
(hereafter referred to as Boeung Chhmar); and Kampong Phluk Commune in Siem Reap Province.

These sites were selected for a range of reasons, including: (i) clear opportunities for the project to have
a positive social and environmental impact, through the implementation of community-based Fish
Conservation Areas (FCAs); and (ii) potential for the project to build on existing relationships and
initiatives at each site. The project comes at a time of tremendous change in governance arrangements
and property regimes on the Tonle Sap following the abolition of all private fishing lots in March 2012.
Thus, the analysis also attempts to gauge the impacts and implications of these changes for local
villagers and other resource-users and stakeholders.

Research and data collection involved meetings with stakeholders and project staff, field visits and
desktop research. Two to three days of fieldwork was conducted at each site in March-April 2013. The
field research involved unstructured interviews, key actor interviews, and focus group sessions that
employed a series of participatory rural appraisal techniques with a range of actors, including Community
Fisheries (CFi) committee members, Community-Based Organisations (CBOs), and randomly selected
villagers. Data was collected to inform the design and implementation of the project with particular
attention paid to potential opportunities and risks arising from the project, especially for poor or vulnerable
families.

In general, findings indicate that villagers are happy with the abolition of the fishing lots because they
perceive that it has resulted in increased fish availability and in most instances freedom to fish in former
lot areas from which they were previously excluded. Villagers also reported increases in the amount and
size of fish that they could catch, although this apparent recovery was not the case for all species and
requires further investigation. It is also vital to acknowledge that the apparent benefits of lot abolition are
not necessarily distributed evenly among fishers. There are three reasons for this: (i) some villagers lost
jobs and businesses that depended on operation of the lots; (ii) others lost their lot-dependent fishing
rights (negotiated with the former lot owners) due to the conversion of some lots into no-take FCZs that
do not allow access rights; and (iii) villagers are now competing with a significant influx of outsiders and
non-permanent fishers on the lake, some of whom use illegal and intensive fishing gear that continues to
exhaust the fishery at the expense of the poorest fishers. Resoundingly, across all three sites, “illegal
fishing by outsiders” was seen as the major new challenge for fishers’ livelihoods on the lake, although in
this complex environment villagers themselves were not exempt from illegal fishing either.

In terms of livelihoods and food security, each site has a high proportion of poor families with
approximately 50% considered poor according to government poverty categories 1 and 2. Livelihoods are
highly dependent on fishing, with villagers reporting that over 95% of household income came from
fishing in Kampong Phluk and Boeung Chhmar, with slightly less high rates in Plov Touk. The poorest
families, which comprise 13-20% of the population in each site, are very vulnerable. They live on a day to
day basis; if they fail to catch fish or acquire wage labour on a given day, then they have no food or
money left in reserve. Food security is not only a pressing concern for these families but also bears on
the less poor families in terms of nutrition and the range of foods they consume (e.g., vegetables). The
level of vulnerability and food insecurity is also highly seasonal depending on water levels and water
quality, which impact fishing capacity.

The three sites vary considerably in terms of local conditions, histories, institutions and livelihoods. The
distinguishing features of each site are as follows:



e Boeung Chhmar has five villages, 500-700 permanent families, and hundreds of semi-permanent or
transient others. The commune primarily consists of floating villages that are highly dependent on
fishing. Due to their lack of access to land, fishing represents 99% of livelihoods. Fishery
management institutions are complex, with Ministry of Environment (MoE) and Fisheries
Administration (FiA) playing overlapping and conflicting roles in the oversight of fishing areas and
activities. Furthermore, community-based institutions are hard to develop due to the remoteness of
some villages and the significant transient population, which includes many Vietnamese fishers.
Although most families appear to use illegal fishing equipment to survive, this situation may change
with improved management in the wake of lot abolition. Environmental degradation also appears to
be an issue here, with mass fish mortality due to shallow water and storms, although further research
is required into this matter. The project is likely to focus on the MoE Community Protected Area
(CPA) in Balot.

o Plov Touk has three villages and approximately 800 families. Due to wartime displacement, 40% of
this population lives in the neighbouring commune of Prolay Meas. Fishing comprises 70% of
people’s livelihoods with the other 30% derived from dry-season cash crop farming (e.g., sesame and
mung bean). A new fish conservation zone has been created in former Lot 1, negatively impacting
villagers in Slort. Moreover, the new committee for this area is considered weak; it is unable to
prevent outsiders from fishing and is not trusted by villagers due its hasty, top-down creation by the
FiA. The project may support implementation of this new conservation zone or the protection of a
different site, known as the Ghost Forest in Peam Knong, which is backed strongly by community
members and has additional values (e.g., cultural, tourism).

