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CHAPTERII

INTRODUCTION

Tonle Sap Lake (TSL), also known as the Great Lake, is located in central
Cambodia, and is known as the heart of Cambodia. It is the largest permanent
freshwater body in Southeast Asia and is among the most productive freshwater
ecosystems in the world (World Water, 2006). The TSL’s fisheries directly support
more than one million people around the lake and provide the single largest source of
protein for Cambodia’s population (Slocomb, 2010). TSL has played a crucial role in
sustaining local peoples’ livelihoods as well as the livelihoods of the wider
Cambodian population for many generations, particularly in regards to their food and
economic security. Any changes, therefore, in the fishery management policy around
TSL will impact directly on the human security of local people and indirectly on
outsiders.

This thesis investigates whether the Cambodian policy of decentralization of
fishery management, through the establishment of community fisheries (CFs) in local
communities, is strengthening economic and food security of fishers around TSL.
Throughout the thesis, the many interactions between the balance of power and
responsibility among local actors to implement the decentralization policy in fishery
management are investigated, alongside an examination of the challenges and
opportunities in the process of creating and managing community fisheries. At the
same time, the impact of policy implementation on local fishers’ economic and food
security is critically determined. In considering this process, three communities with
different contexts were selected for the case study, namely: Prek Trob, Doun Try, and
Kbal Taol in Battambang province.

The thesis is composed of six chapters: chapter 1 describes the design of the
research; chapter 2 is a review of previous literature relevant to Cambodia’s
decentralization of fishery management and the relationship between the TSL’s
fisheries and the economic and food security of local fishers; chapter 3 explores the
challenges and opportunities of establishing CFs in Prek Trob and Doun Try
communities; chapter 4 discusses the reasons why a CF has not been established in

Kbal Taol; chapter 5 evaluates the relationship between the changing economic and



food security of fishers in the three selected communities and the Cambodian
government’s decentralization policy on fishery management; finally, chapter 6 offers
a series of conclusions and recommendations based on the findings presented in

chapters 3 to 5.
1.1 Statement of Problem

Since the late 1970s until the fishery reform in 2000, fishing activities in
Cambodia were classified into two categories: limited access fisheries areas consisting
of large-scale fishing lots for private owners; and open access fishing areas consisting
of medium-scale and small-scale fishing areas for communities. From the late 1980s,
the large-scale fishing lot areas expanded and began to encroach into the open access
areas of local communities. Because the large-scale fishing lots were located in more
productive fishing areas compared to the medium-scale and small-scale fishing areas -
with some of the private lots even incorporating entire villages within their boundaries
- some conflicts between large-scale fishing lot owners and local communities
occurred during the 1980s and 1990s. Local people complained about the exploitation
of fishery resources in TSL by the lot owners and blamed the owners of the fishing
lots for having the exclusive right to harvest fish from the lots that were located in the
most productive fishing areas (FACT’s workshop in 2011). Partly due to growing
criticism over the fishing lot system and its inefficiencies, in a sudden move in 2000,
Cambodia’s Prime Minister, Samdech Hun Sen, handed 56% of the fishing lots area
back to the communities (Briones and Garcia, 2008). At the same time, “community
fisheries” (CFs) were created to manage the open access area of each community.!

Following the release of the fishing areas in 2000 and in the absence of
decentralization laws in fishery management, over one hundred CFs were created by
local communities in their own way with support and facilitation by local non-
government organizations (NGOs) and international NGOs. However, the government
recognized the need for more formalized arrangements and guidelines for CFs and the

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) issued the Sub-Decree on

! The idea of creating CFs emerged out of the Seila initiative, which has piloted decentralization in
Cambodia since 1996, and from the initial agenda set by the Royal Government of Cambodia in
1999.



Community Fisheries Management, the Fisheries Law, and a Prakas on Guidelines for
Community Fisheries in 2005, 2006 and 2007 respectively. The sub-decree states the
government has an important role to play in setting guidelines and standards for CFs
and monitoring implementation. The sub-decree has increased the government’s
involvement in creating, governing and organizing CFs. Because of these changes,
there has been a process of adjustment in powers, responsibilities and accountabilities
between the local government institutions and local communities in implementing the
decentralization policy. At best, the involvement of the government can be seen as an
attempt to standardize the best practices of the decentralization in fishery management
from the diversity of approaches adopted by the NGOs. Furthermore, within the
fishery legal framework, the implementation of the fishery management around TSL
has been put under the authority of lower and local government institutions.

Before the fishery reform was in place, fishery resources around TSL were
already under serious threat. It is critical, therefore, to determine whether the
decentralization of fishery management can be an effective solution to the crisis
around the lake. In principle, the policy of decentralization is seen by the Royal
Government of Cambodia (RGC), NGOs, and local people as an opportunity for local
communities to control, manage, and use resources in their own way. If well-
implemented, the approach could be sustainable, and provide a better way to improve
the livelihood and well-being of local people. Furthermore, the establishment of CFs
should create local community organizations whose function is to offer a solution to
the management of fishery resources around TSL. Such groups have the potential to
address many of the present fishery issues, and to increase equity of access to the
resources within the community (Middleton, Vann and Pen, 2005). In this sense, it is
seen that the establishment of CFs will not only serve to manage the fishery resources
in the community in a sustainable manner, but also to strengthen food and economic
security, as well as the broader human security of people around the lake.

However, this reform of fishery management might not be complete solution
to the crisis around the lake as long as some existing additional challenges remain.
First, the lack of experienced human resources, especially of qualified and competent
staff, and the limited public-spending budget both impede the government’s

implementation of the decentralization policy in fishery management (MAFF, 2006).
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Second, the culture of decentralization has not yet fully developed within local levels
of management so that policies are implemented in a reliable fashion (Kim and
Ojendal, 2007). Other concerns include: the limited knowledge and participation of
local communities in managing and controlling CFs; the interaction and balance of
power of the involved actors; and the lack of accountability and responsiveness of
officers and experts in the fishery sector (Kim and Ojendal, 2007).

If the RGC’s policy governing the fishery does not deal with the crisis in
fisheries management, this could lead to further confusion over access rights and
result in continued irresponsible fishing and further conflict (Serrat, 2005). Such
misconduct will prevent the communities’ natural resources from recovering from
over-exploitation. Furthermore, communities will potentially come under even more
pressure as they are delegated responsibility for managing their resources but fail to
do so in a sustainable manner. In this case, the result of the decentralization policy in
fishery management through establishing CFs will act to undermine and threaten food
and economic security and the broader human security of the local people as a whole.
Therefore, in order to determine whether the outcome of this approach has been
successful, it is important to further study Cambodia’s decentralization policy in
fishery management through establishing CFs and its policy implementation at the
local level, and to consider whether it has strengthened the economic and food

security of the local community.

1.2 The Research Question:

The research seeks to answer the following main question:
= |s decentralization in fishery management in Cambodia, through
establishing community fisheries, strengthening the food and economic

security of fishers around Tonle Sap Lake?

To answer the main research question, three sub-questions are proposed:
= In the case of Prek Trob and Doun Try communities, how have community
fisheries been created and what have been the challenges and

opportunities, so far?



» In the case of Kbal Taol, why has a community fishery not been
established?

= In the Prek Trob, Doun Try and Kbal Taol communities, how has
economic and food security changed as a result of the government’s

decentralization policy on fishery management since 2001?

1.3 Research Objectives

Responding to the main research question, the overarching research objective is:

= To determine if decentralization of fishery management in Cambodia is

strengthening the food and economic security of local fishers around Tonle
Sap Lake.

Based on the sub-research questions, the objectives of this study are:

= To determine how community fisheries have been created in the Prek Trop
and Doun Try communities, and to understand the challenges and
opportunities that have occurred.

= To determine why a community fishery has not been established in Kbal
Taol community.

» To examine how economic and food security has changed in the Kbal
Taol, Doun Try, and Prek Trop communities as a result of the

government’s decentralization policy on fishery management since 2001.

1.4 Hypothesis

Decentralization in fishery management in Cambodia and the establishment of
community fisheries has strengthened communities’ economic and food security. The
reason for this is that democratic decentralization has granted the concerned
communities powers, rights and some autonomy in decision-making to develop and
manage the fishery resources in their locality. At the same time, the authorities are

more responsive and accountable due to deconcentration.



1.5 Conceptual Framework

Because of the proposed connection between Cambodia’s decentralization
policy and the human security of fishing communities, these two main concepts,

(decentralization and human security) are used to frame this study as detailed below.

1.5.1 “Decentralization” as Deconcentration and Democratic

Decentralization

In theory and reality, decentralization never has a single definition or a single
practice; however, examination of the debate and research on decentralization
provides further understanding of theoretical and practical concepts in this field.
Scholars such as Cohen & Peterson (1999) and Rondinelli (1999) suggest that
decentralization can be defined as the transfer of authority and responsibility for
public functions from the central government to subordinate or quasi-independent
government organizations or even the private sector and community associations.
Within the context of natural resource management, Wittayapak and Vandergeest
(2010) view decentralization as a change in the control of resources from the central
authority to local communities. In decentralization processes three factors are
considered, namely, actors, powers, and accountability. Without an understanding of
the powers of various actors, the domains in which they exercise their powers, and to
whom and how they are accountable it is impossible that a meaningful

decentralization can take place (Agrawal and Ribot, 1999):

= Actors are people who exercise power over public resources and may
include appointed or elected officials, NGOs, chiefs, powerful individuals,
or bodies such as communities, cooperatives, and committees. There are
different characteristics from one actor to another because each of these
actors is placed in particular systems of accountability, is involved in
different relationships and has certain types of powers.

» Powers are concerned with decision-making. There are four broad powers of

decision-making: the power to create or modify rules; the power to make



decisions about how a particular resources or opportunity is to be used; the
power to implement and ensure compliance; and the power to adjudicate
disputes.

= Accountability is defined as counter-power, that is, any power that balances
or puts a check on the power of other power-holders. There are two kinds of
accountability  relations: upward accountability and downward
accountability. In upward accountability, those who must account for their
actions are subject to pressure from superior forces in the politico-
administrative machine; while in downward accountability local people have
power to demand services from those who are given power to make
decisions on their behalf (Oyono, 2004, cited in Wittayapak and
Vandergeest, 2010).

In the context of fishery management in Cambodia, decentralization is

operationalized in two ways: democratic decentralization; and deconcentration.
1.5.1.1 Democratic Decentralization

The term “decentralization” in this study is first focused on “community
democratic decentralization,” that is the bottom-up approach. In this principle,
democratic decentralization occurs when power and resource rights are shifted to
representatives of local people, and at the same time it is downwardly accountable to
local people (Wittayapak and Vandergeest, 2010). In the context of Cambodia’s
decentralization in fishery management through establishing CFs, local communities
are granted powers, rights?, resources and some autonomy in decision-making
processes to participate with the CF committee. The CF committee represents the
community in carrying out the community’s responsibilities with regard to planning,
managing, utilizing, and preserving the community’s fisheries and natural resources in

the community’s interests in their own way. This means that democratic

2 Rights here refers to the rights re: accessing resources in the community and the basic rights of
Cambodians as stated in the Constitution of the Kingdom of Cambodia



decentralization grows out of local communities and is managed locally, and at the

same time, their representatives are more accountable to local communities.

1.5.1.2 Decentralization as Deconcentration

At the same time, in order to contextualize policy implementation at the local
level, the researcher will try to further explore the government’s deconcentration
(top-down approach). In principle, deconcentration involves a transfer of decision-
making powers from central state to regional or local bureaucracies, which remain
upwardly accountable to central headquarters (Wittayapak and Vandergeest, 2010). In
the context of Cambodia’s decentralization of fishery management through
establishing CFs, implementation is supposed to occur with cooperation and
partnership between local communities and provincial and district fishery officers.
For this reason, it is important to look at the interaction and balancing of
responsibility, power, and accountability within the government line agencies and

within local communities.

1.5.2 Human Security of the Community

The concept of human security originates in the 1994 Human Development
Report (HDR) by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP). Closely
associated with the idea from the start was the economist Mahbub ul Hag who
provided a comprehensive definition of human security stressing and covering seven
areas, namely: economic, food, health, environmental, community, personal and
political security (UNDP, 1994). There are, furthermore, two major considerations of
human security, namely ‘freedom from fear’ and ‘freedom from want” (Commission
on Human Security, 2003). After the development of a new conceptualization of
human security by the UNDP, the concept of traditional security was changed in two
basic ways: first, a move away from an exclusive stress on territorial security to a
much greater stress on people's security, and, second, an shift from the notion of
security through armaments to security through sustainable human development
(UNDP, 1994:24).



This study focuses on economic and food security as the core elements of the
conceptual framework, while the other five components are considered as important

background context.

1.5.2.1 Economic Security

According to the UNDP (1994:25-26), economic security is defined as the
condition in which a person or a community has a stable income (including other
social and non-monetary resources as income) to support a current and future living
standard. Economic security in a community can be measured by looking at the
community in three ways: through changes in the level and sources of household
income, second, changes in job reliability and stability; and finally, by looking at

income protection and supports.

1.5.2.2 Food Security

The Food and Agriculture Organization (1996) defines ‘food security’ as
“when all people at all times have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe
and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and
healthy life.” The indicators used to measure food security in the community are: food
availability, supply and consumption of food; purchasing power and access to basic

food; and quality of food.

1.5.2.3 Other Components of Human Security

There is a connection between economic and food security with the other
components of human security in that economic and food security are key
commodities in terms of finance and nutrition to strengthen these other components of
human security. In this way, the analysis of human security is not limited to only food
and economic security; general aspects of health, personal, environmental, political,
and community security are also considered. The following definitions and indicators

of the remaining components of the human security are utilized in this study.
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= Health Security: According to UNDP (1994:27-28), health security can
occur in a community when that community is not threatened by poor
nutrition and an unsafe environment that could cause infectious diseases or
undermine the health of local people. Health security is measured based on:
access to safe and affordable health services and safe drinking water;
sanitation and housing condition; and basic knowledge and awareness of
healthcare.

= Environmental Security: The security of a community relies on a healthy
environment that contributes to sustainability and the physical well-being of
local people (UNDP, 1994:28-30). Some potential environmental threats
considered include: water, land and air pollution, overfishing activities,
firewood collection, and hunting and collecting wildlife resources.

= Personal Security: The UNDP (1994:30) states that “no human security is
so vital for people as their security from physical violence.” Personal
security in the community can be measured by: personal risks and accidents;
violent and drug-related crime; community conflict resolutions; and gender
and domestic violence.

= Community Security: “Most people derive security from their membership
of a group—a family, a community, an organization, a racial or ethnic group
that can provide a cultural identity and a reassuring set of values” (UNDP,
1994:31). Community security in the community can be evaluated by
looking at: identity and values; structure and solidarity, and internal conflict
in the community.

= Political Security: According to the UNDP (1994:32), political security
requires that people should be able to live in a society that honors their basic
human rights. Indicators measuring political security include: the condition
of expressing ideas and receiving information and education; political
participation; justice and legal protection; and ill treatment in the

community.
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1.5.3 Links between Deconcentration and Democratic Decentralization

and Economic and Food Security

When communities under democratic decentralization have been granted
powers, rights, resources and some autonomy in decision-making to develop and
manage the fishery resources in their community, it will, in principle, provide the
communities with some benefits, including: providing communities an incentive to
protect their own natural resources; providing the rights to control access to resources;
increasing equity of access to resources within the community; and promoting a
culture of personal and collective accountability for wrong doing towards the
communities’ fishery resources. Furthermore, when the authorities are more
responsive and accountable due to deconcentration, communities will, in principle, be
better able to: demand the authorities to cooperate and assist in the control of illegal
fishing activities; file complaints to authorities to protect the interests of the
communities; and freely participate in the activities of the community fishery (CF).

In this way, deconcentration and democratic decentralization could ensure:
effective community fisheries and natural resources management; ownership by local
communities of their communities” fisheries and natural resources; and the sustainable
use of communities’ fishery resources. Under these conditions, therefore, it is likely
that fish stocks will be preserved and recover in the communities.

Regarding economic security, when local people have equal rights to access to
and gain ownership over community fisheries and natural resources, fish stocks are
preserved and recover, and local people are able to catch more fish and earn a higher
and more stable income from household fishing activities. In this way, local fishers
are able to depend on household fishing to help to support their living. In this sense,
household fishing is seen as a contribution to household income, job reliability and
security, and income protection in the community.

Regarding food security, as fish stocks recover, more fish are supplied and
become available in the village for household fishing. At the same time, it is likely
that the villagers consume more fish in their daily diet. Moreover, the communities’
natural resources are likely to be more available to provide various other food

commodities to the local communities, which can serve as the community’s safety
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net. If, as is likely, income from household fishing increases, local fishers are able to
use this income to buy other food stuff, such as rice, vegetables, meats, fruits, and so
on. As such, food security will be strengthened and maintained in the community.
However, in practice, there may be some limitations to deconcentration and
democratic decentralization. Regarding democratic decentralization, local people may
not have competent knowledge, may not be able access information, and may not be
aware of their entitlements, rights and powers. Regarding deconcentration,
effectiveness may be limited by irresponsible, less accountable and unresponsive
fishery officers and responsible authorities. For these reasons, the successful
implementation of a decentralization policy in fishery management through
establishing CFs is by no means guaranteed. Without successful policy
implementation, it will be very difficult to ensure sustainable uses of communities’
fisheries and natural resources. Failure in this regard will not strengthen the economic
and food security of local people, especially subsistence fishers whose living depends

largely on fisheries.

1.5.4 Community Fisheries as a Concept

Co-management in fishery management is the sharing of decision-making and
responsibility for the management of resources between the community (local fishers)
and the government (Brown, Staples & Smith, 2005). Co-management describes the
spectrum of shared management between the extremes of full bottom-up management
(with full devolution of responsibility to local communities) through to top-down
management (with full responsibility controlled by government) (figure 1.1).

The term co-management, therefore, represents the varying degrees of
involvement or interaction of government and local communities between the bottom-
up and top-down management. In the context of CF management in Cambodia, co-
management requires the local communities and the Department of Fishery
administration at the provincial and district level, with support by NGOs, to work
together to manage the communities’ fisheries and natural resources. In this way,
there must be a balance and interaction of power between the role of the provincial

and district fishery administration and the role of the local communities.
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Figure 1.1: State-community Co-management

High

Low

Government influence in
management decision-making
User group influence in
management decision-making

Co-management
Top-down (Varying degree) Bottom-up
management < > management

Source: Adapted from Brown, Staples & Smith, 2005

1.5.5 Involved Actors

Actors involved in implementing the decentralization of fishery management

are as follows:

= The Government Administration Structure: consists of the central

government, the provincial governor, the district governor, the commune
councils (CCs) and commune chief, and the village chief. The government
administrative structure is divided into four different levels: central,
provincial, district, commune, and village levels with different scales of
responsibility and accountability. The government administration is
responsible for providing the administrative supports which are delegated
from the central government to lower government authorities in the chain of
command. The provincial and district governors who are appointed by the
central government are more upwardly accountable. The CCs, commune
chiefs, and village chiefs are elected by local villagers and are more

downwardly accountable.
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» The Government Executive Agency Structure: For the management of
Tonle Sap Lake’s fisheries, the relevant ministerial line agency is the
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (MAFF), the Fishery
Administration (FiA), the Provincial FiA, and the District FiA. FiA is a
government authority under MAFF responsible for the management of
fisheries and fishery resources according to the National Fishery Policy and
Law on Fisheries (2006). The FiA is a nationwide institution organized in
the form of a vertical hierarchy which is classified into central level,
provincial level, and district level of FiA, and is the executive agency
responsible for implementing the decentralization policy in the fishery
management in Cambodia. The provincial fishery is more upwardly
accountable, while district fishery is more downwardly accountable.
Provincial and district fishery administration and local communities, with
support from NGOs, have worked together to manage the communities’
fisheries and natural resources.