e Kampong Phluk has three villages and 718 families, all of whom are permanent Khmer residents.
The villagers have built tall stilt houses due to seasonal flooding, which inundates the area for six
months per year. The commune has strong local institutions with one CFi committee in place since
2001 and three CBOs. These have been facilitated by FACT and are networked with the Coalition of
Cambodian Fishers (CCF). Over 95% of the population depends on fishing but income is
supplemented by small businesses, tourism, and labouring both locally and in other provinces (e.g.,
cassava farming in eastern Cambodia). Tourism is substantial but most benefits appear to be
captured by the company SEAPAC and do not play a major role in local livelihoods. In former Lot 4, a
new conservation zone has been created. However, it is far from the villages and its management
must be shared with the neighboring commune. The project may choose to focus on the protection of
sites that are of greater importance to villagers such as the Lesser Whistling-Duck Canal (Prek
Provoeuk), which is already the focus of CFi activity; and former Lot 5, which could benefit local
families if the FiA was willing to share management authority with the CFi. This is an issue of long-
standing contention.

Finally, the report makes recommendations for project implementation and monitoring protocols,
especially in the light of emerging risks and opportunities. The primary risk is that the project becomes
consumed in government agendas; particularly if it engages in the implementation of new conservation
zones that now overlay large portions of the former lots. This could undermine the core project objectives
of fostering civil society and encouraging community-based or non-state management of fisheries
resources. Conversely, with careful engagement, the project has significant opportunity to achieve these
goals and positively influence the trajectory of governance on the lake, in this highly dynamic and
uncertain post-lot era.

Vi
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1. INTRODUCTION

The European Union in Cambodia, through its Non-State Actors in Natural Resource Management and
Social Development initiative, has funded a 4-year project (2013-2016) on the Tonle Sap, which will be
implemented by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and its local partner, the
Fisheries Action Coalition Team (FACT). This project aims to support local government, community, and
civil society efforts to manage fisheries resources at three sites on the Tonle Sap Lake. Its objectives are
to “strengthen the capacity of Community Fisheries (CFi) to sustainably and equitably manage fish
resources in the Tonle Sap”, specifically through the implementation of fish conservation areas (FCAS)
under local natural resource management plans supported by local CFi and commune structures. These
FCAs will be implemented at three sites (see Figure 1).

b
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In light of encouraging evidence about the potential effectiveness of protected areas in conserving fish
stock in the marine sector (Halpern 2003) and in community fish refuges in Cambodia (Joffre et al. 2012),
it is anticipated that well-implemented FCAs will lead to the recovery and maintenance of fish populations
within relatively short time-frames. In turn, this should support livelihoods through larger fish sizes,
increased fish populations, and stronger community-based institutions for fisheries management and
problem-solving around natural resources. This situation analysis, which examines the socio-economic,
institutional, and political dynamics affecting fisheries management and livelihoods at three sites on the
Tonle Sap, is intended to inform the design and implementation of the project by highlighting opportunities
and risks that may arise for local communities and other project stakeholders.
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Figure 1. Locator map of three project sites

The report presents the results of the situation analysis, which started in March 2013 with a series of site
visits. The analysis focuses on the social context of the proposed FCA sites and provides insights into the
institutional dimensions of site management and community-based organising through creation of bodies
like CFi committees. Key objectives of the analysis were to: (i) identify specific issues, constraints and
opportunities that may affect the design, implementation and potential outcomes of the project; (ii) assess
any risks that could arise from FCA implementation for local communities, such as the potential
distribution of costs and benefits from the FCA and other project activities, and the likely effects of this on
vulnerable households and social cohesion; (iii) in light of these risks, propose measures that the project
can take to mitigate against these; and (iv) provide recommendations on future monitoring and evaluation
protocols, including ideas for measuring change in local food security and nutrition.



2. BACKGROUND

Fisheries management on the Tonle Sap

Fish, livelihoods and politics are intimately connected in Cambodia. In recent years, this has made the
Tonle Sap Lake the scene of dramatic social and environmental transformation. For example, in 2011,
poor villagers became increasingly vocal about declining fish stocks and over-exploitation of fisheries by
powerful elites and private lot owners (CGIAR 2012). In response, the Prime Minister took radical action:
he created an inspection panel to investigate the situation; issued an order to stop illegal fishing on the
Tonle Sap; and in March 2012, abolished all 35 private fishing lots. These actions ended a fishing regime
that had been in place since the French colonial period and propelled fisheries management on the lake
into a new phase with unpredictable social and environmental consequences (Cooperman et al. 2012;
Marschke 2012). In the wake of these changes, many noted the potential for a tragedy of the commons
scenario (Kong 2012), while others linked the cancellation of the fishing lots to Hun Sen’s political
motivations given the looming commune and national elections in 2012-2013. Questions were therefore
raised about whether the cancellation of the fishing lots was actually intended to enable recovery of fish
stocks, with consequent benefits for poor families, or whether it reflected other more populist-political
designs. Also of note, given the political dynamics at play, was that the abolition was a unilateral decision
from “the top”, involving little consultation with the FiA and apparently no forward planning?®.

Since the lots were abolished, efforts to develop a legitimate and sustainable fisheries management
regime have commenced. Although the process is being led by government, communities have been
given a strong mandate to manage the former fishing lots and help reduce illegal activity (e.g., following
Hun Sen’s Order 443 on 24 April 2012, which called for “establishment of community fisheries to manage
fishing lots that the Royal Government abolished”). This mandate makes use of the 2007 Community
Fisheries Sub-Decree, which was promulgated after many years of debate (Levinson 2002). The legal
creation of community fisheries must follow
a set of well-defined steps, outlined in the
sub-decree, which includes resource
mapping and the development of rules and
regulations for fisheries management.

Alongside the promotion of community
fisheries, referred to as sahakoum in
Khmer, the government has emphasised
the creation of new conservation zones
where the fishing lots once operated. Fifty
of these new zones have been created on
the lake, two of which overlap with the
proposed FCAs for this project (Kampong
Phluk and Plov Touk)*. These new Community fishery committee in Kampong Phluk
conservation zones have been created through top-down processes with limited community participation
and no open discussion of potential livelihood impacts. According to the FiA cantonment officers, the new
conservation zones “belong to the national level” and that villagers have “a right to participate in
protection through the sahakoum”. Thus, many of the new sahakoum (CFi) entities created by the FiA
since April 2012 appear to be vehicles for government-led law enforcement in areas that were formerly

3The lack of forward planning is indicated by the fact that the re-designation of the former lots as CFi and
conservation zones was largely “reactionary”, coming after the abolition of the lots, without due process (S. Mahood,
pers. comm.).

“Prior to this there were only six conservation areas on the lake. Apparently 10% of the former lots have now been
designated as conservation or no-take zones with the idea that fish will “spill out” into surrounding CFi areas, an idea
that has been hard to realise in practice due to poor design/location/management of the new conservation areas (S.
Mahood, pers. comm.).
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Small scale fishers on the Tonle Sap lake

under fishing lots®. The FiA director in Kampong Chhnang said: “We are here in the town, and cannot see
the lake... thus it is the villagers who must stop the illegal activity”. Villager reports from all three sites
confirm the government-dominated management of new CFi entities, and that they remain only partially
implemented. This approach is not an ideal model for community-based conservation, which in theory
should empower communities to devise and implement natural resource management plans themselves
(Brosius et al. 2005).

Finally, with the management regime in flux, observers working with communities now note that illegal
fishing has become the “new challenge” for livelihoods and resource conservation; particularly fishing
conducted by “rich middlemen and Vietnamese” who use sophisticated equipment®. The majority of
people interviewed for the situation analysis saw illegal fishing as a major issue. One local leader in
Kampong Phluk captured these concerns succinctly, saying: “if the government can crack down on illegal
activity, then there will be enough fish for everyone”. In response to such commentary, and perhaps in the
heat of the election campaign, the government has taken additional measures to tackle illegal fishing. As
of April 2013, new multi-agency protection teams will operate law enforcement activities on Tonle Sap”. It
is unclear how these teams will interact with underlying CFi committees and conservation areas. In this
rapidly evolving governance arena, much remains to be seen.

Communities and livelihoods on the Tonle Sap

There are said to be three kinds of fishing
people on the Tonle Sap lake: permanent
residents living in floating villages: permanent
residents of villages that are on land for six
months and on water for six months; and
transient fishers who live on the land and come
to fish for three months each year, with the
onset of the dry season and after the rice
harvests in November. Fishing livelihoods are
finely tuned and highly seasonal. Fishers must
make decisions about how to invest their effort
in response to myriad risks, trade-offs, and
opportunities. They must also account for the
dynamic effects of factors such as seasonal =
changes in water level and quality; weather Temporary fishers

5At a fundamental level, | would suggest that these new conservation areas are an effort by the government to assert
ownership over the former fishing lots, which previously generated government revenue through royalties. The
conservation areas provide an opportunity for FiA to leverage new informal taxes, and it comes as no surprise that
people perceive that the conservation areas are located where most of the fish are (S. Mahood, pers. comm.).
Literature on the use of natural resources laws for revenue generation in Southeast Asia is instructive (Sikor and To
2011).

SReferences to “the Vietnamese” were frequent during the course of research, but the commentary was not nuanced,
with little acknowledgement that many are long-term ethnic Vietnamese residents of Cambodia, who are also poor.
Further work is required to understand precisely who the Vietnamese fishers are.

"These multi-agency teams will include (at least) officials from MoE, FiA, Ministry of Water Resources and
Meteorology, police, and local authorities.



events; the coming and going of migrants; fish movements around the lake, ponds, canals and tributaries;
the role of management and legal instruments, such as the closed season on the lake from October to
January; and potential variations in markets that affect fish prices, relationships with middlemen and fuel

prices. These factors shape livelihood decision-
making in complex and interrelated ways
(Marschke and Berkes 2006).