= The CF Committee: a group of local people who lead and manage the CF
in the community. The number of members of the CF Committee should be
odd, from five to eleven, depending on the actual situation and on the
decision of the congress, and women are encouraged to stand as candidates
for election to the CF Committee. The CF committees are selected through
free and fair election by an absolute majority of local communities.

= Local Communities: local villagers who live in or near the community’s
fishing area. They are normally local fishers who use and access to the
community’s fishing area as a way of using and processing fisheries and
natural resources in the community to contribute to their households’
economic and social improvement.

= Community Based Organization (CBO): an organization that is formed by
or grown out of the local community. It is organized and lead by local
people. The CBO committee is selected through election by local people.
Normally, it is formed for the purpose of a saving group to provide funds to
the members of the CBO. Generally, the CBO is supported and funded by a

local or international NGO.
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= Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO): local or international NGOs
involved with the fishery management and working with local people to
improve their capacity and livelihoods. They play a facilitating role between
the government institutions, local communities and the CF committee to
ensure the sustainable uses of the communities’ fisheries and natural
resources.

= Fishing Lot Owners: private businessmen who gain auctioned fishing

territory from the government for operating commercial projects.

1.5.6 Roles and Responsibilities of Actors in CFs

The following table describes the roles and responsibilities of each actor
involved in establishing and managing CFs. The roles and responsibilities listed in
this table are mainly based on the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries Management
(2005) and the Law on Fisheries (2006).

Table 1.1: Roles and Responsibilities of Actors in CFs

Involved -
Roles and Responsibilities

Actors

- Sets policies, legislation, and guidelines governing the fishery

management

The Central ] ] ] o

- Standardizes the best practices of the fishery management policies
Government

- Provides financial support and creates an enabling environment for

the implementation of the fishery management policy

Provincial and | - Cooperates and supports provincial and district fishery

district administrations, local communities, the CF committees, and local
governors authorities in implementing the fishery management policy
Local - Monitor and cooperate with provincial and district fishery

. administrations and local communities to establish community
Authorities S

fisheries

(CCs and o o ]
] ) - Cooperate and support provincial and district fishery
village chief)

administrations, local communities, and the CF committee in
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organizing and managing the community’s fishing area

MAFF

Acts as an administrator of CFs

Works with provincial and district fisheries administration to
examine, make decisions, and approve on requests for the
establishment of CFs

Issues proclamations recognizing, rejecting, or nullifying CFs
Coordinates with government institutions and other relevant
parties on implementation and development of CF management
Intervenes to resolve conflicts of CFs

Seeks assistance from all sources to fund and support CFs

Provincial and
District Fishery
Administration

Executes the adopted fishery management policies

Provides technical supports and advice

Follows up, monitors, and evaluates implementation by CFs
Facilitates the organization of CFs, demarcation of community
fishing areas and writing of CF regulations and CF management
plans, and activities by CFs to manage fisheries resources

Educates and trains CF committees to increase their technical
capacity for management

Helps to seek funds from all sources to fund and support CFs

Stops and suppresses fisheries offences in community fishing areas

Resolves fisheries conflicts in community fishing areas

Local

Communities

Use their decision-making power to attend the congress and cast
equal votes

Vote and stand for election in the CF committee structure in
compliance with the provisions of the sub-decree

Receive information on the economic condition of the CFs from
the CF committee

Participate in local planning and implementation and in all
activities of the CFs

Access to the communities’ fisheries and natural resources to do
fishing at family-scale in accordance with the fishery laws and
regulations of the CFs

Participates in resources conservation and enhancement.
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- Draft by-laws and internal regulations of the CFs, and community
fishing area management plans and agreements

- Manage the CFs in accordance with the conditions set out in the
by-laws, internal regulations and other relevant legal instruments

- Seek technical and financial support from Fisheries competences,
relevant institutions and donors for implementation of CFs

activities
The CF

. - Represent the CFs in any mediation and conflict resolution that
Committees

may occur

- Make decisions on CFs development with the agreement of a
majority of CFs members in accordance with relevant legal
instruments

- Report and provide information immediately on any fisheries
violations in the community fishing area to the nearest Fisheries

competence.

- Increase the financing available in the community; raise awareness
CBOs and participation of local communities in managing, controlling,

and preserving the communities’ fisheries and natural resources

- Provides financial and technical assistances to support
implementation of CFs activities

- Build the capacity of the CF committees and members;

NGOs - Educate local people to participate in managing, controlling, and
preserving the communities” fisheries and natural resources

- Facilitate in advocacy work and in the processes of establishing,

organizing and managing the CFs.

Fishing Lot - Operate the business in accordance with policies, regulations, and

Owners provisions of laws on fisheries

1.5.7 Conceptual Framework Flowchart

The following flowchart shows the interaction amongst actors in

implementing the decentralization policy in fishery management by
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establishing CFs. The flowchart also demonstrates the links between policy

implementation and human security.

Figure 1.2: Conceptual Framework Flowchart
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1.6 Research Method

In order to understand the impact of Cambodia’s decentralization policy on
fishery management through establishing CFs on the human security of local fishers
around Tonle Sap Lake, a qualitative method is applied for this study. This method is
used to collection information about the decentralization policy and its

implementation regarding fishery management around Tonle Sap Lake at the local
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level through looking at challenges and opportunities of creating and managing CFs.
The situational changes in economic and food security of local fishers in three
selected communities are taken as case studies. In this method, open-ended questions,
in-depth interviews, focus group discussion, and community observation are applied.

The researcher spent a total of 30 days conducting field work in Cambodia:
fifteen days were spent collecting data from informants in the three selected
communities (five days in each community); ten days were used to study and collect
information from provincial and district government officers and NGO staff in
Battambang province and Phnom Penh; and five days were used for travelling. During
the field work, the researcher coordinated with two local NGOs, the Fisheries Action
Coalition Team (FACT) and Krom Akphiwat Phum (KAWP) (which translates as the
Village Development Group). FACT facilitated and introduced the researcher to Kbal
Taol and Doun Try communities and some concerned informants, including officers
in the Fisheries Administration (FiA) in Battambang. KAWP helped facilitated and
introduced the researcher to Prek Trob community. All data and information,
however, was collected independently by the researcher.

In each selected community, the researcher interviewed and discussed with
CCs, village chiefs, CBOs and CF committees and members, and local fishers. The
researcher could not meet and talk with the fishing lot owners due to their lack of
cooperation. In order to understand the relationship between deconcentration and
democratic decentralization implementation in fishery management at the local level,
the researcher interviewed and discussed with provincial government officers of the
FiA in Battambang and some local NGOs staff involved in fishery management and
CFs in Battambang, such as FACT, KAWP, and Village Support Group (VSG).

1.6.1 Case Studies: Kbal Taol, Doun Try, and Prek Trob villages,

Battambang Province

Three adjacent communities around Tonle Sap Lake in Battambang province
are selected as the case studies for this thesis, namely: Kbal Taol, Doun Try, and Prek
Trob.



20

Prek Trob community is located in Prek Norin commune, EK Phnom district,
Battambang province. The village is located in the transition zone of TSL where the
lake expands and floods in the rainy season. During this period, the village becomes a
breeding area for a wide variety of fish species. In the dry season, when the water
from TSL recedes, the transition area is converted to rice paddy fields in the
community. There are 334 households (1520 villagers) residing in this community
(Prek Trob Village Record, 2010). Fishing is a main source of income for 186
households, who are subsistence fishers (Prek Trob CF Area Management Plan,
2007). In 2000, a 1,224-hectare fishing area was released to be managed by the Prek
Trob community. Almost immediately, in August 2002, a CF was established in Prek
Trob to manage the community’s newly-designated fishing area.

Doun Try community is located in Chrey commune, Moung Russei district,
Battambang province. It is located along the Doun Try stream that connects to TSL,
and is also in the TSL transition zone. A large area of flooded land and forest in the
community is a productive fish sanctuary and a breeding area for a wide variety of
fish species in the rainy season. In the dry season, when the water from the lake
recedes, a large area of the transition area becomes rice paddy field for the Doun Try
community. There are 325 households (1,781 villagers) residing in Doun Try
community (Doun Try Village Record, 2010). Fishing is the primary source of
income for 300 households who are subsistence-scale fishers (Doun Try CF Area
Management Plan, 2008). In 2000, a 19,044-hectare fishing area was released to Doun
Try community, although a CF to control the community’s fishing area was not
established until 2005.

Kbal Taol is located in Koh Chivang commune, Aek Phnom District,
Battambang province. It is a remote floating village on Tonle Sap Lake. Currently,
there are 679 families (3,077 people) residing in Kbal Taol village (Kbal Taol Village
Record, 2010). Fishing is the only source of income for over 90% of the Kbal Taol
villager. In 2000, under the fishery reform, 484 hectares of fishing area was released
from Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province to Kbal Taol community. However, a CF
has not been established in Kbal Taol community yet. Kbal Taol village has requested
for a spacious fishing area from the FiA. However, to date, the proposal has not been

approved.
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According to each village’s records, most villagers are subsistence fishers.
However, increasingly many villagers, especially in Prek Trob and Doun Try
communities, have had to turn from subsistence fishing to secondary occupations as
fish catches have declined.

The selected case studies are useful to see a picture of the challenges and
opportunities within CFs in organizing and managing CFs. The rebalancing and
interaction of powers and responsibilities between local communities, fishery officers
and local authorities in this process are also seen from the selected communities. At
the same time, the power struggle between local communities and fishing lot owners
which exists in Kbal Taol community can be examined. Overall, the changes to
economic and food security of local fishers from the different community contexts

will be revealed.

1.6.2 Respondents and Sampling Procedures

Respondents are divided into seven main groups: 1) provincial and district
fishery officers in Battambang province, 2) local authorities (CCs and village chiefs),
3) local fishers in each selected community, 4) CFs committees, 5) CBOs committees,
6) NGOs staff, and 7) the fishing lots owners (see Table 1.2). The interviews of all
informants were conducted in three forms: key informant in-depth interviews, focus
group discussions, and individual interviews.

Regarding the key informant in-depth interviews, FACT first introduced key
persons and the researcher then used a snowball sampling technique to identify further
key informants. Open-ended in-depth interviews were held with key informants. The
interviews were mainly conducted individually, but the interviews with CCs were
conducted in a group. The key informants for in-depth interviews included CCs and
village chiefs in each community, the provincial and district FiA in Battambang
province, NGO staff from FACT, KAWP, and VSG, and fishing lot owners.

For the focus group discussions, in each community three separate focus group
discussions were arranged: the first group is the CF committee; the second group is
the CBOs; and the third group is the local fishers. The selection of informants for the

first two focus group discussions was advised by the CF committee and CBO
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respectively. At least 50% of the CBO and CF committees joined the focus group
discussions, and female committee members were highly encouraged to participate.

The focus group discussions with local fishers were conducted with either full-
time or part-time fishers from the selected communities. This focus group discussion
was conducted with 10 to 15 participants (at least 40% were women) in each
community. The focus group discussions with local fishers were conducted separately
from the focus group discussions with CBO and CF committee in a different place
and with different participants. A public place in each community was used as the
place for this focus group discussion. The selection of fishers in this focus group
discussion was randomly selected from the list of fishers’ households from the village
chief in each community. A household of local fishers was selected from every ten-
household interval.

Furthermore, in order to collect deeper information about the situation and
changes in economic and food security of local people, in each selected community,
the researcher interviewed local fishers individually and separately. Nine fishers in
Kbal Taol, thirteen fishers in Doun Try, and seven fishers in Prek Trob were
interviewed. The researcher travelled around the village from one house to another
house to select the fishers and interview them at their houses. The research identified
and observed differences from one household to another in terms of living conditions
and the state of their houses. The fishers in these interviews were selected by the
different physical and economic aspects of their houses in term of size and condition,
regardless of their ethnicity, race, and gender. 30% of selected fishers were from
better housing (bigger/medium-size houses in a good state of repair) and economic
conditions. 30% of selected fishers were from medium housing and economic
conditions (medium-sized houses in normal-looking conditions). 40% of selected
fishers were from poor housing and economic conditions (small-sized houses with
poor-looking conditions). The researcher ensured that fishers were selected from
different locations across the village.

During the period of field work in June and July 2011, 18 key informants were
interviewed by in-depth interview, 26 fishers were interviewed individually, and 67

informants were interviewed through focus group discussions (Table 1.2).
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Informant # of Selected Types of :
_ SragTATET yp _ Sampling Procedure
Information Informants Interviews
Provincial and
o Battambang In-depth
District fishery 2 . . ) Snowball
) province interview
officers
2 Kbal Taol
In-depth
CGCs 3 Doun Try ) ] Snowball
interviews
1 Prek Trob
i; Kbal Taol In-depth
Village chiefs 1 Doun Try interviews Snhowball
1 Prek Trob
) 6 Doun Try Focus group Set up by the chief
CF committees . .
5 Prek Trob discussions of CFs
5 Kbal Taol )
) Focus group Set up by the chief
CBO committees 6 Doun Try . .
discussions of CBOs
4 Prek Trob
16 Kbal Taol
Focus group
discussions
_ 11 Prek Trob
Local fishers
9 Kbal Taol 9
Individual
interviews
6 Prek Trob
3 FACT
In-depth
NGOs staff 2 KAWP . . Snowball sampling
interviews
2 VSG

Summary of Informants:

NGOs staff = 7 persons (in-depth interviews)

CBOs committee = 15 persons (focus group discussions)
CFs committee = 11 persons (focus group discussions)

Provincial and district fishery officers = 2 persons (in-depth interviews)

Local authorities (CCs and village chiefs) = 9 persons (in-depth interviews)

Local fishers = 41 persons in focus group discussions and 26 in individual interviews
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1.6.3 Data Collection and Research Instruments Used

The data collection and research instruments were divided into two main parts
in accordance with the research objectives. The first part was to collect data and
information about challenges and opportunities of organizing and managing CFs in
Doun Try and Prek Trob communities and to identify the reasons a CF had not been
created in Kbal Taol community. This was done in order to understand the
implementation of decentralization in fishery management at the local level. The data
collected from this part responded to objective one and objective two. For the second
part, data and information about changes of economic and food security of local
fishers in all three communities were collected. This part responded to the objective

three of this study.

1.6.3.1 Understanding the Implementation of Decentralization at the
Local Level Through Establishing CFs

Information, such as level of decision-making power, participation, active
authorities, resource rights, and the responsibilities of local people, CF committees,
local authorities, and fishery officers in establishing, organizing and managing CFs
was collected. Maps, photographs, and documents related to the communities and CFs
were also collected.

To collect this information, the researcher conducted in-depth interviews with
officers from FiA in Battambang province, CCs and village chiefs of selected
communities. Three focus group discussions were conducted with CBOs and CFs
committees, and local people. The information collected from this group of
informants was, primarily, about the rebalancing and interaction of powers and roles
between local people and CF committees in establishing, organizing, and controlling
the CFs and the community’s fishing areas.

Regarding Kbal Taol, information was collected about the reason for not
establishing a CF in Kbal Taol community. The focus group discussion with the CBO
committee and local fishers in Kbal Taol was conducted to get information about the

challenges and opportunities of not having a CF in their community.
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In-depth interviews were also conducted with NGOs staff from FACT,
KAWP, and VSG to get their perspectives and experience. In this way, further
understanding on the challenges and opportunities of CFs from involved initiatives
were perceived.

Overall, the data and information collected identified and demonstrated the
challenges and opportunities of the decentralization policy in the fishery management
through establishing CFs locally. The collected information was used to answer
objective 1 and objective 2 of this study, and different lists of open questions were
prepared for key informants (see Appendixes: C-G). The questions were prepared in
English, but the interviews were conducted and explained in Khmer, the researcher’s

native language.

1.6.4.2 Determining Changes in Economic and Food Security of Local

Fishers

To understand the changes in the economic and food security of local fishers
in the selected communities since the decentralization policy was introduced,
information such as level and sources of household income, job reliability and
security, income protection and support, food availability, food supplies and
consumption, and food quality and sufficiency was collected. Photographs and
documents related to the communities’ food and economic security were also
collected. A focus group discussion was conducted in each community with ten to
fifteen local fishers to understand the general trends and aspects of economic and food
security in the community. In order to deepen understanding on economic and food
security, some local fishers were selected to do individual interviews in each
community. Moreover, to collect further information on the local fishers” economic
and food security, CCs, village chiefs, CFs and CBOs committees were also
interviewed by in-depth interview and through focus group discussions.

To collect the above information, the researcher used a list of questions for the
group discussion, and another list of questions for individual interviews with local
fishers. Most of the questions were open ended or semi-open ended questions (see

Appendixes: A-B). Questions for other components of human security were designed
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only to understand the context of the human security of local fisher. The questions
were prepared in English. The interviews were conducted and explained in Khmer,

the researcher’s native language.

1.6.5 Data Treatment and Translation

After data and information was collected from informants, it was translated
from Khmer into English. It was then entered into Microsoft Word as a way to keep
the collected data in an organized and safe manner. The data is presented in the thesis
in a narrative form, with quotes from individuals and descriptions of the key issues
and trends identified, analyzed according to the conceptual framework. Overall, the
findings of this research are discussed and interpreted through case study description

in accordance with the research objectives and conceptual framework.

1.7  Research Scope and Limitation

Due to some difficulties and limitations in collecting the desired information,
the researcher was only able to conduct field work in three communities (Kbal Taol,
Doun Try and Prek Trob) in Battambang province. Despite there being no language
barrier in this study, there were still other constraints regarding access to sensitive
information; for example, it was hard to meet and interview government officers and
not possible to meet the fishing lot owners.

Moreover, the selected communities added more challenges to the researcher.
Doun Try and Prek Trob communities are remote and flooded villages in the
transition area of Tonle Sap Lake. Kbal Taol community is an isolated floating village
on Tonle Sap Lake. Travelling to these communities is not convenient. For example,
the only transportation to Kbal Taol is by boat, while the other two communities can
be reached by the motor taxi. Therefore, it was time consuming for the researcher to
access the case study sites.

As the field work was conducted during the rainy season, the researcher faced
another challenge in dealing with the bad weather. Clean water, electricity, housing,

and communication infrastructure were limited. These shortages were the main
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challenges for the researcher. During the field work in these three communities, the
researcher could face risks to health and personal security. To mitigate the health
risks, the researcher brought a first aid package, a mosquito net, and mosquito
repellent gel; drank and ate clean water and food; and found clean and safe housing to
stay in. Regarding personal security, the researcher was careful when traveling from

one place to another place by boat or other means.

1.8  Ethical Issues

This study required the collection of information directly from informants
from the field. Therefore, it was necessary for the researcher to ensure that the
individuals and informants selected for and participating in this study were treated
with respect and sensitivity. Research ethics and honesty were highly valued, and the
information collected in any cases or situations was purposefully used only for this
research. To respect the rights of the informants, the objectives of the research were
explained to all interviewees. The researcher made sure that all informants voluntarily
consented to participate in the interviews. Maintaining confidentiality and anonymity
was a high priority. Whether they provided information for a survey, or responding to
an interview, respondents were not required to disclose their personal information.
The time and effort expended by all informants were highly appreciated. Interviews,
surveys, and other instruments used in the research were designed in such a way that
research participants were not embarrassed or asked to do something that might put
them in jeopardy. When a voice recorder was used by the researcher, the researcher
explained the necessity of doing so to the informants and asked prior permission from

them.

1.9 Significance of Research

Tonle Sap Lake has such a diverse geographic and social environment that it
has attracted a number of studies and evaluations regarding decentralization, CFs,
livelihoods, poverty, environment, gender, and so on. Several organizations have

conducted studies around Tonle Sap Lake including the Cambodian Development
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Resource Institute (CDRI), the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank (ADB),
and FACT. Significantly, however, there has been a gap in the study of the
relationship between decentralization policy and the human security of local fishers
around Tonle Sap Lake.