Local decisions about fishing strategies and
investment of effort are particularly critical
because livelihoods on the Tonle Sap generally
lack diversity and people are highly dependent
on fishing (Baran et al. 2007). This means that, if
fishers suffer from poor catches due to declining
stocks and/or bad luck, or if they experience
‘shocks’ such as storms or theft that lead to
broken or lost fishing equipment, then they can
become vulnerable very quickly. People have
some capacity to respond to these stresses and
shocks, reflecting a degree of resilience
(Marschke and Berkes 2006), but the lack of
livelihood diversification options has both social
and environmental implications. For example, if
fish stocks decline, fishers do not necessarily
stop fishing. Rather, to sustain fish catches, they
invest more time and resources in fishing, and
there is a strong temptation to use illegal and
non-traditional fishing gear.

A range of these socio-ecological dynamics was
evident during the situation analysis. For
instance, it appears that the 2012 closure of the
fishing lots has enabled the fishery to recover
somewhat and/or made more fish available for
local communities, but this needs to be verified®.
Meanwhile, there is evidence that villagers are
diversifying their income sources through
farming and a range of labouring opportunities,
which may increase resilience over time®.

In light of villagers’ high vulnerability and
dependence on fishing, strong efforts to support
community-based natural resource management
and advocacy on the Tonle Sap have been
made in recent years. Most notably, the
Cambodian Coalition of Fishers (CCF) is a
grassroots advocacy network that has lobbied
government and was apparently instrumental in

Livelihoods on the Tonle Sap depend on a wide range
of fishing activities

triggering the abolition of the fishing lots in 2012. FACT has built the CCF’s capacity since 2000 and has
supported its efforts to establish dialogue with government. However, “political problems” and conflicts

8Some observers suggest that fish stock recovery is unlikely in the 1-2 years since abolition. Furthermore, a major
compounding factor in understanding the impact of lot abolition is the magnitude of the annual flood, which was large
(leading to greater fish numbers) in 2012, the year of lot abolition (S. Mahood, pers. comm.).

°The motivations for and effects of this livelihood diversification need further investigation. Until recently,
diversification would have been driven in part by declining fish stocks and loss of fishing livelihoods due to the private
lots, and the ongoing need to cover household health and education expenses.

4



have made the process difficult, even though these were apparently “resolved” in 20111°. The CCF now
holds workshops three times a year at which they can make public statements and raise issues with
government, although relationships with the FiA are still delicate.

Since the lot abolition, the CCF has demanded that only “family fishing gear” be permitted on the lake!.
This would enable poor fishermen to make a living, while restricting the catches of commercial and elite
players that use expensive and intensive fishing equipment, which is often illegal. However, this measure
is yet to be implemented and those who catch the most fish have the most equipment and resources
(e.g., good boats, ability to hire labour, long nets). This presents a classic common pool resource
problem, in which community members are unable to exclude others or prevent them from resource-
intensive fishing that comes at a collective cost (Ostrom 1990).

The other significant work by FACT and CCF is the creation of CBOs. The Tonle Sap now has 69 CBOs
and their capacity is growing. The creation of CBOs is seen as a way to bypass government bureaucracy
in the operation of conventional CFi committees, which require signatures from officials at all levels and
must follow the CFi sub-decree step by step. In contrast, CBOs require only a signature from the
commune chief. They have therefore provided the basis for activities such as savings groups, self-help
groups, and awareness-raising about human rights and democracy. Critically, CBOs enable advocacy on
behalf of fishermen, which is harder to achieve through the FiA-influenced CFi committees. Therefore,
they function as an important complement to these committees, although there are no particular rules as
to how they should co-ordinate with the CFi committees. The CBO model is promising and has received
assistance from international donors such as Forum Syd and McKnight Foundation.

3. SITUATION ANALYSIS

Aims and scope

The three field sites were visited to examine the local institutional environment; the level and nature of
community organisation, with a focus on state-society relationships; livelihoods, food security and equity
issues; and the state of the fisheries resource, as perceived by local people. Particular attention was also
paid to the implications of the FCAs for income and food security. In keeping with these aims, the
situation analysis for each site is presented under the following headings:

e Site overview: describes the location, setting and villages.

e Status and management of the fishery: describes local perceptions of the resource, the current
management regime and structures, and key historical moments that shape the present.

e Institutional context and community organisation: describes the CFi status, CBOs, state-society
relations, and other conservation initiatives.

e Livelihoods and food security: includes livelihoods description and ranking, analysis of wealth
distribution, seasonality and diversity of livelihoods, and food security issues.

e Potential impact of FCA: explores potential impacts of proposed FCA sites, and alternative sites.

Data collection and methodology

Research methods used in this study derive from the qualitative social sciences, especially anthropology
and geography. To the extent possible, the approach has been to “give people voices” through the

10According to FACT, these political problems peaked in 2010 with an impasse between CCF and the FiA. This was
resolved in 2011 when CCF members met the National Senate Committee, which enabled them to communicate with
the Prime Minister. FACT claims that this meeting eventually led to the abolition of the fishing lots but Hun Sen
probably had other reasons and motivations for the lot abolition that came into play.