The present research, therefore, is prepared to determine the positive and
negative impacts of decentralization policy on the human security of local fishers. The
results of the research will seek to determine the interaction and balance of power and
responsibility between the central government and lower government institutions in
implementing the decentralization policy regarding fishery management; the
challenges and opportunities of creating and managing CFs in communities by local
communities, representatives, and local government institutions; and the impact of
decentralization on local fishers’ human security. The findings of this study will also
provide alternative solutions towards better development and management schemes

for Tonle Sap Lake in the future.



CHAPTER 11

LITERATURE REVIEW

The information in this chapter is divided into three main sections. In the first
section an introduction to Cambodia and Tonle Sap Lake provides relevant
background information to the study. In the second section, the connection between
TSL’s fisheries and the human security implications for the people of Cambodia is
discussed. In the third section, Cambodia’s decentralization policy, particularly in the

context of fishery management around Tonle Sap Lake, is summarized.

2.1. Introduction to Cambodia and Tonle Sap Lake
2.1.1. A Brief Introduction to Cambodia

Cambodia, a country of 181,035 square kilometers, is located in Southeast
Asia and is bordered by the Gulf of Thailand to the south, Vietnam to the east, Laos to
the north and Thailand to the north and west (Figure 2.1). The population of
Cambodia is estimated to be 14.3 million in 2011, with an average population density
of 84 people per square kilometer (NIS, 2008). The climate is tropical and consists of
two main seasons: a wet season from May to November; and a dry season from
December to May. Geographically, Cambodia is rather flat, and the dominant
geographical features are central lowland plains around the Mekong River and Tonle
Sap Lake, and hills in the southwest and north. The population is heavily concentrated
in the plains around Phnom Penh and along the Mekong River and Tonle Sap Lake;
this indicates the importance of water bodies to the whole country.

A large proportion of Cambodians are engaged in primary-sector activities,
namely, paddy cultivation, fishing, forest product extraction and, more recently,
waged labor. In 1997, 76% of the total workforce engaged in agriculture, forestry and
fishery activities, which marginally reduced to 74% in 2004 (UNDP, 2007). The
agricultural sector contributed 32.4% of Cambodia’s GDP in 2008 and employs over
70% of the population (RGC, 2010). The fisheries sector contributed 11.4% of
Cambodia's GDP in 2001 (Sen, 2005).
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In addition to agriculture and fisheries, economic growth has recently been
driven by the garment, tourism and construction sectors. As a result of the rapid
economic growth over the past decade - approximately 9.5% GDP growth per year
between 1999 and 2008 - annual income per capita has increased from US$281 in
1999 up to US$739 in 2008 (NIS, 2008).

Figure 2.1: Map of Cambodia

L

Source: Reproduced from Encarta, 2001, (cited in Keskinen, 2003)

2.1.2. Tonle Sap Lake

Tonle Sap Lake (TSL), also known as the Great Lake, lies in the central plains
of Cambodia (Figure 2.2). The lake is surrounded by five provinces: Battambang,
Pursat, Kampong Thom, Kampong Chhnang, and Siem Reap provinces. It is the
largest permanent freshwater body in Southeast Asia and is among the most
productive freshwater ecosystems in the world. TSL is connected to the Mekong
River through the 100-km long Tonle Sap River. The large wetland system supports
one of the world's most productive freshwater fisheries and the ecosystem is essential
to the survival of many globally significant species (ADB, 2004). Because of its

ecological, economical, and socio-cultural value, TSL was designated as a UNESCO
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biosphere in 1997. TSL is unusual because the water flow in the Tonle Sap River,
connecting Tonle Sap Lake to the Mekong River, changes direction twice a year: from
November to May, Cambodia's dry season, TSL drains into the Mekong River at
Phnom Penh; however, when the heavy rains begin in June, water flows from the
Mekong River into TSL and TSL backs up to form an enormous lake.

Nearly half of the Cambodian population depends on the lake’s resources -
about one million of them are fishery-dependent communities (MRC, 2010) (Table
2.2). Furthermore, TSL plays a vital role in Khmer cultural identity, which is reflected
in the traditions, livelihood, festivals, and cultural/artistic preferences. It is believed
that the Khmer Angkor civilization and its many temples could not have prospered
without the rich natural resources of Tonle Sap Lake as sources of wealth. For
example, evidence of the cultural influence of Tonle Sap Lake can be found in the

bas-reliefs of the Bayon temple.

Figure 2.2: Map of Tonle Sap Lake
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Source: JICA and Aruna Technologies, cited in Keskinen, 2003

The fisheries productivity of the lake is one of the highest in the world (Baran,
Jantunen and Chong, 2007). This productivity is generally attributed to the flooded
forest. A total of 200 fish species has been recorded within the lake, although the
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number of fish species living in the Tonle Sap River is probably higher and new
species are regularly discovered (Table 2.1). The fisheries of Tonle Sap Lake and the
Tonle Sap River account for 15-20% of the total freshwater capture fisheries in the
lower Mekong Basin and represent 50-70% of the catch for Cambodia (ADB, 2004).

Table 2.1: Tonle Sap Lake at a Glance

Item Characteristic

Area = 250,000-300,000 hectares in the dry season

= 1.0-1.6 million hectares in the wet season

Hydrology | = 1-2 meters above mean sea level in the dry season

= 8-11 meters above mean sea level in the wet season

= 20% of the Mekong river’s floodwaters are absorbed by TSL
» 62% of the TSL’s water originates from Mekong River

= 38% of the TSL water originates from the TSL Basin

Biology = The flooded forest contains about 200 plant species

» The flooded forest extended over more than 1-million hectares
originally but has been reduced to 614,000 hectares in the 1960s, and
362,000 hectares in 1991

= Tonle Sap Lake contains at least 200 species of fish, 42 species of

reptiles, 225 species of birds, and 46 species of mammals

Socio- = 1.2 million people live in the area bordered by highways No. 5 and No. 6
economy = Tonle Sap Lake yields about 230,000 tons of fish per annum
= Rice production in TSL’s floodplain makes up about 12% of

Cambodia’s total

Source: Asian Development Bank (ADB) 2004

Furthermore, the flooded forest of the Tonle Sap Lake is the largest remaining
example of this type of habitat in Southeast Asia (ADB, 2004). The flooded forests
contain a diverse array of habitats including shrub lands, stunted swamp forests,
gallery forests, and submerged and floating aquatic vegetation. About 200 plant
species have been recorded, and the flora as a whole is considered distinct from that
of other wetlands associated with the Mekong River, especially with regard to woody

species (see Table 2.1).
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Kampong | Kompong Siem
Item Battambang Pursat
Chhang Thom Reap
Population 93,129 | 417,693 | 569,060 | 360,445 | 696,164
Average Household size 53 5.0 5.3 5.2 54
Population densi
P ) b 68 76 41 28 68
(per square milometer)
Educational attainment:
Primary not completed 63.4 69.9 70.7 68.3 73.2
(%)
Source of drinking
water: 37.8 52.9 775 53.3 69.7
Dug well (%)
Source of drinking
water: 39.1 24.3 16.2 29.0 10.9
Spring, river, stream (%)
Labor force participation
50.7 59.1 51.9 55.6 58.2
rate (%)
Unemployment rate (%) 8.0 3.1 8.2 3.5 4.6
Kerosene as main
) 83.2 89.9 89.4 88.1 88.8
source of light (%)
Firewood as main source
] 924 95.8 95.6 94.9 96.1
of cooking fuel (%)

Source: Asian Development Bank (ADB) 2004

2.2. Tonle Sap Lake and Human Security

Any non-Cambodian traveling, living and working in the region will notice and

recognize that while rice is the staple food for many Cambodians, fish in its many forms

provides the main protein source in the Cambodian daily diet. Many people would easily

conclude that Cambodians need fish for their daily diet more than any other meat.

Indeed, there is a Cambodian saying: “wherever there is water, there is fish” (mein dtuk,
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mein trey), meaning that Cambodians can find fish from many places around their
communities such as small and big rivers, lakes, and ponds which are abundant around
the country.

The most important areas for fishing are the Mekong River and TSL, which are
the most productive areas in the country. Inland fisheries have a value at landing of
between US$ 150 million and US$ 250 million, and a retail value of up to US$ 500
million (Wright, Moffatt and Wager, 2004), and TSL provides around 60% of the
commercial fisheries production of Cambodia (ADB, 2004).

Referring to the data of Ahmed (1998, cited in Briones and Garcia 2008:42), in
areas far from water bodies the average national fish consumption is 37.5
kg/person/year, whereas in areas where fish are abundant, such as Tonle Sap Lake, the
per capita consumption is as high as 76 kg/person/year. In addition, because fishing does
not require complicated skills or expensive equipment, and the fish trade can be learned
easily from other people, many Cambodians make their living from the fisheries. In
Cambodia, it is estimated that over two-million people derive their employment from the
fishery sector and related activities (FACT, 2001 cited in World Bank, 2006).

Fish are important in Cambodia in terms of income, nutrition, food security and
household risk management (World Bank, 2006:81). Fish have also been the most
affordable food source for the poor in Cambodian society for generations. Furthermore,
they are act as a safety net for food and economic security for Cambodians either near or
far away from water. In this sense, fisheries and access to fisheries are vital to
Cambodia’s poor, and without fish to provide protein and income many would starve.
Therefore, the fair and equitable distribution of these resources, alongside their effective
long-term conservation, is vital to the economic and food security of Cambodia’s largely
rural population. Meanwhile, the contribution of these fisheries to the national economy
is also substantial.

Fishing not only provides an immediate protein source, but selling fish can
provide vital supplementary income and is especially important for the purchase of rice
during periods of food shortage. Given that rice is an essential component of the
Cambodian diet, there is an overwhelming need to ensure that families can derive
sufficient income to cover shortfalls in rice production. Declining access to common

property resources (fisheries) in Cambodia is one of the major causes of food insecurity



35

and malnutrition. TSL and its floodplain alone are home to an estimated 1.2 million
people, of which around 25% live in floating villages or raised houses with little or no
access to farmland (ADB, 2004). Such a heavy reliance upon fisheries reflects the
critical need to ensure equitable access and protection for this resource.

It is not difficult to conclude, therefore, that fisheries are closely related to the
human security of local people, particularly their food and economic security. It can be
assumed that if food and economic security improves, and because of the close
connection of each component in human security, there will also be improvements in
other human security indicators such as health, environmental, community, and personal
security.

However, in recent decades, the role of TSL and its fisheries in ensuring the
economic and food security of local villagers and Cambodia as a whole has worsened.
Over the last 20 years, the inland freshwater fishery, particularly around TSL, has been
characterized by massive inequity of resource distribution, murky financial transactions
concealing widespread corruption, accelerating environmental degradation from
unsustainable patterns of exploitation, and an escalating level of conflict between
stakeholders (FACT, 2000). Along with fishing communities, the government and the
country as a whole have suffered as a result of this change: a large fraction of the
potential revenue from fisheries has been lost to corruption and inefficiency. Unequal
access rights to community areas, growing population pressures, and the severe poverty
of local villagers have led to over-exploitation of fisheries and natural resources in TSL
(Serrat, 2005). This has placed TSL ecosystems and the people depending upon the
lake’s fisheries at risk. There is already evidence that certain fish stocks and species have
been in serious decline. This, in turn, will undermine the human security of local

villagers.

2.3. Cambodia’s Decentralization Policy in Fishery Management

2.3.1. Overview of Decentralization in Cambodia

According to the Constitution of the Kingdom, Cambodia is an indivisible

unitary state. Articles 145 and 146 of the Constitution define the territorial



36

administrative management system of the country. It recognizes the capital,
provinces, municipalities, districts (called khan in Phnom Penh), communes (called
sangkat in Phnom Penh and municipalities), and villages. These administrative units
are governed in accordance with the Law on the Administrative Management of
Capital, Provinces, Districts, Municipalities and Khans and the Law on the
Administrative Management of Communes and Sangkats 2008. Until the end of 2009,
the total number of subnational administrative units includes: 1 capital, 23 provinces,
159 districts, 26 municipalities, 8 khans and 1,621 communes and sangkats (RGC,
2010).

Regarding the government administration, before February 2002 all lower
administration levels (provincial, district, commune and village) were appointed
directly by the government, and these administrations performed duties and
implemented policies on behalf of the central government.

Regarding the executive line agency, line ministries have their own line
agencies at the district and provincial levels, which carry out the development policies
and plans of their ministries. Line ministry officers are appointed by the central
government. For example, within the MAFF, there are lower level departments
stationed at the province and district level. In addition, the FiA plans and makes
policies regarding fisheries, and has an office in Phnom Penh, together with a
Provincial Office of Fisheries (POF) and units at the district level.

Under this system the central government has retained ownership and
responsibility for all functions that have been delegated to subnational administrations
or line departments. This delegation includes specific controls and instructions, such
that local administrations and agencies have to respond and be accountable upwards
to the Royal Government of Cambodia on how it has implemented the delegated
functions (RGC, 2010).

In connection with decentralization, the Cambodian approach has grown out

of the Seila3 initiative since 1996, and from the initial decentralization agenda set by

the RGC in 1999. In relation to this, many initiatives have commenced. In March

% The Seila Program was initiated in 1996 as an aid-coordination mechanism intended to mobilize
domestic resources in support of decentralized and deconcentrated approaches to local and rural
development management
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2001, the Organic Law, the Law on the Administration Management of
Commune/Sangkat, and the Law on the Election of the Commune/Sangkat Council
were adopted. Subsequently, in June 2004, the RGC committed to a policy of good
governance in the form of the “Rectangular Strategy for Growth, Employment, Equity
and Efficiency — Phase I”. The core of the Rectangular Strategy is good governance
focused on four reform areas: (1) anti-corruption, (2) legal and judicial reform, (3)
public administration reform including decentralization and deconcentration, and (4)
reform of the armed forces, especially demobilization (RGC, 2004). In June 2005, the
government adopted the strategic framework on Decentralization and Deconcentration
(D&D) reform aiming to broaden sustainable development and intending to lay a
strong foundation for economic growth, provide equitable opportunity for all citizens
to participate in community development, promote sustainable environmental and
natural resource management, and improve public service delivery in response to
people’s needs (RGC, 2010).

In this regard, Cambodian decentralization formally came into force in
February 2002 when Cambodian people went to the polls to elect the first Commune
Councils (Rusten, Kim, Eng and Pak, 2004:13). Five years later, the second commune
election was held and administrated in 2007, meaning that Cambodian
decentralization has been maintained, and powers and responsibilities had been
transferred to local level institutions to improve the performance of those institutions
in delivering services to local level. The commune elections are significant milestones
in the Cambodian government’s policy of decentralization, which is intended both to
strengthen and expand local democracy, and promote development and reduce
poverty (Pellini and Ayres, 2007:404).

As in most cases of decentralization around the world, appearances can be
deceiving. The implementation process of the decentralization policy has given cause
for concern. As decentralization has been driven by a set of political, economic, fiscal
and cultural realities, Cambodian decentralization has taken place within some binding
constraints. It is seen that Cambodian decentralization has suffered several challenges:
the first challenge is the deeply embedded bureaucratic culture of hierarchy and
patrimony that struggle to adapt to the new governing and political environment; the

second challenge is the strong power of the central government ministries still project
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control over lower levels of local governments and communities; the third challenge is
the general lack of attention to the issues of corruption, poor public service delivery and
the state-society links; and the fourth challenge is the indirect election features and the
lack of a public sector accountability to local people (Smoke and Morison 2008:20).
Furthermore, it could be concluded that the apparent “success” of decentralization in
Cambodia is illusory, as local governments have no adequate capacity to undertake
larger responsibilities and collaborate with other governmental and nongovernmental
agencies. Considering all these factors, it remains doubtful whether the RGC is able to
fully implement decentralization and fulfill this national policy to meet the desired

goals.

2.3.2. Fishery Management Policy

2.3.2.1. Historical Management of Fisheries

Cambodia’s inland fishery, especially around the Tonle Sap Lake, has a long
history, possibly predating the Angkor era (MRC, 2004). Visible evidence, from
about 800-1000 years ago, that the lake’s freshwater fish were exploited for local
consumption, is seen on the carvings on the Bayon and Angkor Wat temples in Siem
Reap.

The fishery resource management system has varied in accordance with the
different political regimes of Cambodia. Under the reign of King Norodom (1859-
1897), there were no specific laws for the management of the fishery resources, and
fishery management was governed by the selling of user rights to fishing areas.
Investors and Chinese traders purchased these fishing concessions from the King and
subleased them to fishers, often earning twice the amount paid to the Royal Treasury
(McKenny and Prom, 2002:59).

In 1908, under the French colonial administration, fishery laws and regulations
were first written and published, but the purpose of these legislations was to generate
revenue for the colonial administration, not to change existing patterns of fisheries
exploitation (Daren and Nao, 2000 cited in McKenny and Prom, 2002:59). Over the

succeeding decades under the socialist policies of King Norodom Sihaknouk, no
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major changes occurred in the concession and subleasing system of fisheries
management until the rise of the Democratic Kampuchea regime under Pol Pot
(McKenny and Prom, 2002). During the Democratic Kampuchea regime (1975-1979),
fishing was officially discouraged, and only a few designated “fishing units’ harvested
and processed fish to supply to the cooperatives (sahakor) and Khmer Rouge cadres
(Thay, 2002 and Mckenny at al, 2002 cited in Thay and Schmitd, 2004).

After the collapse of the Khmer Rouge regime in 1979, the People’s Republic
of Kampuchea (1979-89) encouraged collective fishing by solidarity groups called
“Krom Samaki” (McKenny and Prom, 2002). These groups soon proved ineffective
and were consequently abandoned. In 1987, a new fishery law was adopted, defining
a framework for fisheries management that included temporal and spatial
arrangements for access rights and gear restrictions, and reintroduced the fishing lot
concession system as a management tool and as a source of government revenue
(Thay, 2002 cited in Thay and Schmitd, 2004). The fishing concession system was
similar to what had existed for more than a century prior to the rise of the Democratic
Kampuchea regime. This system remains the primary approach to managing fisheries
to the present. The government’s main motivation for a return to the concession
system in the late-1980s appears to have been the need to raise revenue (Degen at al,
2000 cited in McKenny and Prom, 2002).

From 1987 till 2005, the applicable and legal framework of inland fisheries
management relied on the 1987 Fiat Law. The Department of Fisheries (DOF) within
the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) held a mandate and was
granted the regulatory authority to manage, protect, conserve and develop fisheries
resources, grant concessions and issue licenses, collect fees from these activities, and
control processing, trade and export activities (Thay and Schmidt, 2004). In 2005, the
Sub-Deree on Community Fisheries Management was passed and enforced as a way
to deliver control of fishery resources to local communities. In 2006, a new “Law on
Fisheries” was adopted, and the Fisheries Administration (FiA) was created to replace

the Department of Fisheries.
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2.3.2.2. Current Fishery Management Policy

After the RGC returned 56% of the fishing lot areas to local communities to
form CFs in 2000, the policy of fishery management around the lake changed to let
local communities manage fishery resources themselves instead of the lot system.
Following the release of the fishing areas in 2000 and in the absence of decentralization
laws in fishery management, over one hundred CFs were created by local communities
in their own way with support and facilitation by local NGOs and INGOs.

However, the government recognized the need for more formalized
arrangements and guidelines for CFs and in 2005, 2006 and 2007 the Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries issued the Sub-decree on Community Fisheries
Management, the Fisheries Law, and a prakas on Guidelines for Community Fisheries,
respectively. The sub-decree states the government has an important role to play in
setting guidelines and standards for CFs and monitoring implementation. The Sub-
decree has also increased the government’s involvement in creating, governing and
organizing CFs.

Today, as is the case in other areas in Cambodia, the management of fisheries
around TSL is the responsibility of MAFF, and MAFF also has general jurisdiction
over CFs management. Under MAFF, the Fishery Administration (FiA) is the
institution responsible for administering fishery management in Cambodia. Under the
FiA, there are provincial and district level fishery administrations in each province. The
main FiA office is situated in the capital city, and the provincial FiA is stationed in the
provincial town. The district FiA is a local FiA office stationed in the district to work
closely with local people and CFs. Moreover, the FiA has a Community Fisheries
Development Department (CFDD) whose mission is to facilitate the establishment of
CFs throughout Cambodia and support their functioning as management partners with
the FiA aiming for efficient, sustainable and equitable use of the living aquatic
resources (MAFF, 2002; Sem, 2003 cited in Viner, Ahmed, Bjgrndal and Lorenzen,
2006).

In the context of Cambodian decentralization, the administrative system, along
with the executive system, is also involved in the process of implementing the current

fishery management. The national government devolves functions and responsibilities
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for designing, financing, and delivering public services and development programs
from the central level to provincial and lower levels. As per the Sub-decree on
Community Fisheries Management (2005), the government authorities in the
administrative offices need to cooperate in the implementation and development of

fishery management with the MAFF and its executive line agencies.

Figure 2.3: Cambodian Fishery Management Structure
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2.3.2.3. Regulations on Inland Fishery Domain and Fishing Gears

Under the Law on Fisheries (2006), Cambodia’s inland fishery domain is
divided into:
= Concession fishing lots: Areas allocated for investment or hiring by private

owners. The fishing lot areas are leased out to the highest bidder for exclusive
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rights to commercial fishing for a two-year concession period. The lots are
operated during the fishing season from October to May. These lots are often
the most productive fishing grounds in the area (McKenny and Prom, 2002).

= Fishery conservation areas: Defined as habitats of aquatic flora and fauna. All

fishing practices and access to the areas are prohibited.

» Inundated forest areas: Include inundated forest zones, which are important

habitats for aquatic animal feeding, spawning and breeding.

= Family-scale fishing areas: Areas reserved for local communities for

traditional community fishing. The family-scale fishing areas are granted to
local communities and are managed by CFs. The work of CFs is to control the
community’s fishing area sustainably and to bring mutual benefit for the
community.

= Open access areas: Areas which are not otherwise classified as any of the

above areas. Subsistence-scale fishers can do fishing in the open access areas.
Middle-scale fishers using middle-scale fishing gears are also entitled to do
fishing in the open access areas. The open access areas are also used by the
public for travelling purposes.

Normally the family-scale fishing areas are allocated to the community in areas
nearby the villages, regardless of fishery productivity. The community fishing areas are
open spaces and are usually allocated in shallow areas. As fish migrate to deeper areas
during the open season when the water in the lake recedes, and fishing lot areas are
normally allocated in deeper-water areas where the fish normally migrate to from the
shallow area, the fishing lot areas can then trap fish and prevent them from moving to
other areas. Comparing the concession fishing lot areas with the community fishing
areas, the concession fishing lot areas are the most productive fishing areas.

According to the Law on Fisheries (2006), fishing practices in Cambodia are
also classified according to three types of fishing gears used:

= Small-scale fishing gears are traditional fishing gears used by subsistence

fishers. Subsistence fishers can use small-scale fishing gears to do fishing at
anytime in the open access areas and in the family-scale fishing areas, and in

commercial fishing lot areas during the closed season.



43

= Medium-scale fishing gears are characterized by the use of larger-scale fishing
gear than family fishers, but smaller in scale than commercial fishing lot
operations. The MAFF requires users of this gear to obtain a license and
restricts the fishing only during the open season, but allows fishing anywhere
in the open access areas (McKenny and Prom, 2002). Medium-scale fishing
gear operators are required to pay tax and fishing fees to the government, and
to follow the regulations stipulated in the fishing license.

= Large-scale fishing gears are defined as industrial fishing gears. They are

allowed to be used only by fishing lot owners and are operated in the fishing
lot areas. Large-scale fishing gear operators are also required to have a fishing
license, to pay tax and to pay fishing fees to the government, and to follow the
regulations stipulated in the fishing license.

It is widely known to local communities and the authorities that illegal fishing
around TSL is commonly practiced by both medium-scale and large-scale fishing
fishers more often than by subsistence fishers. The illegal fishing activities of the
medium-scale and large-scale fishing operators are not only practiced in the fishing lot
areas, but also in the open access areas and the community fishing areas where often

CFs are unable to prevent it.

2.3.3. Community Fisheries (CFs)

2.3.3.1. Current Status of CFs

Up to 2005, it was reported that 440 CFs had been established in Cambodia,
including 405 in freshwater fisheries and 35 in the marine fisheries domains (MAFF,
2006). By August 2009, according to FiA records, 469 CFs are being operated in
Cambodia or are at various levels of formation and approval. There are 181 CFs in the
five provinces around TSL, and of these 42 CFs with 15,438 members are in
Battambang province (Table 2.3). However, not all CF members are actively involved

in the activities of CFs.
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Table 2.3: Status of Community Fisheries in provinces around Tonle Sap Lake

# of CFs # of # of # of CFs # of # of # of
Province established = CFs CFs with CFs with involved = members
with with | agreement = mgmt plan HHs
bylaw | maps
Kg. Thom 31 31 31 31 31 7,841 10,676
Siem Reap 22 22 22 22 22 15,013 | 21,821
Battambang | 42 42 40 40 40 10,864 | 15,438
Pursat 34 28 27 27 27 8,101 20,867
Eﬁhnamg 52 52 L 52 | 52 52 6585 | 3,145
Total 181 | $6=}172 | =172 48,404 71,948

Source: Data Record from Fishery Administration in Battambang province in June 2009

2.3.3.2. Procedures of Establishing CFs

Between 2000 and 2005, the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries
Management was yet to be passed. Therefore, during this period CFs were created,
organized, and managed by the community in their own way without the formal
involvement of fishery officers. Moreover, CFs did not prepare formal administrative
documents or receive official approval from the government in order to legally create
a CF. Instead, CFs were just acknowledged and approved by the local authorities,
namely the CCs and village chiefs.

Since 2005, the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries Management has been
in effect and CFs should be created with technical and administrative support from the
MAFF, as well as by coordinating with local communities, authorities and other
actors such as NGOs. Specifically, the procedure of creating CFs has changed to be
under the coordination of the CFDD within the FiA. This procedure in establishing
CFs is seen as more complicated compared with the procedure before the sub-decree.
For example, according to the Sub-Decree on Community Fishery Management
(2005) a legal and functional CF shall have, at the very least, “CF Bylaws”, a “CF
Area Management Plan”, and a “CF Area Agreement”. Furthermore, all of these
administrative documents are to be recognized and approved by the authorities

responsible. In accordance with the provisions of the Sub-Decree on Community
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Fisheries Management (2005), the complete process requires a CF to be endorsed at
every step, from the district, provincial and capital FiA to the MAFF.

Reflecting on the above, the procedure of creating CFs as well as the
management of CFs is found to clearly be a co-management arrangement between the
lower government institutions and local communities. It requires a good partnership
between the government and communities in order to ensure a successful CFs.
However, the procedure can only work if the lower government institutions and local
communities understand and balance their responsibilities, powers, and
accountabilities appropriately. Otherwise, it will prove impossible that decentralizing

fishery management to CFs can be a solution to fishery management around TSL.

2.3.3.3. Opportunities and Challenges of CFs

The idea of establishing CFs can be seen as an opportunity for local
communities to gain ownership over the community fishing areas where fishing lots
have been cancelled or released in part. Furthermore, local communities are entitled
to use their decision-making powers to select CF committees, to stand for election for
the CF committees, and to participate in managing and protecting the community
fishing areas and inundated forest areas. As per the Sub-decree on Community
Fisheries Management (2005), CFs are expected to manage fisheries resources in a
sustainable manner and ensure equitable sharing of benefits from fisheries resources
for local communities. Through direct participation in managing, using and protecting
fisheries resources, CFs might increase the understanding and recognition of local
people in the benefits and importance of fisheries resources. Finally, CFs can be seen
as an attempt by the RGC to improve the standard of living for local people in order
to contribute to poverty reduction.

Some challenges to CFs also exist, however. First, a functional and successful
CF cannot be accomplished if all involved actors do not work well together. This
requires responsible fishery officers to be responsive and accountable to CFs and local
people, and local people and CF committees have to engage actively in the activities
of CFs. At the same time, government authorities including provincial and district

governors, commune councils (CCs) and village chiefs are expected to cooperate well
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in all processes of establishing and managing CFs and community fishing areas. This
is seen as a difficult task to make a meaningful implementation when experience,
competent human resources and public budgets are inadequately in place.

Further challenges to CFs are identified by Kim and Ojendal (2007) in that a
culture of decentralization has not yet fully developed locally to implement the
management at local levels. Other issues that they identify include: the limited
knowledge and participation of local communities in managing and controlling CFs;
the interaction and balance of powers of involved actors; and a limited sense of
accountability and lack of responsiveness of officers and experts in the fishery sector
to local communities.

Studies by FACT (2005) and Kim and Ojendal (2007) reveal that it is widely
known by local communities and authorities that fishery officers and military police
have been involved in the protection of illegal fishing operations. In this regard, it is
difficult for local communities to expect the fishery officers to fulfill their roles and
duties in controlling and protecting the community fishing areas. All of the above
challenges of CFs have turned out to be a barrier for establishing and managing CFs

successfully.

2.4. Research Gaps

Tonle Sap Lake has attracted a number of studies and evaluations. The
literature and studies conducted to date around TSL focus mainly on poverty
assessment, socio-economic evaluation, fishery management and livelihoods,
environment, genders, and so on. There exists a research gap investigating the
connection between the government’s decentralization policy in managing fisheries
resources in TSL and the human security of local fishers. Therefore, this study intends
to contribute towards filling this gap by investigating the impacts of decentralization

policy in fishery management on human security of local fishers around TSL.



CHAPTER 111

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES OF DOUN TRY AND
PREK TROB COMMUNITY FISHERIES

This chapter seeks to answer the first sub-question of the study, namely “In the
case of the Prek Trob and Doun Try communities, how have community fisheries
(CFs) been created and what have been the challenges and opportunities so far?”
Because of the different circumstances of the Prek Trob and Doun Try communities,
the case studies which consider challenges and opportunities in creating and
managing CFs and the process of democratic decentralization are presented separately
in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 respectively. However, there are significant similarities in the
process of deconcentration between both Prek Trob and Doun Try communities, and
therefore, this analysis is presented jointly in Section 3.3. Following this, a
comparative analysis of the Prek Trob and Doun Try communities is presented in
Section 3.4. Finally, Section 3.5 offers a summary of the findings and analysis for this

chapter.

3.1. Prek Trob Community

3.1.1. Introduction to Prek Trob Community

The Prek Trob community is one of ten villages in Prek Norin commune, Aek
Phnom district, Battambang province. Located in the transition zone connected to
Tonle Sap Lake, the village is flooded in the wet season and provides a breeding area
for a wide variety of fish species. In the dry season, when water from TSL recedes,
some areas of the transition zone become agricultural areas for local villagers. There
are 242 hectares of land for paddy rice, excluding 300 hectares of newly cleared
flooded-forest land now prepared for paddy rice, and 30 hectares of land for housing
in Prek Trob. A lake called Toek Khmao Lake of about 9 hectares is allocated as a
fish conservation area in the village. The flooded forest covers a permanent area of

230 hectares, and this area is being protected by the Prek Trob CF. Currently, there
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are 334 households (1,650 people; 860 of them women) residing in Prek Trob (Prek
Trob Community, 2010).

About 90% of the Prek Trob villagers are rice farmers, who are able to harvest
twice a year. Fishing is a complementary job for 186 households after or during their
harvest period as additional income to support their living (Prek Trob CF, 2007).
However, fishing remains important to them because the villagers in this community
own or are provided only a small plot of land for farming that hardly supports their
living expenses. In Prek Trob, a CF was established on August 20, 2002. Since then,

216 households have voluntarily supported and registered as members of the CF.

Figure 3.1: Map of Prek Trob Community Fishery
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Source: Prek Trob CF, 2007

3.1.2. Democratic Decentralization: Challenges and Opportunities of
Prek Trob CF

3.1.2.1. The Process of Creating Prek Trob CF

Prek Trob had conflicts with Fishing Lots 7, 8, and 9 of Battambang province

during the 1990s. Usually, the fishing lots claimed that the fishing lot area was where
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the water spread. This unclear boundary brought controversy over the fishing areas
and left insufficient fishing areas for the community. A group of about 500 people
from Prek Trob and nearby villages protested against the fishing lots in late 1990s,
and violence occurred. A group of angry villagers destroyed the blocks used by the
fishing lot that indicated the boundary of that fishing lot area. Unfortunately, eight
villagers from Prek Trob and some from other nearby villages were charged by the
fishing lot owners with destroying private property. As a result, however, the protest
movement from the Prek Trob community involved in contesting the disputes became
stronger, and the whole community unified to challenge the charges and help each
other with financial and moral support. As a result of the pressure from the unified
community, all arrested villagers from Prek Trob were released by the Battambang

provincial court and then the case was closed in 2002.

Figure 3.2: Photograph of the Prek Trob Community in the Dry Season

Note: This is the view of transition area in the Prek Trob community in the dry season when it
is farmed as a paddy field. This area is flooded during the rainy season. Local people can do

family-scale fishing during rainy season in this area. This area is located behind the village.

In 2000, after the release of the fishing areas as part of the fishery
management reform in Cambodia, 1,224 hectares of fishing area was released to be

managed by the Prek Trob community. Local people had a keen interest in finding a
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way to control the community’s fishing area. Several meetings were held and
organized by Prek Trob villagers to identify an appropriate solution for the majority
of local people. The idea of forming a community fishery (CF) was agreed on by local
villagers in order to control the community’s fishing area, and most of the Prek Trob
villagers were happy to support this idea. The community also proposed the
establishment of KAWP,* an NGO, to coordinate and support the processes of
establishing and managing the CF in their community.

The CF in Prek Trob was established through many meetings between local
people, and about 90% of local people participated in the processes. The election was
conducted in three steps. First, all villagers were informed about the proposal to
establish a CF in the village and were requested to name persons that they wanted as
their representatives. At this stage, after the first meeting and election, 50
representatives from among the villagers were short-listed. Then, in a subsequent
meeting, the villagers were asked to select 16 members from those short-listed (about
30% are women) for the next round of selection. Finally, in a third election, 7 persons
were finally elected by the local villagers as the CF committee of Prek Trob. A
woman was elected as one of the heads of the CF committee. However, a few years
later, she resigned because of family problems.

Local authorities, namely the Prek Trob village chief and Prek Norin
Commune Council (CC), participated, cooperated and monitored the process of the
CF committee election and the creation of the CF. Fishery officers were also invited
to attend the final election of CF committee, but they did not have any active role in
the process. KAWP was the only organization that helped to coordinate and support
establishing the Prek Trob CF.

“We were very happy that a fishing area was released to our community, and
this was very important to our community. We thought that we had to manage
and control it properly. Before the election for the CF committee, two or three
meetings were held in our village to find a solution to control the community

fishing area. And in the process of selecting the CF committee, three different

* Krom Akphiwat Phum meaning Village Development Group is a local organization based in
Battambang province working to develop poor communities along Tonle Sap Lake since 1993.
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meetings were conducted. In the process of establishing the CF in our
community, almost all local villagers participated and strongly supported this

process.””

During the establishment of the Prek Trob CF, the idea of forming a CF
emerged from the request by community, which then unified behind the proposal. The
CF was initially established at a time when the community was strongly unified by the
need to challenge a neighboring fishing lot owner over a dispute on the fishing lot
border location. In this regard, the Prek Trob has a strong sense of its own interest.
This is seen to be a key factor in building a foundation for Prek Trob CF, and is also
important to ensure local peoples’ continued participation in further activities of the
CF.

Furthermore, it is evident that Prek Trob CF was created in an open and
equitable manner within the community. For example, regarding gender, women
participated throughout the process of establishing and managing the CF.

Overall, it is significant that the support and participation of local people in
forming the CF in Prek Trob community meant that they exercised their own rights
and decision-making power to become involved in their community development. In
this way, the CF truly grew out of the wishes of the community majority. The elected
committees were strongly representative of the locals, and the power of the elected CF
committee was actually transferred from the local community itself, such that the CF
committee is more accountable to Prek Trob community compared with fishery
officers or local authorities.

It is also important to note that Prek Trob CF was established in 2002 before
the enforcement of the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries Management in 2005.
Therefore, there were not any official processes required. This meant the Prek Trob
CF was created, organized, and managed by the community in their own way without
the formal involvement of fishery officers. The effective intervention by KAWP,
including financial and technical assistance, is another important factor in

successfully creating a CF in Prek Trob.

% Extracted from a focus group discussion with the committee of Prek Trob CF in July, 2011
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Though the creation of the Prek Trob CF did not require the involvement of
fishery officers, the culture of the local villagers is to normally invite local authorities
or concerned government officers to witness their activities to show respect to the
government authorities and foster a sense of cooperation between the local
community and officials. Therefore, the involvement of government officers in this
process could be seen as a critical point. Importantly, in the case of Prek Trob, the
participation of fishery officers as well as local authorities did not interrupt the
process of establishing the CF because they did not have any legal or formal direction
over this process. In other words, the participation of fishery officers and local
authorities was regarded as collaboration with Prek Trob community in the process of
democratic decentralization, and despite the erstwhile and minimal involvement of
fishery officers and local authorities, it can be concluded that the Prek Trob

community formed their CF in their own way.

3.1.2.2. Participation of Local Community and CF Management

Before the CF was established in Prek Trob, the fishing area was already
disorganized. In the first two or three years after the fishing area was released from
the fishing lot to the Prek Trob community, during 2000-2002, local people thought
that they could do whatever they wanted in the fishing area in their community, such
that the villagers themselves conducted various illegal fishing activities. However,
most of these fishing offenses were conducted by only a small group of wealthy
people in the village. During that period, the participation and awareness of local
people in protecting and preserving the community’s natural resources were limited,
and, despite the CF in Prek Trob being established in 2002, fishing offenses by
wealthy people in the village remained high, at first.

After the Prek Trob CF was established, the CF committee understood that
successful natural resource management in the village could not happen if local
people did not participate, and, in order to get them involved, local people have to
know and understand the importance of the community’s fisheries and natural
resources. Several meetings and presentations with the community were conducted

every month after establishing the CF in order to get local people involved in the
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activities of the CF and to understand their rights and powers over the community’s
fisheries and resources. Moreover, it was important that the Prek Trob CF committee
themselves were seen to be honest and transparent and to show a firm commitment to
the community and CF members. At the same time, the capacity of the CF committee

had to be developed to undertake its responsibilities effectively.

“We (the committee) do not have money, and we do not get paid, but we were
elected to manage our community’s fishing areas and resources. We have only
seven people in our team. How can these seven people control all the
community’s fishing areas if local people do not join with us? Therefore, we
really need hundreds of people in our village to help us in this work;

otherwise, we will lose together.”°

As a result, a large number of local people understood and were happy to
support and participate in the activities of the CF in managing and protecting the
fisheries and natural resources in the village, and illegal fishing activities in the
village reduced remarkably as even the wealthier villagers understood and

participated in protecting and preserving the community’s natural resources.

“The success of our CF is the successful result of participation by local people
and their understanding of fisheries and natural resources management. Their
participation is the great force that we (the committee) need, and it always

motivates us to remember the community and work harder for them.””’

The participation of local people in the activities of the CF depends on
whether the CF works for the common interests of the community or not. Openness,
honesty and high commitment to the CF seem to be the related to the level of

awareness about the situation of fishing in the community and the threats to it.

® Focus group discussion with Prek Trob CF on July 01, 2011
"Focus group discussion with Prek Trob CF on July 01, 2011
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“We went to help guard the fishing area of our community with other people
and the CF committee because we see they do not work for their own interests.
The more we work together, the more we know and trust in each other. So

since then, we are happy to participate and support the CF in our community.®

According to the principle of the democratic decentralization, the involvement
of CF committee, who are the community’s representatives in making plans to
manage and develop the community’s fishing area, is necessary. It opens a critical
opportunity for the community or their representatives to use their democratic rights
and powers to articulate the management and development plan for their community.
Most importantly, the idea of getting local people increasing involved and building
their awareness of the community’s natural resource management is a key point for
organizing and managing the Prek Trob CF. As a result, the Prek Trob CF is more

democratic and responsive to the local community.