1This was a common suggestion among villagers (Nesat Leakanak Kruosa): “If fishing on the lake is traditional then
it will be sustainable and there will be enough to go around”. The implication is that when more intensive equipment is
used, problems arise with over-fishing and inequality. However, “family fishing gear” remains poorly defined and
enforced in Cambodia, meaning that “medium scale” equipment is now becoming the de facto family scale, reflecting
the ratchet effect of fishing capacity (Ron Jones, pers. comm.).
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research process, by listening to them carefully, recording their words in full, and conveying their views
and perspectives accurately through the written report.

A range of data collection techniques was used, including: key actor interviews, participant observation,
unstructured and semi-structured interviews, and
focus group sessions in which participatory rural
appraisal tools were used (Chambers 1993; Russel
and Harshbarger 2003). These research methods
were employed as consistently as possible across
the three field sites, which were visited by the 3-
person team for 2.5 days per site!?. Although a
generic interview guide was used, specific questions
were tailored to circumstances and opportunities as
they arose. All interviews were conducted in Khmer
by the research team, with responses translated on-

the-spot and written down in English.

Focus group in Kampong Phluk

Two focus group discussions were conducted at each site (see table). The first included all members of
the sahakoum. This group was questioned about fisheries management, community-based natural
resource management, and asked to draw a sketch map of the area. The sketch maps indicate key
features of the local landscape from a community perspective, and they have been reproduced
electronically in this report, in the hope that they become a project resource.

The second focus group was with a collection of 7-10 “ordinary citizens” (prochijoeun toemeda), the
majority from poorer families. To assemble these groups, families were either randomly selected from the
village chief’s list of residents (in Balot village near Boeung Tonle Chhmar); or, where there was no list of
local residents, chosen to represent a cross-section of poorer people from across the commune or village
(in Kampong Phluk and Plov Touk). Some selection bias may have occurred due to: (i) the need to find
villagers who were available at relatively short notice, and who were not busy farming or fishing during the
morning, and (i) the involvement of local leaders in selecting and caIImg part|C|pants for the meetlng in
Kampong Phluk and Plov Touk communes. A small per A

diem was given to focus group attendees to cover their
food and fuel costs associated with attendance. The
energy and interest at each focus group discussion
conveyed a clear sense that local people were happy to
share their ideas and be given a voice through the
research process. Approximately equal numbers of
men and women participated in the focus groups.

Finally, it must be noted that our position was not
neutral. The team consisted of two Cambodians
employed as project staff and one foreigner who, from
the perspective of local people, represented potential
access to external resources. Although this may have
influenced some responses, it was accounted for in the analysis and did not compromise the research.
Furthermore, during the fieldwork in Boeung Chhmar, we were escorted by MoE rangers and we stayed
at the MoE ranger station. This was difficult at times, as it was apparent that villagers were unwilling to
speak about their fishing activities in the rangers’ presence.

Meeting with CBO in Kampong Phluk

12The research team was led by Dr Sarah Milne and Mr Sorn Pheakdey (IUCN) with assistance from Mr Khieu
Vuthoun (FACT). Another FACT officer joined the Kampong Pluk visit but she was not involved in data collection or
translation.



Table: Data collection activities and timeline

Location

Dates 2013

Activities

Meetings with
staff and partner
organisations in
Phnom Penh and
provincial capitals
(Siem Reap,
Kampong
Chhnang, and
Kampong Thom)

12 March-5 April
(over 12 days)

Meetings with:

Mr Kong Kimsreng, Senior Programme Officer,
IUCN Cambodia

Mr Om Savath, Director, FACT

FiA cantonment directors/deputies in Kampong
Chhnang, Siem Reap, and Kampong Thom

FACT project staff in Siem Reap
Dr Eric Baran, Senior Scientist, WorldFish

FACT project officer in Kampong Chhnang

Focus group meeting with villagers in Balot
Interviews with four villagers in two villages

Meetings with Balot deputy village chief, two

Field Trip to commune councillors
Boeung Chhmar, | 14-16 March
Kampong Thom (2.5 days) e Interviews with MoE staff: Balot ranger chief and
Province deputy director of Boeung Chhmar core area
e Visit to CPA site and visit to new conservation site
(former Lot 6)
e Focus group with CPA committee in Balot
e Focus group with villagers in Peam Knong
e Focus group with CFi committee
Field Trip to Plov ¢ Meetings with commune chief, deputy commune
Touk, Kampong 17-19 March chief, commune council members
Chhnan - .
Provincg (2.5 days) e \Visit to proposed FCA site at Slort and another
potential site in Peam Knong known as the Ghost
Forest
e Interviews with four villagers
e Focus group meeting with commune residents
e Focus group with CFi committee
) ) e Meeting with CBO
Field trip to )
Kampong Phluk, 2-5 April e Interviews with five villagers
Siem Reap (3 days) e Meetings with commune chief, second deputy
Province

commune chief, village chief in Kouk Kdol, and the
head of the CBO network in Siem Reap who is also
deputy CFi committee chief