3.1.2.3. CF’s Role in Protecting the Community Area and Cooperating
with Other Stakeholders

= CF and Provincial Fishery Administration

A few vyears after Prek Trob CF was established, the Sub-Decree on
Community Fisheries Management was passed in 2005. Articles 13 and 20 of the sub-
decree stipulate that managing and protecting the community’s fishing area requires a
partnership between fishery officers and CF committees. The CF committees have to
conserve and protect the aquatic life within their communities’ fishing areas. They are
also responsible for immediately reporting and providing information on any fishery
violations in their community fishing area to the nearest fishery officers. In turn,
fishery officers are responsible for intervening, stopping and suppressing fishery
offences in the communities’ fishing areas.

During 2003, the Prek Trob CF and local villagers worked actively to
cooperate with fishery officers in this regard. However, in practice, fishery officers

were unresponsive to the requests of the Prek Trob CF and were ineffective in

8 Local villagers in Prek Trob community, July 2011
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combating illegal fishing practices. The fishery officers were accused by local
communities and the CF of corruption in their work. As a result, cooperation between

the CF committee and fishery officers did not work (see Section 3.3.2 for details).

“In the first one or two years, it was complicated for our CF as we had to
cooperate with fishery officers. During that time, our CF did not work
effectively in managing and protecting our community fishing area, especially
combating illegal fishing activities. For example, almost every time that we
(CF committees and local people) reported illegal fishing to fishery officers, it
seemed that illegal fishers were immediately informed and told to escape
before the fishery officers arrived. And in cases where the illegal fishing gears
were confiscated by fishery officers, a few days later those illegal fishing
gears were given back to the owner. Overtime, as our cooperation with the
fishery officers met with little success, we found it difficult to trust and

cooperate with them.””®

= CF and Local Authorities

Having failed to build trust with the fisheries officers, the Prek Trob CF tried
alternative approaches and identified that they could cooperate with their local
authorities to intervene in illegal fishing practice. To achieve this, the CF committee
worked actively to persuade the Commune Council (CC) to understand, support, and
cooperate with their CF work. KAWP also supported this work. The CF committee
identified that to receive cooperation from local authorities it was important that the
CF and their local authorities work together more often, and therefore some activities
were strategically organized by the CF committee. For example, the Prek Norin
commune chief, the CC, as well as the village chief, were invited to join almost every
meeting and workshop with the Prek Trob CF. Some intensive training courses,
regarding basic rights and the relevant fishery laws, were also provided to local
authorities and the CF by KAWP. A number of public forums, with the participation
of the villagers, the CF, and the local authorities, were also held as an open dialogue

between local authorities and local people. In addition, some study tours that allowed

® A focus group discussion with Prek Trob CF committee in July 2011
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local authorities, the CF, and local people to learn best practices from other
communities were also organized and supported by KAWP.

As a result, the local authorities increasingly participated and became
involved in the work of the CF, such that, to date, the Prek Trob CF has received firm
support from the local authorities in managing and controlling the community’s
fishing area. As a result, since 2004, Prek Trob stopped reporting illegal fishing
activities to fishery officers and did not request for their intervention. Instead, the
intervention and suppression of illegal fishing activities has been conducted through
the direct cooperation of the Prek Norin CC, the commune police, the CF committee,
and local villagers. Adapting to the initial failure of fisheries officers to do their job,
they work together to stop the fishing crimes first, arrest the violators, and then make
a report to the fishery officers later.

The active work of the Prek Trob CF committee under the local authorities’
cooperation has produced a satisfactory result. Since early 2004, illegal fishing
activities in Prek Trob’s fishing area have been almost completely prevented. At the
same time, local people have ensured their access to the community’s fishing area,
and have increasingly engaged in managing and preserving the community’s fisheries

and natural resources.

“The newly elected CF committee is like a child who has just started walking.
They could not do all work on their own; we (Prek Norin CC) have to support
them and help them, by all the means we could. My observation is that any
community not having support and cooperation from CCs or local authorities
will never succeed. Local authorities, especially CCs, have to be firm and
supportive to local communities in managing and controlling the community
fishing areas. We know this is important, so we never ignore our

communities.”°

3.1.2.4. The Outcome of Democratic Decentralization in Prek Trob

The case study reveals that local villagers and the CF committee have been

successful in advocating and demanding more responsibilities and powers of their

1o In-depth interview with the chief of the Prek Norin commune in July 2011.
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own over their community’s fishing area through democratic decentralization. This
reveals that when more rights and powers are in hands of local people, they also
receive more benefits. For example, to date, meetings between the CCs and the Prek
Trob CF are held monthly. As a result, the Prek Trob community development plan
has been adapted and is included in the Commune Investment Plan (CIP), which is a
package of funds from the central government for commune-level development. The
ongoing dialogue between the Prek Trob community and the local authorities about
their community development is an important factor to ensure their community
concerns are included in the CIP.

As a result, the Prek Trob CF can work independently and claim ownership of
their community’s fisheries and natural resources and almost all fishing offenses have
been prevented in the community fishing area. The improved capacity of the CF
committee is an important factor that makes the management team stronger and more
effective. Support, cooperation, and motivation from NGOs, local authorities, and the
local community are other important factors in the success of the Prek Trob CF.

Significantly, there has been no conflict between the fishing lot owners and
the Prek Trob community since 2004. In fact, after being convinced that some fish
from the fish conservation area in Prek Trob migrate into the fishing lot area in the
dry season, the owner of Fishing Lot 8 in Battambang province built a station for the
Prek Trob CF to guard the fish protection area. This represents a major achievement
of Prek Trob in securing the cooperation of the fishing lot owners to support their
work.

The case of the Prek Trob CF represents the successful management and
control of a community fishing area, implemented with cooperation between local
people, the CF committee, and local authorities, and without (or with little)

involvement of fishery officers.

3.2. Doun Try Community

3.2.1. Introduction to Doun Try

Doun Try community is located in Chhrey commune, Morng Russey district,

Battambang province. It is also a village located in the transition area along the Doun
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Try stream that flows into the TSL. A large part of the village is flooded in the rainy
season, while a higher area along the Doun Try stream is not flooded. A large area of
the transition area is used as paddy fields for local villagers in the dry season. A large
area of flooded forest that forms about half of the community fishing area (19,044
hectares) is the most productive fish sanctuary for nearby villages and a breeding area
for a wide variety of fish species (Doun Try Community, 2010). A part of the Doun
Try stream that flows through Doun Try is preserved as a fish conservation area.
According to Doun Try village data, in 2010, there are 325 households (1,781 people;
860 of them women) residing in Doun Try, with 2,470 hectares of land for paddy rice
and 10 hectares of land for housing.

Five years ago, fishing was the primary income for the majority of the Doun
Try community when 300 households were permanent fishers (Doun Try CF, 2008).
However, later the number of fishermen in Doun Try village has decreased
dramatically due to the decline of fish stock in their community. At present, fishing is
only a secondary source of income for the majority of Doun Try community and 85%
of villagers are farmers. However, fishing still remains important to Doun Try
villagers because rice farming in the village is unpredictable due to insufficient
irrigation systems.

In early 2000, like many other villages around the Tonle Sap Lake, a large
fishing area of 19,044 hectares was released to the Doun Try community. However,
between 2000 and 2005, the released fishing area was not under any specific
management. During this period, local fishers from the Doun Try community, fishers
from other villages, fishery officers, and wealthy fishers inside or outside the village
competed to fish and gain the maximum benefit from the community fishing area.

In 2005, a CF called the Doun Try CF was formed and organized in Doun Try
village to control the community’s fishing area. The CF committee has since
completed two mandates. For both mandates of the CF committee, there was at least
one woman selected for the CF committee, and in the second mandate, a woman was
selected as chief of the CF committee. The first mandate of Doun Try CF lasted for
only two years because of CF was ineffective in controlling the community’s fisheries

and natural resources. The second committee of Doun Try CF was elected again in
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November 2008 but with the same outcome. As a result, the second term of the Doun
Try CF was terminated in 2010.

Figure 3.3: Map of Doun Try CF
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An NGO called Community Support Improve Development (CSID) supported
and facilitated the first two mandates of the CF committee election and organization.
However, CSID terminated the project at Doun Try in 2008 due to funding problems
and the unsuccessful outcomes of their work. Each election of the CF committee was
monitored by the provincial and district fishery officers and the local authorities
(Doun Try village chief and the Chhrey CCs). However, after the CF committee was
elected, neither the provincial and district fishery officers nor the local authorities
have been active in the CF.

Since 2010, another NGO, the Fisheries Action Coalition Team (FACT), has
started to work in Doun Try. In June 2011, a new election for a CF committee was

held with their support and facilitation through the Tonle Sap Fisher Network project
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(TFN). On June 11" seven representatives, one of whom is a woman, were elected.
To date, the Doun Try CF has 743 members.

3.2.2. Democratic Decentralization: Challenges and Opportunities for
the Doun Try CF

3.2.2.1. The Process of Establishing the Doun Try CF

Like the previous CF elections, the election for the third Doun Try CF
committee was pioneered by local initiative, with the support of FACT, through the
Tonle Sap Fisher Network (TFN) project. In this process, local authorities including
the Chhrey Commune Council, the village chief, the commune police, and fishery
officers were also invited to monitor the election. However, the reliability of
procedures and participation of local people in creating the Doun Try CF is
questionable, and villagers noted that some problems had occurred. First, information
on the establishment of the CF was not widely announced to villagers. Second, the
potential candidates were quietly appointed by the village chief and the village’s
influential elites. Third, the criteria for choosing an appropriate candidate were not
clearly explained to local villagers or voters. In addition, most of the villagers
participating in the election, and probably those not participating, were not aware of
the importance of having the CF in their community, and, indeed, many had already
lost confidence in the CF. Consequently, as in previous CF elections, there was a low
participation of villagers in the process, and only 99 villagers (39 of them women) or

about 6% of the village voted to select the representatives for their community.

“l think many people in my village did not know about this election. Many
people just found out in the morning when we heard the announcement from
the pagoda. My house is near here, so | just joined to see this election. | saw
that many authorities had come here, so | had better join. For those who live

far from the pagoda, they did not want to join though they know about this
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election. They do not want to spend time because for many years they (the CF

committee) have never made any progress.”!

With regard to the process of establishing the Doun Try CF, it is clear that it
was not created in an open and equitable manner within the community. There is
limited democratic decentralization in the Doun Try CF because of the low level of
support and participation of local people in the processes of forming the CF in their
community. In this regard, local people have not fully used their own rights and
decision-making power to become involved in their community development. As the
CF emerged from the interest of the (elite) minority, it was hard for it to gain firm

support and participation from other local people.

Figure 3.4: Photograph of Doun Try Village in the Dry Season

Note: This is the house and fishing gear of a subsistence fisher in Doun Try

In addition, the impetus for the creation of the CF was to fulfill a legal
requirement of the government rather than coming from the initiative of the

community itself. The Doun Try CF was created in 2005, the same year as the

1 Erom the account of an individual woman who participated in the election for the Doun Try CF
committee, June 2011
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enforcement of the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries Management. As the
community was not aware of the importance of the CF in ensuring the community’s
interests, the participation of local villagers in establishing a CF became more about
fulfilling a mere legal requirement. Whilst there was the involvement of fishery
officers in the process, they provided insufficient technical assistance and advice for
the CF committee to manage the complicated administrative work in establishing and
running the CF committee. Furthermore, support by CSID in Doun Try was not

constant and was inadequate to help Doun Try establish a functional CF.

3.2.2.2. Participation by the Local Community in Doun Try

The participation of Doun Try villagers in the activities of the CF is low and
problematic, and engagement between the local community and CF is rare. Most of
local people considered it pointless for them to join the CF, and there is a wide gap
between the work of CF and the activities of local people; local people are not clear
what work the CF has done, while the CF does not involve the local people.

Given this situation, local people are discouraged from participating in the
process by a variety of factors. First, it was widely perceived by local villagers that
the CF is weak and has not accomplished anything for the community, and the
common interests of the community have not been addressed or considered. Local
villagers stated that the previous CF committee was weak in challenging fishery
officers to control and protect the community fishing area, and the CF was accused by
the community of being corrupt and of colluding with fishery officers.

Second, local people do not know the importance of their community fisheries
and natural resources, and, thus, have not been empowered and mobilized to
participate in managing and protecting their community fishing area. Therefore, it is
hard to persuade local people to participate in the CF, and they are also discouraged

when there is a lack of support from the local authorities for local people and the CF.

“We never know what work the CF has done. After the election, the CF
committee is always silent. And we know that the committee cannot cooperate

and work with each other. They always have disputes regarding their personal
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interests. We think it is nonsense for the community to care about their work.

They never make any progress for our community.””*2

“Here in our community, fishery officers dominate over our community fishing
area. The CF committee has never dared to challenge them. Most of the time,
the committee just follows and is inferior to the fishery officers. If the CF
committee does things that way, how can it manage and protect our
community fishing area? It is nonsense that the CF committee just stays calm

and sees what fishery officers do in our community.”*®

3.2.2.3. Lessons Learned and Changes for Doun Try CF Management

The two previous mandates of Doun Try CF were widely acknowledged to
have failed, due to the inability of the CF committee to manage and organize the CF
effectively. Seeing the importance of these failures, the new chief of Doun Try CF
called for a meeting of the newly elected committee as well as the former committee
to identify the weaknesses, issues, and challenges of the previous CF committees. The
meeting identified five factors for the CF’s failure: 1) The limited knowledge and
capacity of the committee; 2) the lack of participation, cooperation and work
commitment within the committee; 3) the lack of participation and understanding of
local villagers; 4) the dominant power of fishery officers over resources; and 5) the
problem of irresponsible fishery officers and a lack of support from fishery officers
and local authorities.

After understanding the weaknesses of previous management plans in Doun
Try CF, some implications were addressed and agreed by the participants in the

meeting:

“We, the new committee, must not follow the mistakes of the previous
committee. We have to learn from their weaknesses and make a difference. We

must learn to make our team stronger, to manage our team better, and to work

12 A focus group discussion with Doun Try community, June 2011
3 A focus group discussion with Doun Try CF, June 2011
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together. We must co-operate each other and be honest in the team; otherwise,
we will fail again. If we fail in this third mandate, fisheries and natural

resources in our community will be finished for younger generations.”**

In the management reform of Doun Try CF, participation and awareness of the
local community were identified as important factors. To address this, it was accepted
by the new CF committee that they had to show their commitment to the community
to make them trust in the work of the CF. They plan to achieve this by making the
local people understand the importance of the community’s fisheries and natural
resources. Then, they believed, the community would support and participate with the
CF.

“The fishing area of our community is so large that the committee (of seven
people) could not manage. We really need a great effort from local villagers to
help us to manage our fisheries and natural resources. If they do not join with
us, we definitely can’t do this work. So we must find all ways we could to

attract them to participate with us.”*®

The efforts of the new CF committee to reunify the community and CF
committee in the management, control, and protection of the community fishing area
can be seen as a way of strengthening the local democratic decentralization. In this
way, the CF committee demonstrates accountability to local people and to is able to
use the power gained from local people to further the community’s common interests.
Evidently, the newly-elected CF committee is stronger and holds more commitment to
challenge the fishery officers, and is also prepared to participate more with the local
community. However, regarding its future, the outcome of the third mandate of the

CF committee cannot be predicted yet.

14 A discussion in a Doun Try CF meeting on CF Management Plan Reform, June 2011
5 Mr. sem Bo, the new chief of Doun Try CF, June 2011
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3.2.2.4. The Role of the CF in Protecting Community Areas and
Cooperating with Other Stakeholders

= CF and Provincial Fishery Administration

Managing and protecting the Doun Try community fishing area has been
conducted under a partnership between the CF committee, local people, and the
fishery officers. In order for the community fishing area management to achieve a
satisfactory result, fishery officers are expected to be responsive and to intervene
effectively. However, this expectation has not been met. In fact, local people and the
Doun Try CF report that fishery officers have not interacted well with the community
and the CF regarding the combat of illegal fishing practices. Instead of assisting the
community, fishery officers were charged by local people and the CF of conspiring
with fishing offenders, especially wealthy and powerful illegal fishers. However,
despite the fact that partnering with fishery officers did not make any progress during
the last two mandates, the community’s approach to managing and protecting the
fishing area has not changed, and there has not been any advocacy work attempted by
local villagers and the CF committee to demand more powers and responsibilities
over their community’s fishing area. Therefore, the CF committee cannot do anything
else other than inform and report illegal fishing activities to fishery officers (see
Section 3.3.2).

“Fishery officers and concerned authorities come to our village just to take
the money from illegal fishers. They ask us to report the illegal fishing
activities to them. When we report to them, they rarely enforce the law strictly.
Normally, when we report to them, it is like inviting them to take money from
the illegal fishers for their own interest. They get along well with illegal
fishers. This made the interaction with fishery officers and relevant authorities

difficult for our community”"®

% Focus group discussion with Doun Try CF and with local community, June 2011
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= CF and Local Authorities

In contrast to the Prek Trob community, the local authorities, both the Doun
Try village chief and the Chhrey commune, have not supported or been involved with
the local communities and the CF committee in managing and protecting the
community’s fishing area. Regular meetings between the local authorities and the CF
were absent. No joint projects have been undertaken or other forms of support and
coordination with the local authorities had occurred so far. Moreover, the work of
Doun Try CF was not taken into account by local authorities. During an interview
with the Chhrey commune council, it indicated that there was no hope of concrete
development plans and support being made available to Doun Try CF. In this regard,
the Doun Try CF and local authorities have not interacted well over the community’s

fisheries and natural resources management.

“The commune council has no authority to intervene in managing and
protecting the community fishing area like in Doun Try. It is the responsibility
of fishery officers in this area to cooperate with CFs such as Doun Try CF to
manage and protect the community fishing area. We (the commune council)
should not interfere as it says clearly in the law. We will cooperate and
support if fishery officers require us to help them. However, at almost all
times, fishery officers go and operate quietly. As we know today, fishery
officers are even station in the Doun Try community fishing area during the
open season. We do not know if they are there to combat illegal fishing or not.

We hardly know anything about their work.””*’

Significantly, the rights and powers of the Doun Try community over their
fisheries and natural resources were not strengthened and supported by the local
authorities. Despite knowing about the ineffective intervention of the fishery officers, a
green light for their intervention was not given. Local authorities only supported the
policy and legal framework that a CF was entitled to report and cooperate with fishery
officers in combating illegal fishing activities. Therefore, it was strongly indicated by

the local authorities that the Doun Try community had no rights or powers to arrest

1 Group discussion with Chhrey commune council, June 2011
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illegal fishers by themselves. In this regard, Doun Try CF has to cooperate with fishery
officers in controlling and protecting their community’s fishing area. While this is a
complex task for the community, in the current circumstance, there is little hope of any
effective cooperation and intervention.

To date, local authorities still do not understand the importance and difficulties
of the Doun Try CF’s work, and the information and concerns of the community are not
heard. The newly formed CF in Doun Try does need firm support and cooperation from
the local authorities. Taking the lead from the Prek Trob community, advocacy for
further rights and powers over their community development and natural resources
management should be conducted by the Doun Try CF towards the local authorities. It
is important that the new CF committee gets local peoples’ support. In this regard, the
local authorities should listen to the concerns of the local people. The lack of
administrative support from local authorities is a sign of the irresponsibility of local

government institutions in strengthening democratic decentralization.

3.2.2.5. The Outcome of Democratic Decentralization

The ineffective management of the Doun Try CF and its inability to control
the community’s fisheries and natural resources has led to lack of confidence in the
CF amongst a great number of Doun Try villagers. The participation and involvement
of local people in protecting and managing the community’s natural resources is
hindered. The knowledge and awareness of local people of basic rights and laws on
fisheries remains weak and this limits the level of advocacy in claiming for more
rights and powers over the community’s fisheries and natural resources. As the result,
the local people’s rights and powers have been undermined by the district fishery
administration, and support from the local authorities has been rare. In effect, the
power and rights over the community’s resources have both been under the full

control of fishery officers.
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3.3. Deconcentration: Challenges and Criticism of CFs Enforcement

Throughout this section, the discussion on deconcentration regarding the
challenges and opportunities of establishing CFs is considered for both Prek Trob and
Doun Try CFs.

3.3.1. Fishery Legal Framework and Policy

The central government passed the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries
Management in 2005 as a legislative framework governing fishery management in
Cambodia with the intention of standardizing the best practices of the community
fishery management. However, enforcement of CFs has faced some limitations
resulting in incomplete deconcentration. Indeed, the attempt by central government to
create a legal framework for fisheries has not yet completely created an enabling
environment for the implementation of the current fishery management policy.

Local communities and CF committees are entitled to engage in the
management and conservation of fisheries resources. However, they are not given the
right to arrest illegal fishing activities in their communities’ areas. Instead, the CFs
and local people can only cooperate, report and provide to the nearest fishing officers
about any violations in their area. Often, however, the fishery officers do not halt the
illegal fishing. This is partly due to a lack of incentive for the fisheries officers, as
well as the collusion of fishery officers with powerful and wealthy illegal fishermen:
corruption in the fishery sector is widely known to local authorities, local people, and
CF committees. Furthermore, however, given the distances involved, it is time
consuming and complicated work for local communities to get full cooperation from
fishery officers. Given these problems, waiting for the response and cooperation of
fishery officers has become a barrier for local communities to take collective action to

protect their fishing area.

“Fishery officers are the responsible authorities in combating illegal fishing
practices in TSL. If they are responsive enough, they could prevent almost all

fishing offenses in TSL. If the illegal fishing activities are operated in small-
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scale fishing form, they might be able to hide from fishery officers. However, it
is hardly convincing that fishery officers could not see illegal medium-scale
and industrial-scale fishing activities around TSL. For example, “bhor” the
largest illegal fishing gear, is still operated widely in TSL. Bhor cannot be
easily hidden because it is normally about 1-3 kilometers long. Therefore, it
cannot be moved quickly. I think that there must be cooperation and collusion
between responsible fishery officers and those illegal fishers; otherwise, those

fishing offenses could not be operated and escape so easily.”*®

A comparison of the two cases, the Prek Trob and Doun Try CFs, reveals that
there is a gap in the fishery legal framework and management policy. Both case
studies show that partnering with fishery officers in managing and protecting
communities’ fishing area has not worked in either community. The case of Prek Trob
indicates that managing and controlling the community fishing areas should be
conducted with the cooperation and partnership of local authorities, CF committees,
and local people. For example, it is appropriate for Prek Norin commune police and
local authorities to intervene in combating illegal fishing practices in their community
because illegal fishing cases can be regarded as a crime. Furthermore, using local
authorities that are stationed nearby the CF and local communities is more timely and
effective. Moreover, to implement CFs more effectively, further powers over
community fishing areas should be given to local communities, CFs and local
authorities in controlling and managing their community fishing areas. In contrast, in
Doun Try, where local authorities have not supported the CF, it is clear that
cooperating and partnering with fishery officers in managing and protecting the
community fishing area has not worked.

At the same time, the involvement of the FiA or the MAFF in fishery
management is needed, but in a different way for that of the local authorities. By
handing the job of combating illegal fishing practices and managing community
fishing areas to local authorities and CF committees, the fishery officers could

concentrate more on providing technical support and advice; educating and training

'8 Erom an in-depth interview with an NGO staff member who has worked with CFs in Battambang,
July 2011
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CFs committees; and following up, monitoring, and evaluating the CF
implementation. By employing this process, the local authorities and the FiA officers

could have clearer roles regarding fishery management in Cambodia.

3.3.2. Unresponsive Fishery Officers

Managing and protecting the community’s fishing area requires a partnership
between fishery officers and CF committees, as stated in Articles 13 and 20 of the sub-
decree. CFs committees are also responsible for reporting and providing information on
any fisheries violations in their community fishing area to the nearest fishery officers.
Fishery officers are responsible for intervening, stopping and suppressing fisheries
offences in the community fishing areas.

Regarding the CF’s work in the Prek Trob and Doun Try cases, the most
sensitive issue in controlling and managing CFs and community fishing areas is
unresponsive fishery officers at both the provincial and district levels. Fishery officers
in the Prek Trob or Doun Try community did not let the CF committee or local people
stop or arrest any fishing offenders. All CF committees and local people could do was
to report illegal fishing to fishery officers. In the beginning, both Doun Try and Prek
Trob communities worked hard and cooperated actively in reporting fishing offenses to
fishery officers. However, over time it was found that the effective intervention against
fishing crimes in each community fishing area was rare. Local people and CF
committees explained that every time illegal fishing was reported, the fishermen were
tipped off and could escape easily. The poor response from local fisheries staff resulted
in a lack of partnership between fishery officers and the local community. This is a
sensitive factor affecting the work of the CF in each community.

Furthermore, in both the Prek Trob and Doun Try communities, the fishery
officers have provided little technical support and advice in organizing and managing
the CFs. Education and training of the CF committees to build their technical capacity
for management of communities’ fishing areas has not been provided by the
government officers. Finally, the implementation by the CF committees has not been

supported, followed up, monitored, or evaluated by fishery officers.
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Overall, it is revealed that fishery officers have not been adequately responsive
and accountable to the CF committees and local communities. Furthermore, it shows
that the intervention by fishery officers in stopping and suppressing fishing offences in
community fishing areas has not been effective.

Instead, the involvement of fishery officers in managing and protecting
community fishing areas appears to have had the effect of capturing power from local
communities and CFs rather than partnering and cooperating with them. As indicated in
each case study, fishery officers have tried to take over the community fishing area. In
this regard, it is hard for local communities to challenge fishery officers to attain a
balance of power in controlling and protecting their areas. The success of each
community depends only how strong and empowered that community is: Prek Trob is a
stronger community and can challenge fishery officers; while Doun Try, a weak
community, cannot.

Reflecting this discussion, Cambodia’s Prime Minister, Samdech Hun Sen, has
himself said “fishery experts in five provinces around TSL (Battambang, Kampong
Thom, Kamong Chhang, Pursat and Siem Reap provinces) have been ““the Dominant
Powers” in the Lake, and under their power, they have been the ones who are

responsible for the fisheries and natural resources disaster around TSL.”*°

3.3.3. lllegal Fishing Practices Undermining Successful CFs

Where there have been gaps in the legislation or implementation of fishery
law, destructive and illegal fishing gears and activities have been used and practiced
widely and openly around TSL. The most destructive fishing practices include the

following:

= The use of long fine-mesh nets called bhor that are about 1-2 kilometers in
length and trap all kinds of fish passing through the area that is blocked.
Bhor catch a great number of fish, regardless of the fish size.

= Pumping out small lakes or bodies of water in commercial fishing lot areas

in order to capture all the fish at one time.

19 The Prime Minister’s speech on Fisheries’ Day on July 01, 2011 at Svay Rieng province
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= Use of electrocution, explosives, or poisons by both commercial and small
scale fishers; electrocution of fish is more common for subsistence
fishermen along the TSL because it is a relatively cheap and convenient
method.

The majority of poor subsistence fishers have ended their fishing activities
because they could not catch enough fish to support their living; however, some
remaining subsistent fishers have tried to adjust their fishing gears to catch up with
new illegal fishing gears. At the same time, rich and powerful fishers continue to
increase the scale of their illegal fishing gears and fishing activities. It seems apparent
that fishers are trying to capture as great a benefit as possible from fishing in a short
period of time without considering the future. As noted by local fishers and local
authorities, competition in illegal fishing has increased severely between fishers at all
levels who have taken advantage of a weak law enforcement environment and weak
fishery management system. Whilst this competition in illegal fishing is one reason
for decreasing fish stocks in TSL, other reasons include an increased of consumption
fish, a growing population of fishers, and environmental change, such as climate and
ecological changes in TSL.?® This has brought a severe threat to fish habitats and the
sustainability of fishery resources in TSL.

In spite of the accomplishment of the Prek Trob CF in combating illegal
fishing activities and managing and protecting the community’s fishing area, this has
not made the fish stocks in Prek Trob community recover. Subsistence fishers today
in Prek Trob cannot even catch enough fish for their daily household consumption.
This means that the community’s accomplishment in terms of the CF has not, in turn,
improved their actual living situation. This is because the successful implementation
of a CF in one community alone cannot significantly change the situation in their
community unless efforts by other CFs are successful widely around the TSL, because
fish stocks are migratory.

It is even more severe for the Doun Try community where illegal fishing
activities are widely practiced. Not only can local fishers not catch enough fish to
support their daily food, but they also cannot access their own community fishing area

which is dominated by illegal fishers cooperating with fishery officers. Some villagers

20 Key remarks by Prime Minister Samdach Hun Sen on Fishery’s Day, July 01, 2011
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complained that sometimes they could not even use the water in lakes or creeks in
their village for agriculture because some lakes or creeks were sold and pumped out to
catch all kinds of fish by illegal and powerful fishers.

Therefore, to make the decentralization policy in fishery management
through establishing CFs work effectively and bring benefits to CF members, all
kinds of illegal fishing practices around TSL must be urgently halted. All fishery
domains around TSL such as community fishing areas, open access areas, fishing lot
areas, inundated forest areas, and fishery conservation areas must be properly and

effectively protected under the decentralization policy in fishery management.

3.4 Comparative Analysis of Democratic Decentralization and

Deconcentration in Prek Trob and Doun Try CFs

In this section, the challenges and opportunities of establishing CFs and CFs
management are analyzed in connection with deconcentration and democratic

decentralization based on the roles and responsibilities of each actor.

= Central Government and MAFF

The central government and the MAFF have set policies, legislations, and
guidelines governing the fishery management around TSL as a way of standardizing for
the best practices of the fishery management policies. However, the policies and
guideline set have not fully created an enabling environment for implementation.
Having policies and guidelines with insufficient financial support makes creating viable
CFs almost impossible.

At the same time, while the CF guidelines have opened up opportunities for
local communities and CFs to engage in community fishing area conservation, they are
not allowed to stop illegal fishers in their community fishing area. Therefore, it is
impossible for local communities and CFs to take collective action to protect their

community fishing area when fishery officers are slow to respond.

= Fishery Officers
It is apparent that the fishery officers have not fulfilled their roles and

responsibilities well. The Sub-decrees on Community Fisheries Management and the
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Fishery Law have not been enforced fully by fishery officers. In each case study, only a
little technical support and advice have been provided to each CF, and after the CF
committee was elected fishery officers have not been active in supporting the CF. As
mentioned above, fishery officers have also been ineffective in combating illegal
fishing activities. Fishery officers have tended to dominate over local communities and
CFs rather than rebalancing powers with local communities and CFs in managing and
controlling community fishing areas, in cases like Doun Try. This is a big gap in
deconcentration, and has affected democratic decentralization severely. It indicates that
control and protection of community fishing areas should not be put under the authority

of fishery officers alone.

= Local Authorities

The Prek Trob community has engaged local authorities differently from
Doun Try. Local authorities in Prek Trob are strong and have challenged fishery
officers to gain a role over the community fishing area. They have supported local
communities and the CF in controlling and protecting the community fishing area.
Without fishery officers, as a result, local authorities, CF and local communities have
managed and protected their areas effectively and successfully. In contrast, local
authorities in Doun Try are too weak to challenge the fishery officers in claiming a
role over the community fishing area. They have not supported and cooperated with
local communities and CFs in controlling and managing the community fishing area.
As a result, Doun Try fishing area has been dominated by illegal fishers and fishery
officers. By comparing these two situations, it can be concluded that partnership
between CFs, local authorities, and local people in controlling and protecting

community fishing areas is the most suitable mechanism.

= Community Fisheries Committees
The CF committees in the case studies appear very different. The Prek Trob
CF committee is more empowered with a strong sense of community and social
capital, and has fulfilled its role and responsibilities well. Moreover, they have been
able to advocate for more powers and responsibilities over their community fishing

area. It is a real accomplishment of the Prek Trob CF in changing the attitude of local
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authorities to support and cooperate with them to help control and protect the
community fishing area. By doing so, the CF and local community have not been
under the strong influence of fishery officers, and they can control their community
fishing area independently.

In contrast, the Doun Try CF remains under the influence of fishery officers.
The Doun Try CF committee thinks that the CF has no power, and they don’t dare to
challenge the fishery officers. As a result, Doun Try CF remains weak, and cannot
control and protect their community fishing area. It is clear that the degree of success

of a CF varies depending on how much a CF is empowered.

= Local Communities

The Prek Trob and Doun Try communities are quite different. The Prek Trob
community is seen as a strong and unified community. Local people have used their
decision-making power rather actively in voting and standing for the CF committee.
Moreover, villagers in Prek Trob have strongly participated in the activities of the CF.
They have also used their basic rights to challenge for more power and
responsibilities over the community fishing area. This reveals that the Prek Trob
community has been actively involved in building a strong democratic
decentralization in their community.

In contrast, the participation of the Doun Try community in activities of the
CF is relatively weak. They are not very active in using their decision-making rights
in choosing and standing for the CF committee. Overall, the Doun Try community
appears to be a weak and fragile community. A community’s strength and unity is a

key indicator of the CF’s success.

= Non-Governmental Organizations and Community-Based Organizations
A sustained NGO or CBO intervention in a community is necessary for a
functional CF, but the quality of these projects initiated by those NGOs or CBOs is
also critical. In Doun Try, the failure of the CF, in part, could be caused by the lack of
support by NGOs or CBOs from the beginning. Despite the presence of CISD during

the first two mandates, the project was not well implemented.
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For the Prek Trob community, KAWP has worked with them from the very
beginning, and has worked constantly since the CF was established in 2002.
Importantly, KAWP has worked to empower local people, raising awareness with the
locals, and encouraging their participation in managing, controlling, and preserving
the communities’ fisheries and natural resources. This has all been a critical factor in

making the Prek Trob community strong and successful.

= Fishing Lots

It is very common that the fishing lots are accused by local communities of
violating the law in operating their businesses. Local communities regard the decrease
of fish stock to be due to overfishing by fishing lots. However, fishing lots might not
be able to illegally fish openly if a nearby CF is empowered and active. In the Prek
Trob case, the Prek Trob CF made reports on the activities at Fishing Lot 8 if they
saw anything improper. In contrast, in Doun Try where the CF is weak, it was
impossible to challenge private sector or fishing lots through reporting illegal
activities.

This demonstrates that a good CF can manage and protect fishing areas not
only in their community fishing area, but also outside their community. Therefore, the
establishment of many more successful CFs around TSL might be a promising
governance mechanism to effectively manage fisheries and natural resources around
TSL.

3.5 Summary of Findings

From the two case studies, establishing and managing CFs as a way of
implementing decentralization in fishery management is a co-management
arrangement between fishery officers, CFs, and local communities. The co-
management partnership, however, has not proved an effective fishery management
approach, as there has been limited sharing of decision-making powers and
responsibilities for the management of resources between local communities, CFs and
fishery officers. The interaction of involved actors in the end does not guarantee a

balancing of power between the fishery officers and local communities. In fact, the
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co-management partnership tends to be captured almost completely by fishery officers
when given the chance.

Overall, the Prek Trob CF can be considered a successful CF, while Doun Try
CF can be considered a failure. The Doun Try CF is unsuccessful because the
management and protection of Doun Try community fishing area has been co-opted
by the fishery officers from the CF committee and local community. The Prek Trob
CF is successful because the CF is empowered to challenge fishery officers and local
authorities in order to gain more powers and responsibilities over their community
fishing area. In addition, the management and protection of the Prek Trob community
fishing area has been implemented under cooperation between local authorities, the

CF committee and local people.



CHAPTER IV

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES OF KBAL TAOL

The information in this chapter answers the second question of this study: “In
the case of Kbal Taol, why has a community fishery not been established?”” First, an
introduction to the Kbal Taol community is presented in Section 4.2. Then, the
reasons why a CF has not been established in Kbal Taol are discussed in Section 4.2.
In this section, particular attention is paid to understand why the Kbal Taol
community failed to claim their right to establish a CF. In Section 4.3, the
inappropriate allocation of the Kbal Taol fishing area is analyzed. Kbal Taol’s move
towards advocacy in the attempt to establish a CF and increase the number of fishing
areas is discussed in Section 4.4. Section 4.5 is an analysis of Kbal Taol in relation to
the challenges and opportunities of deconcentration and democratic decentralization.

Finally, Section 4.6 presents a summary of findings.

4.1 Introduction to the Kbal Taol Community

Kbal Taol is a floating village located in Koh Chivaing commune, Ek Phnom
district, Battambang province. Throughout the year, the village is situated on water.
During the dry season, the area around the pagoda and on the bank of the Doun Try
stream along the village is not flooded. Kbal Taol villagers settle along the end of the
Doun Try stream that connects to TSL. The northern part of the village links to
Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province. The southern part links to the border of ishing
Lot 1 of Pursat province. In its geographical aspect, Kbal Taol village lies between the
two fishing lots. Kbal Taol is isolated from other villages or towns. The only way to
reach Kbal Taol village is by boat.

Kbal Taol is registered as one of the five villages in Koh Chiviang commune
(Ministry of Interior, 2001). Currently, there are 679 households equaling to 3077
people, including 1502 women, residing in Kbal Taol community (Kbal Taol
Community, 2010). Of these households, 230 are Vietnamese. Fishing is the single
source of income for Kbal Taol villagers. Almost all of Kbal Taol villagers are

subsistence fishers. No agricultural land is available for the Kbal Taol community.
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After the reform of fishery management in 2000, a community fishing area
and a CF was established in each village in Koh Chivaing commune except in the
Kbal Taol community. According to data relating to fishing lots released in 2000, 484
hectares were released from Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province to the Kbal Taol
community (RGC, 2000). The problem is that the allotted fishing area is small and
divided between two different locations. One part was located in Koh Chumteav Mao,
the western part of Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang. This area is about 20-25 kilometers
away from Kbal Taol community, and was only about 150 hectares. Koh Chumteav
Mao is far from Kbal Taol village, and not many villagers are familiar with this area.
The second part is larger, at about 330 hectares, and is located on the eastern part of
the Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang. Although it is near Kbal Taol village, just about 3
kilometers away, since 2000 the area has been commandeered by the owner of the
Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang. As a consequence, from 2000 to late 2010, fishers could
not fish in their allocated fishing area.

The fishing area released to the villagers existed on paper only, as it was not
announced to the Kbal Taol community. Therefore, not many villagers knew of their
opportunity. At the same time, fishery officers have not supported or helped to
establish a CF in Kbal Taol village. As a result, since the fishery reform, the
community has not had a spacious and specific fishing area that local fishers can
access. Kbal Taol fishers normally fish in different places not belonging to their
community. In general, the residents fish along the Doun Try stream, at the end of the
stream where it meets Tonle Sap Lake, and in the public access area. Sometimes, they
have to travel use the allocated fishing areas of other villages such as Prek Kra in
Pursat Province and Doun Try in Battambang province. Kbal Taol village has
requested their own fishing area from the FiA; however, to date the proposal has not
been approved.

The disputes between Kbal Taol villagers and the owners of Fishing Lot 1 of
Battambang Province and Pursat Province have been ongoing since 2000. According
to local villagers and their authorities, the disputes were caused by the expansion
fishing lots; borders into the community’s waterway, the fishing area and the public

access area. The conflict has brought Kbal Taol considerable difficulties for the
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villagers, not least in blocking access to the community’s waterway and preventing

access for fishing in the both the allotted and public access areas.