Visit to proposed FCA site at former Lot 4




4. BOEUNG CHHMAR, KAMPONG THOM PROVINCE

Site overview

This site is located in Peam Bang Commune of Stoung District. Stoung is a large town on the eastern
shore of the Tonle Sap. Boeung Chhmar is difficult to access from Stoung when the water level is low,
however, so we accessed Boeung Chhmar by crossing the lake from Kampong Lourng in Pursat
Province. There are five villages in this populous commune, all of which are floating villages: Dourng
Sdeung with 100-200 families; Balot with 35-100; Povouey with over 100; Peam Bang with about 200;
and Pichkrey with 100. Exact population figures could not be obtained and were highly variable due to the
large transient and semi-permanent populations. Permanent residents were said to be those who had
resided in the commune for over 10 years. A sketch map of the area drawn by villagers in the focus group
is reproduced below (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Sketch map of proposed project site and surrounding villages near Boeung Chhmar

Many transient fishers are either rice farmers from other provinces or Viethamese from Kampong Lourng.
When Khmer farmers lack rice or are no longer busy farming, they come to the lake to fish, staying 3-4
months at a time. Commune Council members said that although the commune population is officially
680 families, there are many additional outsiders or non-permanent residents (at least another 680
families). The distribution of permanent and non-permanent families is uneven between villages, e.g.,
Doeung Sdeung has only 10% “outsiders” but Balot has many more. Counted among the outsiders and
non-permanent residents are the Vietnamese, who represent approximately 20% of the commune
population in Peam Bang. Only 10 Viethamese households have their names in the village book as
permanent residents. The explanation for this is that the Vietnamese families “come and go depending
upon their business”, which includes fishing and trading. They are said to fish more intensively than
ordinary Khmer people, working harder and using more expensive/intensive equipment.

Boeung Chhmar is one of the three core protection zones in the MoE-managed Tonle Sap Biosphere
Reserve, a multiple-use area encompassing the whole lake. The site has unquestionable biodiversity
values and rich birdlife (e.g., 10,000 pelicans were observed in June 2012). As the site is under MoE
protection, the community-managed fishing area in Balot is called a community protected area (CPA).
The CPA is the proposed site for the project. It was chosen for contrast and comparison with FiA-
managed CFi areas in the other two sites.

BThere was apparently only 1 MoE-backed CPA in the Boeung Chhmar core area.
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Flooded forest in Boueng Chhmar

In addition to the CPA, there are also three CFi areas in the commune, which appear to overlap with the
MoE managed protected area: in Peam Bang, Dourng Sdeung, and Povouey.

Much of the situation analysis was focused on Balot due to its proximity to the CPA. According to the
deputy village chief, Balot has 27 permanent families, and over 100 migrant families, mainly from
Stoeung, who arrive in December and leave in June. Among the migrants, villagers said they know only
about 5% of the families personally: those who return annually for fishing. There are also two sub-villages
of Balot called Ta Our Sar Tuol, which has only 5-14 permanent households, and Plov Touk, which has
about 10 temporary families!4. In addition to the migrant families, many outsiders from nearby fishing
villages (Kampong Thom, Siem Reap, and Kampong Chhnang) come to fish illegally for 4-5 days at a
time. This was cause for concern among fishermen in Balot who saw the outsiders as competitors.

Unlike the other two project sites, the villages in Boeung Chhmar are dispersed and some are quite far
from each other (e.g., one hour by boat). Governance is affected by the distance of leaders from villages
and the large transient population. For example, the commune chief is said to be rarely seen because he
lives in Stoeung, the district capital. This remoteness also affects services and markets. There is one
health post and an NGO clinic, said to be insufficient. Essential goods come in from Chnort Trou and
Kampong Lourng, each about one hour away. Finally, mobility is hard when the water is low: big boats
are unable to get around due to shallow water and even small boats bottom out on Boeung Chhmar. In
addition, old nets in the water regularly get entangled in motors and many canals are congested with
water hyacinth hampering travel.

Status and management of the fishery

Since the abolition of the fishing lots, many people say that the fish are coming back. Villagers have
reported that the fish are now bigger and more plentiful. However, as in other sites on the lake, villagers
reported a selective recovery whereby some fish species had reappeared while others had not!®. Since
abolition of the lots, villagers were happy with the freedom to fish where they wanted, and most villages
reported an improvement in their livelihoods, due to greater access to fish16, In relation to this, one
commune councillor was keen to emphasise that illegal fishing had also declined dramatically since
abolition of the lots because people were no longer forced to use “non-traditional” gear in order to catch
the few small fish that were available. However, this comment was rather anachronistic, given others’
accounts of the prevalence and rise of illegal fishing since abolishment of the lots.