Figure 4.1: Map of Kbal Taol Community

Source: Adopted from www.angkortaxiservice.com

In summary, although the Kbal Taol community was allocated a total of 484
hectares of fishing area from Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang in late 2000 (RGC, 2000),
the released fishing area was not large enough or appropriate for the community.
Moreover, the villagers were not informed of their allocation. Fishery officers have
refused to recognize Kbal Taol’s released fishing area nor have they have supported
the formation of a CF. The remainder of this chapter focuses mainly on reasons why a
CF has not been established in Kbal Taol community, the inappropriate allocation of
fishing area for Kbal Taol community, and how the community has failed to claim
their right to establish a CF.
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Figure 4.2: Photograph of Kbal Taol Village in the Dry Season

Note: The village is settled along the Doun Try stream during the dry season. During the
rainy season, the water in this area is approximately 6-8 meters high. Everywhere is flooded.
The village is moved upwards to a shallow area to protect their houses from storms.

Figure 3.3: Photograph of Floating Houses in Kbal Taol Village in the Dry

Season

Note: Most houses are built on bunches of floating bamboo, and they are stationed on
water the whole year. Boat is the only means of transportation from house to house.
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4.2 Reasons for Not Establishing a CF for Kbal Taol Community

As mentioned, Kbal Taol community does not have a feasible fishing area yet,
despite its official allocation. Moreover, despite being a floating village with a
population entirely dependent on fisheries, a CF has not been established. Given that
the formation of CFs has been so widespread elsewhere, why has Kbal Taol been an
exception? A number of different explanations have been posited.

When asked to explain why specific fishing areas were allocated and CFs were
established in all four other villages in Koh Chiviang commune, the Kbal Taol

villagers stated:

“Our community should have had a CF like the other four villages in Koh
Chiviang commune. We frequently asked the same question to FiA officers,
MAFF, and the provincial government, “our community is in the same
commune as other villages, so why has our community been treated
differently?”” We wonder whether those government officers (fishery experts™)
know about the concerns and requests of our community or not. Our
community was given a fishing area whether small or large size it does not
matter, why did they not support us to create a CF. From our perspective, we
think that those government officers have known that our community has not

had a CF, but they have ignored our community’s concerns.””?

The Kbal Taol villagers believed that there has been an improper
implementation process by lower government officers, namely provincial and district
fishery officers in Battambang Province. According to the villagers, the provincial
and district fishery officers were not willing to address their concerns and interests.
The villagers also stated that if a CF is established in Kbal Taol, it will affect the

interests of both fishing lots and some other wealthy and powerful businessmen.

2L Here fishery experts refers to all levels of FiA officers including capital, provincial and district

fishery administration
%2 From a focus group discussion with Kbal Taol villagers, June 2011



83

Furthermore, local authorities and Kbal Taol villagers believe that the fishery experts

“gained something” by not recognizing and establishing a CF in their community:

“Fishery experts keep quiet about what our community has claimed. They do
not support us. They simply received our requested document. And then they
just kept the documents and never replied. Because of this point, | think that
not recognizing the released fishing area and not establishing a CF in our

community was secretly planned by the fishery experts.”?*

Some NGO staff support the claims of the villagers and local authorities cited
above. A NGO employee explained that the lack of effective law enforcement and
corruption regarding the implementation of fishery management reform was a main
factor behind the failure to establish a CF in Kbal Taol:

“In the case of Kbal Taol, if fishery experts were to follow the policies,
regulations and guidelines of fishery management reform, a CF must be
established in this community. For me, | think that because of the weak fishery
law enforcement and corruption in the implementation of fishery reform, some
fishery officers are colluding with fishing lots or illegal fishers to take benefits

from local communities.””?*

A provincial fishery officer claimed that the Kbal Taol community was not
entitled to a community fishing area, based on the direction of MAFF in 2000 in
allocating and releasing fishing lots. He stated that according to this direction, a
floating village like Kbal Taol was not granted a community fishing area because
Kbal Taol fishers could access spacious fishing areas in the open access areas nearby,
that the open access area is large enough for Kbal Taol fishers and is about 5-6
kilometers away from the village. However, he did not agree that Kbal Taol fishers
have not been able to access to the open access area for years because it has been

commandeered by Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang and Pursat province since 2000. He

23 In-depth interview with a Koh Chiviang commune council, June 2011
24 In-depth interview with a local NGO staff, June 2011
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also emphasized that in this case, fishery officers had followed this directive in their

dealings with the village:

“Kbal Taol community is not entitled to any fishing area or to having a CF
because it is a floating village, according to MAFF in its 2000 directive for
allocating fishing areas and releasing fishing lots to local communities. Kbal
Taol has enough fishing space in public access areas, so it is not necessary to
have a CF. Kbal Taol community even gets more benefits than other
communities having a CF because they can do middle-scale fishing in the
open access areas. A community with a CF is allowed to do only family-scale

225

fishing.

However, a lower-positioned provincial fishery officer strongly denied the
claim mentioned by the provincial fishery officer above. He agreed that 484 hectares
of fishing area was released to Kbal Taol. He stated that a CF should have been
created and recognized in Kbal Taol as in other floating villages around TSL. He also
stated that the problem of Kbal Taol is caused by ineffective law enforcement by the
responsible fishery officers; some fishery officers are not responsive enough, and that

they collude with wealthy businessmen or fishing lot owners in that area:

“I do not think Kbal Taol is not entitled a CF because it is a floating village.
Many floating villages have CFs. For me, | think there must be something
wrong with the implementation. | do not say fishery officers colluded with
fishing lots or other businessmen. But you can work out why this could
happen. At the least, there is a green light from those fishery officers for those
wealthy businessmen or fishing lot owners. | think some fishery officers just

state this law or that law to make a nice excuse or to protect their interests.”?

The claim that Kbal Taol community is not entitled to a CF or is not accurate.

In fact, a fishing area of 484 hectares was allocated to Kbal Taol community in 2000

2 In-depth interview with a provincial fishery officer in Battambang province, June 2011
26 In-depth interview with a provincial fishery officer in Battambang province, June 2011
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(Figure 4.4), and based on the terms of the sub-decree, it means that Kbal Taol was
already entitled to a community fishing area. However, why official fishery experts
have not recognized that community fishing area and established a CF for Kbal Taol
community is somewhat unclear.

The primary reason why a CF has not been established in Kbal Taol is that the
2000 fishing reform has not been implemented by the responsible fishery officers at
the provincial and district level, in this researcher’s opinion. In contrast, due to
appropriate implementation by provincial and district fishery officers in Battambang
province, many floating villages in the same province or commune have CFs, whereas
Kbal Taol does not. For example, each village in Koh Chiviang commune, namely
Kampong Brohuk, Anlung Ta Uor, Thvang, and Prek Toal, has a CF (Figure 4.5). In
Pursat province, a floating village near Kbal Taol called Prek Kra also has a CF.
Therefore Kbal Taol has been treated differently from other villages sharing similar
geographical aspects.

Previous charges by Kbal Taol villagers that fishery officers have colluded
and cooperated with fishing lot owners or wealthy and powerful businessmen in not
establishing a CF for their community need also to be critically considered. The claim
by Kbal Taol villagers may be substantiated because provincial and district fishery
officers did not recognize the released fishing area for Kbal Taol community. Instead,
they actively claimed it was part of Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province. Therefore,
Kbal Taol community area was under control of the fishing lot from 2000 to early
2011 (see Section 4.4). This made it impossible for the Kbal Taol community to
establish the CF, in fact, they could not even enter the officially released area.

Another reason why a CF has not been established in Kbal Taol is location.
Specifically, Kbal Taol is isolated from Koh Chiviang commune and Aek Phnom
District compared with the other four villages in the same commune. This has made it
difficult to enforce fishery reform policy and to deliver administrative services to the
Kbal Taol community. The remote location makes it easier for irresponsible officers,
namely fishery officers, to violate fishery laws and policies leading to corruption and

collusion with fishing lot owners.
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Figure 4.4: Released Fishing Area for Kbal Taol Community in 2000

Second.fishing area allocation from Fishing
Lot 1 of Battambang to Kbal Taol

First fishing area community (about 330 hectares)

allocation from
Fishing Lot 1 of
Battambang to Kbal
Taol community
(about 150 hectares) \/

\ Fishina lot 1 of Battamb

Source: Adapted from MAFF in 2000

The failure of Kbal Taol to establish a CF results partly from the limited
knowledge of the villagers in claiming their rights. Most of the Kbal Taol villagers are
poor subsistence fishers. Almost all of them have concentrated only on fishing
activities, and have not finished primary education (grade 1-grade 6) (Kbal Taol
Community, 2010). Moreover, as stated by villagers and a commune council in Koh
Chiviang commune, information has been restricted to Kbal Taol villagers in terms of
distance and signal accessibility. At the same time, as stated by local villagers, they
are panicked by fishery officers from time to time. It is, thus, easier for the
community to be deceived by irresponsible officers. Arising from this issue, the Kbal
Taol community has been ineffective in claiming their right to establish a CF in their
community. In a late 2001 protest for more fishing areas and the establishment of a

CF, Kbal Taol villagers burned down the floating station of local fishery officers. Five
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fishers were arrested and fined. This sort of protest by Kbal Taol fishers was perhaps
a sign of frustration in pursuit of establishing a CF in 2001 and may have been
ineffective. It probably worsened relations with fishery officials. Since this incident, it
has become even more difficult to convince fishery officers to support Kbal Taol
community in establishing a CF.

While the community has faced a lack of support, the question still remains as
to why it could not unify and establish a CF without external help. Initially, the
government-released fishing area (see section 4.1) was announced to the Kbaol Taol
community and it was rejected by the fishery officers. A few months later, Kbal Taol
villagers knew that 484 hectares of fishing area was released to their community
through the commune councils. However, the released fishing area for their
community was unsuitable so the community did not agree to accept that fishing area.
Immediately, they requested that the government or fishery officers provide a
spacious and feasible fishing area to their community. However, even after the area
was released, Kbal Taol fishers did not reach an agreement in their community to
establish a CF. The reason for this is that the community’s released fishing area was
under the control of Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province, so it was impossible for
Kbal Taol community to take collective action to establish a CF themselves. This
situation contrasts with circumstances surrounding the Prek Trob community and
other communities where once the community fishing area was recognized by fishery
officers, it was fully handed over to the community to establish a CF. The essential
next step for Prek Trob and other communities was to create community unity and
direction, then create a CF themselves.

Another reason, it is seen that the Kbal Taol communities did not get any
support or coordination from NGOs helping the community to claim their right to
establishing the CF between 2000 and 2009. Without the specialist knowledge of
NGOs, it would be more difficult for Kbal Taol community to succeed in their
advocacy work. The absence of support and coordination from NGOs would make it
more difficult for a community with limited knowledge like Kbal Taol to challenge
the fishery officers. Between 2000 and 2005, according to the Sub-degree on
Community Fisheries Management (2005), establishing a CF required the support and
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cooperation of the local authorities. Without this interaction with local authorities, the
formation of a CF would be impossible.

There are two reasons why Kbal Taol did not gain the support and cooperation
of their local authorities: First, the distance between Kbal Taol to Koh Chiviang
commune is about 40 kilometers, i.e the community faces relative connectivity
problems. There is a commune councilor living in the Kbal Taol, however, he cannot
authorize anything himself. He usually travels to the commune about three or four
times unless he is called for a special meeting. For example, every approval needs
original signature from the commune chief. This shows that there is a lack of

connection and interaction between the Kbal Taol community and local authorities.

Figure 4.5: Map of Community Fisheries in Battambang Province
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Second, coupled with the lack of NGO support is the allegation that some
local authorities are colluding and cooperating with fishing lot owners. For example,
some local authorities are given small lakes or creeks by fishing lot owners. Some
local authorities have bought or sub-contracted some parts of the lot areas from the
fishing lots. As stated by a commune council, there are very few local authorities that
are not receiving benefits from surrounding fishing lot owners. The establishment of a
CF in Kbal Taol community would definitely affect the catches of Fishing Lot 1 of
Battambang Province. In this regard, it can be seen that any requests by the Kbal Taol
community affecting the interests of the fishing lots will also affect the interests of
some local authorities. Therefore, this has made a conflict of interest that has made it
difficult for Kbal Taol community to get support and cooperation from their local

authorities for establishing the CC.

4.3 Inappropriate Allocation of Fishing Area for Kbal Taol Community

As mentioned previously, 484 hectares of fishing area was released to Kbal
Taol community through the fishery management reform of 2000. The released
fishing area for Kbal Taol community was allocated in two different locations (see
section 4.1). The 484 hectares allotted is not spacious enough for a community with
over 3,000 fishers. In any case, the community did not take control of their allocation,
which raises questions about the suitability of the original release. This section
presents a discussion of why the allocation of the fishing area was not appropriate for
Kbal Taol community.

According to Articles 22 and 23 of the Sub-Decree on Community Fisheries
Management (2005), the MAFF is the institution responsible for issuing
proclamations recognizing, rejecting, or nullifying fishing areas or CFs. The
provincial and district fishery administrations are the lower institutions responsible for
examining and providing advice to the MAFF to make decisions on requests for
allocations, and provision of community fishing areas and CFs in the released areas.

As stated by villagers in Kbal Taol and a commune council in Koh Chiviang
commune, the Kbal Taol community did not know about and was not involved with

the provincial and district fishery officers in allocating the community fishing area for
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their community. During the group discussion with the villagers and an in-depth
interview with the commune council, they all stated that the released area for their
community was decided without asking them. The commune council only knew from
the announcement by the RGC in 2000 after the community area was already

allocated.

“Before the announcement of the released fishing area for our community, we
did not know about it. Simple fishers like us, how can we know? The
government decided and allocated that area themselves. Later we knew that
our community was released more than four hundred hectares of fishing areas

through the village chief and commune council.”*’

“The government did not ask villagers or commune councils first before
allocating the area for our community. The government decided quietly. Even
though I am a commune councilor, I did not know about the allocation. I only
knew when the information of releasing fishing lots to local communities was

announced by the government.”?®

Some NGO staff from FACT agreed with the claim by Kbal Taol villagers and
the commune council on this point. They stated that sufficient research and dialogue
between responsible fishery officers and local people before the allocation were not
conducted. As a result, some areas released were not suitable for the community. The
NGO staff also suggested that the fishery officers involved should have studied the
needs and characteristic of each community before allocating and releasing any

fishing area for a community.

“The decision of the government to release the fishing lots for local
communities was done in a hurry. Fishery officers did not spend enough time

to study and consult in each community before advising and proposing to the

2T A focus group discussion with Kbal Taol villagers, June 2011
% An in-depth interview with a commune council in Koh Chiviang commune, June 2011
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government to release any area for a community. As result, many released

areas did not match with the size and needs of the communities.””?°

However, the fishery officers strongly maintain that the government and the
FiA studied the situation carefully before allocating and releasing fishing lots to local
communities. However, the head of the FiA in Battambang province stated the
government and FiA could not study all communities because of time restraints and

financial problems.

“Before the government decided on releasing and allocating fishing lot areas
to local communities, the government and Department of Fisheries (DoF) had
already studied the issue critically. | trust that DoF also provided information,
reasonable advice and proposals to the government before the government
approved. We (the government and DoF) had to compare and balance
carefully between the areas to be released and the number of households
(resource users). In Kbal Taol, we also studied. We knew that it is a floating
village and that the Kbal Taol community can access the open access area.
Therefore, it was not necessary to allocate a fishing area for Kbal Taol

community.””*°

However, the claim by the head of FiA in Battamang conflicts with the record
of fishing lots released to local communities by the RGC in 2000. The data shows that
484 hectares was released to Kbal Taol community. This mismatch indicates a
discrepancy between the decision of the government and its implementation by
provincial and district fishery officers.

Despite its obvious importance, it is clear that unsuitable fishing areas were
allocated in many cases. For example, communities with smaller population often get
larger fishing areas than communities with larger populations. In some cases, two
communities with similar populations get different sizes of fishing areas. For instance,

the Doun Try community, with 325 families, was given 19,044 hectares of fishing

2 An in-depth interview with a NGOs staff working with CFs in Tonle Sap Lake, July 2011
30 In-depth interview with the head of the provincial FiA in Battambang province, June 2011
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area, while Kbal Taol, with 679 families, was given only 484 hectares of fishing area.
Prek Trob, having a similar population to Doun Try, was given a fishing area ten
times smaller than that of Doun Try. Inconsistencies like these would support the
claims by Kbal Taol community, Koh Chiviang CC, and some NGO staff about the

inappropriate allocation of the fishing area.

4.4 Kbal Taol's Advocacy Efforts to Claim a Community Fishing Area
and Establish a CF

Fishery officers in Battambang province and some local authorities claim that
the Kbal Taol villagers have an abundant fishing area, particularly the open access
area. The truth, however, is that the villagers lack an adequate supply because they
have not been able to access to the fishing space in the open access area. The main
cause of this problem, according to local villagers, is that the owners of Fishing Lot 1
of Battambang and Pursat Provinces have expanded the fishing lot borders into the
public access area. Moreover, ineffective enforcement of fishery laws by fishery
officers has enabled the fishing lot owners to operate their industrial fishing
equipment in breach of the fishing lot’s burden book, recording and restricting fish
exploitation in the fishing lot, and fishery laws. The villagers are aware that this lack
of access has brought them economic and social difficulties, and they have worked

actively and continuously using any means they could to manage the situation:

“Fishing Lot 1 of Pursat has used and controlled the open access area for
over a decade. Local fishers have not been able to use and access the open
area for years. Our community fishing area which was released by the
government had been controlled by the Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang from
2000 to 2010. The fishery officers stationed in our community should have

known about this and intervened.””*!

31 An in-depth interview with a commune council in Koh Chiviang commune, June 2011
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“Not only can we not fish in the public area (open access area), but also most
of the time we cannot even travel across that public area. | was stopped and
fined two years ago because | traveled through the public access area. | know

many villagers here who have also faced this difficulty.”*

Immediately after the reform in fishery management around the lake in 2000,
a small fishing area was technically released to Kbal Taol. However, as it was not
announced to or known by the locals, these villagers saw that their community was
treated differently. For example, the other four villages in Koh Chiviang commune
were given a spacious and suitable fishing area. Moreover, a CF was immediately
established in each community. Suddenly, a protest started in Kbal Taol. Villagers,
both men and women, called for equal rights to fisheries and natural resources for
their community. The protest was organized locally and strongly supported by local
people, mainly villagers of Cambodian ethnicity. This participation by local villagers
created a stronger sense of community.

Before 2009, the advocacy work of Kbal Taol community was formed without
the support or facilitation of any NGOs. The local fishers sent district and provincial
authorities several letters and requests, signed by thumb stamp, to show their
community’s interests and concerns. The community did not receive any response
from fishery officers for a year. In early 2001, hundreds of Kbal Taol fishers, both
men and women, formed a demonstration to get their voices heard. These peaceful

efforts did not result in any response from local authorities:

“In the first year or second year after the community fishing area was
released, local villagers and | made many requests to all concerned
government authorities including the district governor, district fishery officers,
the provincial governor, and provincial fishery officers for a feasible and
spacious fishing area for our community. We also requested all concerned

government officers to intervene with the Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang

32 An in-depth interview with a fisher in Kbal Taol community, June 2011
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province to return the community fishing area. However, we did not get any

feedback or results.””

The one-year protest did not change the situation in Kbal Taol community.
The community still did not have enough fishing area, while the Fishing Lot 1 of
Battambang and Pursat provinces still occupied the fishing areas in the open access
areas and the community’s area. In late 2001, after no solution, violence occurred.
Hundreds of angry fishers, both men and women, burned down the floating station of
local fishery officers. As a result, five Kbal Taol fishermen were arrested and charged
with destroying public and private properties. To release those five villagers, a new
floating station was rebuilt that cost about 5,000 US dollars for each arrested villager.
Though villagers in Kbal Taol raised some money to help to pay the penalty, the
convicted fishermen bore most of the burden themselves.