There are four former lots in Peam Bang Commune: Lot 6 (Tonle Chhmar), Lot 7 (Pichkrey), Lot 4 (Balot),
and Lot 5 (Peam Bang). Lots 4 and 6 have been converted for conservation, and Lots 7 and 5 have been
given to villages as open access resources. The two new conservation zones, declared in March 2012,
were implemented within a week for immediate approval of the Prime Minister.

14Even the permanent households move around in their floating houses, hence the population range.

15In Balot, they said that expensive fish like trei ros (Channa straiata) had declined, which they suggested might be
related to increasing numbers of trei deap (Channa micropeltes), which eats trei ros (Channa straiata). Overall, they
said that trei chhpen (Hypsibarbus spp.) had increased. The differential recovery rates are to be expected given the
very short time since abolition of the lots.

16Some said their livelihoods had improved 10%. Others cited their increased ability to catch fish, e.g., one woman
said that during the time of the lots they could only net 1-2 kg of fish/day and now they can net 10-20 kg. Others
measured the improvement in terms of changing net size: last year they used 0.05 nets, this year they are using 0.08,
because there are more and bigger fish.



Doun Sdeung village

Villagers generally complained about these new conservation zones and they particularly disagreed with
the conservation of former Lot 67 where they were now hesitant to fish because “authorities would
confiscate their equipment and fine them”. The CPA committee members and villagers did not know
about the management of the new conservation zones but they were aware that FiA, MoE and MPs were
involved. Notably, villagers said that they had not been called to any meetings about the governance
changes, nor had there been any awareness-raising or boundary demarcation to make people aware of
the new conservation areas. Some local authorities and MoE officers also complained about the lack of
consultation from the “high level”. It was unclear whether the CPA overlapped with the new conservation
zones or not — this requires further liaison and clarification of boundaries.

In spite of the new conservation zones and governance arrangements, illegal fishing is still considered a
major issue in the area although the subject is sensitive. According to villagers and local authorities, the
main illegal activities are: (i) Mong houm used on the lake to encircle fish, this method can yield 200-500
kg in one night; (ii) Saichkrahaom (literally
“red meat”’), which is an illegal red
coloured net from Thailand, with very
small holes; (iii) electro-fishing, which is
said to be predominantly used by
outsiders; and (4) use of a light at night
time to coax fish into long nets.

Finally, the question of environmental
degradation around Boeung Chhmar, and
the implications of this for fish
populations, also requires  further
investigation. The issue emerged when
villagers, rangers, and FiA officials spoke
of a large storm in May 2012, which
occurred when the water level was very Villagers have observed more and bigger fish since the

low. This stirred up sediments from the abolishment of ots

lake floor, causing a lack of oxygen in the water, and the death of seven tonnes of fish. Villagers were
apparently very happy because they made prahoc with the dead fish, but questions were raised about
what would happen if more storm events like this occurred. Although most said that the fish die-off was a
natural phenomenon, this kind of event demonstrates plausible links to climate change and environmental
degradation, e.g., extreme weather events combined with low water levels caused by dry-season
irrigation and increased sedimentation from erosion due to forest loss and land-use change!®.
Conservation in shallow areas may therefore require more than just protection; other interventions to
prevent mass die-offs of fish may also be necessary.

Institutional context and community organisation

Both MoE and FiA play roles in protecting the Boeung Chhmar area. Broadly speaking, MoE protects
biodiversity and natural resources like flooded forest and wildlife (i.e., the biosphere reserve), while the

"Former Lot 6 was divided so that 90% went to conservation and 10% went to the people: it is strictly protected with
no fishing permitted at all. The FiA plans to install a station for protection of the area in cooperation with local
authorities.

B|nterestingly, a similar storm event was reported in the news in May 2013, after fieldwork was conducted.
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FiA focuses on fish and prevention of illegal fishing. Since 2000, MoE has received international support
for its program in Boeung Chhmar, initially from the ADB and later from the UNDP Tonle Sap
Conservation Project (TSCP) in which IUCN played a role. MoE has a strong presence in the area, for
example:

e Doeung Sdeung hosts the imposing MoE headquarters for management of the Boeung Chhmar core
area. This now run-down structure is built on tall stilts to accommodate seasonal floods and
accessible only via a set of broken stairs in the dry season. The station was constructed with funds
from an ADB loan.

e There are 15 MoE rangers and 1 deputy director stationed in the area: 8 at headquarters; 3 in Balot;
and 5 at Povouey.

e The ranger based at Balot was said to be a “local authority” himself. He was very involved in the
affairs of Balot and is the main person responsible for the CPA.

IUCN has a long-standing relationship with MoE at this site. This means that the project may acquire “the
face” of the MoE at the local level, with villagers being unable to distinguish between projects and actors.
This could constrain some of the relationships that IUCN wishes to build with communities in the non-
state domain, and potentially also with FiA in the area.

The proposed project site in Boeung Chhmar is the MoE-approved CPA, which is similar to the CFi
concept but is allowed for under Cambodia’s Protected Area Law. The CPA covers 27 hectares, including
a 5-hectare FCA classified for strict protection, which is located over a deep pool (anlong) next to the sub-
village of Ta Our Sar Tuol. The CPA has been demarcated and contains mainly flooded forest.

The CPA or sahakoum in Balot was formed in 2006-2007 through TSCP. Its creation emerged from
village protests over the privatisation of fishing grounds by local authorities, reflecting a strong community
will to protect the area. According to the local MoE ranger, the CPA was well protected during the TSCP
time. Back then, the area was properly demarcated with signboards and patrolled regularly. No outsiders
were allowed into the 27 hectares and there were no hyacinth traps?®. He said the goal of the CPA was to
enable the community to “protect mother fish and biodiversity” and that the sahakoum could catch illegal
fishers in the area themselves or in collaboration with MoE rangers.

However, management of the CPA has lapsed for at least the past two years. For example:

e Signboards have been destroyed and the old UNDP station at the site is derelict.

e The sahakoum has not had regular meetings in years. Of the seven original committee members,
only two have remained living in the village. The chief of the sahakoum apparently left the village in
2010 “to go farming” and has not returned.

o lllegal hyacinth traps were seen right next to the strictly protected 5-hectare deep pool and villagers in
Balot blamed villagers in Ta Our Sar Tuol for fishing in that area.

In spite of the lapse in management, villagers are keen to re-form the committee and resume protection of
the CPA, which they say they have been unable to do in the absence of external support. A new
committee election will probably be required, along with selection of a new sahakoum chief. There is
currently a de facto committee in operation (with support from MoE), consisting of two old committee
members and four new “candidates” who wish to stand for election. The sahakoum lacks budget, which
they need for boats and fuel to conduct patrols. Committee members also want support for training,
capacity building, and a station at the deep pool. In addition, committee members said that they wanted
strong official backing for the sahakoum so that outsiders would recognise them and they could therefore
enforce the law and/or their own rules and regulations.

19]|legal floating fish traps of hyacinth, harvested 1-2 times a year.
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Villagers’ and committee members’ primary motivation for re-establishing the CPA is apparently their
concern about the outsiders who come to fish in areas they perceive to be “their” fishing grounds. One
committee members said: “When the fish come, the outsiders come... they have a lot of modern
equipment. They stay for a few days and
collect a lot of fish, all kinds of fish... then
they leave. It's not sustainable”.
Committee members said: “if we have a
clear committee and boundary, then we can
control the outsiders”.

In addition to the CPA, there are three CFi
sites in the commune, which are apparently
more advanced in implementation than the
CPA. These CFi sites (in Peam Bang,
Dourng Sdeung, and Povouey) are
connected to the CCF and receive funds
from Forum Syd and FACT. Conservation
International also supports two community
rangers in each of the three CFi sites to
monitor otters and birds. The situation
analysis did not collect detailed information about these sites but their presence does have an impact on
the CPA and the area’s governance?,

Drawing a sketch map in Balot

Finally, on top of the layers of law enforcement and sahakoum entities that already exist in Boeung
Chhmar, there was much discussion of the new committee or working group established to manage the
new conservation zone in former Lot 6. This group, supervised by the provincial governor, consists of FiA,
MoE, Military Policy, police, commune chief, and sahakoum?2. The group has no budget, so it must
leverage fines from those who conduct illegal activity in order to continue to operate. Nevertheless, the
MoE Director at Boeung Chhmar said that the creation of the working group had improved cooperation
between MoE and MAFF. He also emphasised that the sahakoum could not protect this area alone: “if we
give it to them, they will destroy it like anarchy... it's because they want money and they will do corruption
with outsiders” he said. The villagers had a counter-narrative, saying that the working group itself was
involved in corruption and that they had recently written a letter of complaint to the provincial governor
about the problem?3. Villagers called for a consultative process on the new conservation zone and clear
boundary demarcation so that they would not have to pay arbitrary bribes to the working group before
going fishing.

Livelihoods and food security

In Boeung Chhmar, about 65% of the population is considered poor, falling into either category 1 or 2 of
the government’s poverty rankings. Each village is said to have 10-20 “very poor” families, depending on
village size. These families have only wooden row boats, and they must fish everyday in order to eat,
selling most of their catch to buy rice. One local leader’s explanation for this ongoing poverty was that fish
catches had declined in recent years and that there were many “new” people and outsiders competing for
fish in the area. Since the abolition of the lots, however, livelihoods have started to improve. These
narratives indicate people’s high dependence on fish in Boeung Chhmar, and the lack of other livelihood
options.

20These outsiders operate in groups of 10-15 boats. They are said to catch 400-500 kg of fish/day, “even fish with
eggs”.

2lvillagers in Balot also complained about the CFi committees in