After the violent protest and the court case in 2001, the participation of Kbal
Taol villagers in advocacy initiatives became weaker for a while. Because they feared
for their personal security, many local fishers remained silent, and some activists
escaped to other villages. Because of the decreased power of the community, the
fishing lots became stronger and kept expanding. Meanwhile, the fishers lived in a
situation in which the community’s resources were dominated by the private sector
fishing lot owners. Disputes between Kbal Taol community and fishing lot owners

continued from time to time:

““l was one of the fishermen arrested in 2001. Only two of us still live in Kbal
Taol. The other three fishermen escaped to other villages. | felt so scared even
though | was released. After we were arrested, our villagers became quiet. No
one dared to continue protesting because they were afraid of being arrested

and fined like us.”3*

% An in-depth interview with a commune council in Koh Chiviang commune, June 2011

% An in-depth interview with a fisherman in Kbal Taol who was arrested during the protest in 2001,
June 2011
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The participation of Kbal Taol fishers in protesting for their rights resumed
three or four years later. Advocacy in claiming the community’s fishing area and
establishing a CF has gradually moved forward since then. However, the protests have
become more peaceful. After Fisheries Action Coalition Team (FACT) started its
project in Kbal Taol in 2009, the idea of forming and networking fishers in Kbal Taol
with other communities began. First, FACT helped to form a group of fishery
representatives consisting of 20 fishers. The fisher representatives were selected
through election under the support and coordination from FACT. Since 2009, with the
cooperation, support and facilitation of FACT, fisher representatives have become
community activists working with local authorities and fishery officers to find
solutions for the village. Moreover, FACT has helped the fisher representatives in
Kbal Taol to build networks with other communities’ fisher activists. This has
strengthened the voice of the Kbal Taol community.

Thanks to these efforts, some progress has been made for the community.
First, between 2009 and 2010, a number of negotiations between fisher
representatives and the owner of Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province have been
held in order to find a solution. Dialogues between the community, local authorities,
and concerned fishery officers have occasionally occurred. For example, in January
2011, the fishing lot border dispute with the owner of Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang
province was resolved with an appropriate solution. The boundary of the fishing was
inspected and clearly marked by local authorities and fishery officers. Lakes, streams,
and creeks which had been sold between 2008 and 2010 were placed under the control
of fishers without interference from any powerful people or businessmen. The fishing
area controlled since 2000 by Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang province was given to
Kbal Taol community under an agreement between fishers representatives and the lot
owner including an approval by the provincial FiA. Since January 2011, Kbal Taol
fishers have been able to do household fishing in the released area as normal.

This success was result of the effort of the fishers of Kbal Taol village to
organize collectively and peacefully. Their non-violent and active work included
written requests to local authorities and fishery officers calling for intervention to
solve the dispute through local, provincial and national meetings. In a NGO staff from

FACT, the Kbal Taol community has also used media such as radio and newspapers
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as another way to send their message and concerns to government agencies such as
the MAFF, FiA, and provincial and district governments. These successes suggest a
strengthening sense of community among the Kbal Taol fishers. The achievements
also highlight the important involvement of NGOs, namely FACT, which provided
support to form effective advocacy processes in Kbal Taol.

However, despite the return of the fishing area in 2011, at only of 330
hectares, it is still not spacious enough for the community. With support and
facilitation from FACT, however, the fisher representatives will continue working
peacefully to request the local authorities and fishery officers to support them in their

claims for more fishing areas and establishing a CF in their community:

“The fishing area that was just returned is not enough for the three thousand
fishers in our communities. However, it has become a specific place that our
community can access at any time. We will try to request the provincial and
district FiA to advise the government to give us more fishing area.
Particularly, we will request the government to release an area of about 2,000
hectares from Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang to our community. That area is
located near our community and is connected to the current fishing area of

our community.”®

In addition, advocacy work to solve the fishing lot border dispute with the
owner of Fishing Lot 1 of Pursat Province has been in progress. This is a sensitive
issue for the Kbal Taol community as in March 2011, the waterway for the village
was commandeered by the owner of the fishing in Pursat Province. The Kbal Taol
fishers also accuse the owner of occupying the open access areas and the
community’s fishing area with the cooperation and collusion of some local

authorities, fishery officers, and members of Prek Kra CF committee.*® This has

% This quote was cited from the talk of a fisher representative who shared her concerns about the
community fishing area, June 2011
% prek Kra is a community fishery located in Metek commune, Bakan district, Pursat province. It is a
floating community nearby Kbal Taol community. Prek Kra community was given 4162 hectares of
fishing area in 2000 by the government. The fishing area in this community is abundant. However,
due to the collusion between some committee of Prek Kra CF and the owner of Pursat 1 Fishing Lot,
Kbal Taol and Prek Kra fishers could not do any fishing in this area.
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further limited fishing opportunities for the villagers as well as causing accessibility
and travel issues.

To date, a proper solution has not been achieved on all fronts. Kbal Taol
villagers and fisher representatives hope that their request will be successfully
supported and considered by local authorities and fishery officers at all levels.
Currently, the fisher representatives, as well as local fishers themselves, appear to be
stronger and more active than ever. Moreover, the activities of a Community-Based
Organization (CBO) initiated by FACT and funded by Forum Syd has contributed
largely to the community’s advocacy work. Significantly, FACT continues working
proactively in with the community. These involvements have peacefully strengthened
the advocacy efforts of Kbal Taol and brought some promising results, though much

remains to be accomplished.

Figure 4.6: Focus group discussion with Kbal Taol Fishers in June 2011

-

Note: The focus group discussion was conducted at the pagoda. Two women joined this group
discussion. They were active in sharing concerns and ideas for their community.
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45 Challenges and  Opportunities of  Deconcentration and

Decentralization in Kbal Taol

The struggle for the right to establish a CF and get more fishing space for Kbal
Taol was a long and bumpy path before producing the remarkable results of early
2011. Kbal Taol now has a stronger sense of community and social capital linkages.
However, as a strong community with limited knowledge, insufficient support and
cooperation from local authorities, and the absence of intervention from NGOs still
makes it virtually impossible for them to successfully claim all their rights. The
irresponsible and unresponsive work of fishery officers remains, and has added to the
problems faced by the local people. Moreover, due to the weakness in law
enforcement by fishery officers, fishing lot owners have been given more powers that
are barriers to the Kbal Taol community’s advocacy work.

The advocacy activities in Kbal Taol have changed positively in recent years
and have begun to yield results for the community. With the support and facilitation
of FACT, the advocacy work by Kbal Taol community has been conducted in a
peaceful and effective way. Encouraged by this, the community has strengthened and
has begun to see a trickle-down effect of achievements in other areas. For example, it
has changed the working behaviors of some of the local authorities. The concerns and
voices of Kbal Taol community are now heard by local authorities and concerned
officers. Dialogues between local community and local authorities that never
happened in the past have now started. For example, FACT has formed several
meetings between Kbal Taol representatives and local authorities. Second, through the
peaceful advocacy of Kbal Taol community, there has been a softening of attitudes on
both sides in the dispute over Fishing Lot 1 of Battambang Province. The culmination
of this was the resolution of the dispute in 2011 and the return of the 330 hectares
area. Following the return of the area denied to them between 2000 and 2010, the
community has been able to carry out household fishing in this area as normal since.

However, there are some issues that have not been resolved. First, the lack of
sufficient fishing area in Kbal Taol remains a challenge. The newly released fishing
area from Fishing lot 1 of Battambang province is not spacious enough for thousands

of fishers. For years, Kbal Taol fishermen have not been able to do household fishing
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in the open access area because this area has been invaded by the Fishing Lot 1 of
Pursat Province.

Second, the incursion into Kbal Taol’s waterway by Fishing Lot 1 of Pursat
province in March 2011 has not been solved yet. This has added more difficulties in
travelling to and from the village. The increased isolation of the village has meant that
all basic goods such as rice, ingredients, vegetables, gasoline and so on, have become
more expensive. To make matters worse, the fish the villagers catch are sold for
cheaper prices.

Third, due to weaknesses in fishery law enforcement by fishery officers,
illegal fishing activities are widely practiced in fishing lot areas, community fishing
areas, and open access areas. lllegal fishing is usually carried out by wealthy and
powerful fishers, normally from Vietnam. Fishery officers are generally known to
have cooperated with illegal fishing offenders.

Finally due to illegal fishing activities around Kbal Taol, the fish stock
available has decreased at an alarming rate. This has made the task of supporting a
household through subsistence fishing a hard job. As fishing is currently the only
source of income, there appears to be no sign of a resolution to this economic and

social challenge.

4.6 Summary of Findings

A CF has not yet been established yet in the floating village of Kbal Taol, and
one major cause is the unresponsive and irresponsible work of fishery officers which
has prevented not only the establishment a CF, but also the lack of recognition of the
rightful community fishing area. A second major cause stems from the community
themselves: 1) limited knowledge by the Kbal Taol villagers themselves, 2) the use of
violence as a means of protest to establish a CF and to claim more fishing area, 3) the
lack of support and cooperation from local authorities, and 4) absence of intervention
from NGOs.

The released fishing area for Kbal Taol by the government in 2000 was not
suitable and spacious enough for the characteristics and needs of the community. The

absence of dialogue with the community and sufficient preliminary studies by fishery
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officers and the government is a root cause for not allocating an appropriate fishing
area.

To date, Kbal Taol has never been provided with enough fishing area for
3,000 fishers. Over a decade, the community has not been able to access to the open
access area as it has been invaded and controlled by the Fishing Lot 1 of Pursat
Province. Moreover, the waterway also belonging to Kbal Taol has also been invaded
by the Fishing Lot 1 of Pursat province since March 2011. This problem has not yet
been solved.

Illegal fishing activities remain an issue in the area around Kbal Taol
community. Fishery officers are generally accused by Kbal Taol villagers of
cooperating with illegal fishing offenders. The main cause of this is weaknesses in the
enforcement of fishery law and policies by fishery officers. Illegal fishing activities
continue to be widely practiced in fishing lot areas, community fishing areas, and
open access areas. Catching enough fish for their living, more and more local Kbal
Taol villagers including local authorities have involved in illegal fishing activities

regardless to scales because they have no other sources of income.



CHAPTER V

CHANGES IN HUMAN SECURITY OF FISHERS IN PREK
TROB, DOUN TRY, AND KBAL TAOL COMMUNITIES

The information in this chapter answers the fourth question of this study: “In
the Prek Trob, Doun Try and Kbal Taol communities, how has economic and food
security changed as a result of the government’s decentralization policy on fishery
management since 2001?” To answer this question, the effects and processes of
decentralization as well as the changes in food and economic security in each
community are discussed in Section 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3. Decentralization and the trend of
overall human security are discussed in Section 5.4. The last section, the summary of

this chapter’s findings, is included in Section 5.5.

5.1 Prek Trob Community

5.1.1 Decentralization and Changes in Community Economic Security

= Decentralization and Changes in Level and Sources of Income

Prek Trob is only 30 kilometers away from Battambang town; however, in
reality, it is isolated from any urban area in terms of economic and physical
infrastructure. Getting to Prek Trob by road is still inconvenient at any time, and it is
even more difficult to get to the village during the rainy season. Due to this current
barrier in transportation, it is difficult for the residents of Prek Trob to engage in any
external market, and therefore, livelihood alternatives are somewhat limited.

As recounted by the village chief and villagers, the main source of income of
for Prek Trob is rice. They can grow rice twice a year, but the outcome is
unpredictable because of inadequate irrigation. Although most of the farmers in Prek
Trob own a small plot of land, on average about 1 hectare to a household, sometimes
poor farming conditions do not ensure any regular income for Prek Trob. Some years
they get a negligible or zero yield. Thus, Prek Trob villagers are unable to depend

only on farming.
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Five years ago, household fishing was an important source of income for the
majority of Prek Trob villagers, according to local villagers and authorities. Fisheries
were abundant, and fishing used to provide not only food for daily household
consumption, but was also a source of additional income to support other daily
household expenditures. Prek Trob villagers could keep their harvested rice for
household needs or save the income from selling rice. Also, according to the villagers,
livelihood was not such a concern for them as they could depend on the community’s
fishery resources to provide extra income. It appears that economic security was more
assured in the village five years ago: farming and fishing were ways of life that went
hand-in-hand for the Prek Trob community.

Things have changed dramatically in Prek Trob in terms of economic security
after the decline of fishery resources in the village over the last five years. Although
Prek Trob has protected their community fishing area well, their fish stock has not
recovered (see Section 3.3.3). As raised by Prek Trob villagers, one reason is seen as
the cause of the decline of fish stock in Prek Trob was from the inability to control
and protect the community fishing areas in other nearby communities. This shows that
the failure of implementing decentralization in fishery management has had a direct
impact on the fishers’ economic security.

In recent years, Prek Trob villagers could hardly catch enough fish for even
daily consumption. Today, income from household fishing in has become
undependable, and more and more Prek Trob fishers have quit or reduced their fishing
activities. This means that Prek Trob villagers do not earn or depend on income from
fishing anymore. As noticed in the village, they now buy fish from the market for
daily household consumption. Today, farming has become almost the sole source of
income for Prek Trob. Because there is no income from fishing, Prek Trob villagers
have to sell their rice to cover the basic family expenses. This change marks a

complete contrast between the present and the village’s situation in the past:

“Fish in our village has decreased severely. Of course, it is different from
the past; there were a lot of fish in our village. And we could catch a lot of
fish five or six years ago. Today, we catch fewer fish. Many people in our

village rarely do fishing, and many of them have quit fishing. Before we had
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income from fishing to help us, but now we do not. Today, we have only
farming. Land for paddy rice is so small in our village, so many of villagers
cannot depend on farming. Many of villagers in our village are poor and
live in debt. Some villagers have to sell all harvested rice to pay debts. Some
villagers even fled from the village because they could not pay debts back.

The lives of our villagers have changed a lot.*’

Seeing these challenges in their community, the Prek Trob CF committee
cooperated with local villagers to build a 150-meter irrigation system in the village in
2009. This irrigation could improve the irrigation methods of about 40 households in
the village. In early 2011, a small road connecting to the village paddy field was built
under the cooperation of the CF committee and local villagers. Most of the fund was
collected from local villagers, and some funds were contributed by the Prek Norin
commune. Having an irrigation system and a new road connecting to their paddy field
has increased economic opportunities for local villagers. For example, more people
can cultivate their rice twice a year and the rice cultivation in the village has become

more reliable.

= Decentralization and Changes in Job Reliability and Stability

As mentioned previously, the living situation in the village has changed
remarkably after the decline of fish stock in the village. All interviewed villagers,
local authorities, and the CF committee and CBO stated that their income and
employment had become unreliable and unstable. First, after the large decline of fish
stock in their village, income from subsistence fishing is not dependable anymore.
Second, as subsistence fishing is undependable, farming alone cannot make a reliable
income. Overall, it is seen that the reliability and stability of employment and income
of Prek Trob villagers has become worse because of the decline of fish stock in their
village. Because of the negative changes in job and income stability and reliability in
the village, local people look for alternative means to make cash income. Villagers
and local authorities have noted that recently, many villagers migrate to work as

laborers or workers in Thailand. Most of them enter and work in Thailand illegally.

3" An in-depth interview with Prek Trob village chief, July 2011
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More often than before, Cambodian migrant workers in Thailand have been reported
by NGOs as victims of trafficking and abuse by Thai employers (IOM, 2006; Deelen
and Vasuprasat, 2010; Chan, 2009. The livelihood situation has become increasingly

risky:

“When villagers here do not do fishing anymore, they do not have much
work here. They cannot depend on only farming because they have little
land. Many villagers have migrated to Thailand to work there. It is hard for
them. They do not want to go there, but they have no better choices here.
When they could have income from fishing, they just work in one place in the
village. As you know, working in other countries like Thailand is not easy
like our country or our village. For example, some villagers can come back
and visit the village. Some other villagers never come back, and we never

know what happened to them.*

The Prek Trob CF contributes to economic security in several ways. First,
by ensuring equal access to the community fishing area, the CF becomes an important
factor in helping local villagers create more economic opportunities (see Section
3.1.2.3). To overcome the social and economic challenges in the village, the Prek
Trob CF committee has cooperated with local authorities with KAWP support to
educate and provide ideas to local people for village job creation. Moreover, the Prek
Trob CF and KAWP have educated people on the challenges and opportunities of
migrant workers in Thailand. At the same time, the Prek Trob CF and KAWP has
been actively involved in providing advice to villages on the safety of migrant
workers in Thailand. In Prek Trob today, through the work of the CF and KAWP, a
network of the local villagers, local authorities, and the CF committee has been built.
The Prek Trob CF committee has also actively worked in reporting and updating the
information on villagers who migrate to work in Thailand to local authorities. By
doing this, local authorities can know and respond better to local villagers’ queries

and collect data on the movement of local people.

B A group discussion with the CF and CBO committee in Prek Trob village, July 2011
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= Decentralization and Income Protection and Support

Though local authorities have focused more attention has been on community-
based development in Prek Trob, income protection and support by local authorities
are not evident. However, through intervention by KAWP, Prek Trob has seen some
visible improvement in strengthening the income of some of the villagers.

The CBO was a project supported by KAWP in 2009. Through a CBO, also
known as a “village savings group”, CBO members can access some of the
community savings when needed. Since the establishment of the CBO in February
2009, there have been 43 members involved in the CBO’s activities. One of the
benefits is that a member is entitled to borrow funds saved by the CBO members at a
lower interest rate than commercially available and with less complicated conditions.
The interest rate paid to the CBO is 3% per month: that is lower than private lenders
at about 10-15% or micro-finance institutions at about 3-5%. Members of the CBO
can borrow funds to support farming expenses or expanding a family business — all of
which can lead to increased job stability. Moreover, as mentioned by the CBO

committee, most of the CBO members have not migrated to work in Thailand:

“The members of the CBO have saved funds and lent all saving funds to other
members as proposed or needed. It means that a CBO can unify the force of
local people to help each other. Everyone in the CBO gets benefits from one
another. Every month we meet each other and discuss to find a solution to
help each other. As | notice, most of the CBO members have not migrated to
Thailand because they have used the saving funds to expand their family

business.”*®

“Being a member of CBO, | can borrow some savings fund to create a small
business in my family. First, | borrow some money just enough for raising a
pig. Then | had to pay back in an affordable amount every month. | also can
ask to borrow some more money if | need it for investing in my family. Every
month, we have a meeting and we share ideas and make plans to develop our

family. So it means this work has helped me to think only about creating more

%9 A remark addressed by the chief of CBO in Prek Trob during the focus group discussion, July 2011
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work in our village. For me, | think that after | joined the CBO, | stopped

thinking of going to Thailand.”*°

The Prek Trob CF has also been involved with the work of the CBO. For
example, the Prek Trob CF committee has played an important role in unifying local
people to support and participate in CBO activities. The CBO is a project that has
been implemented with the cooperation and partnership of the CBO committee and
Prek Trob CF committee. This appears to be more evidence of the Prek Trob CF

committee strengthening the economic security of the community.

5.1.2 Decentralization and Changes in Community Food Security

Five years ago, food security in Prek Trob sat on a strong foundation of two
complementary pillars. First, about 90% of Prek Trob villagers own their land, and
they engage in agriculture activities. On average, those villagers own about 1 hectare
of paddy field per family, and they are able to cultivate two times a year. In this
aspect, most of villagers could use rice as their staple food since they are farmers.
Second, Prek Trob village is connected to TSL, and local villagers, either farmers or
permanent subsistence fishers, could do subsistence fishing in the community fishing
area of 1224 hectares, which was released to Prek Trob community in 2000. A
positive aspect of the fishing is that it could allow villagers to catch enough fish for
daily consumption in the family. In this way, the villagers did not need to use their
income to buy fish from the market. Another benefit was that it also allowed Prek
Trob villagers to get some income to support their family. Villagers could use the
income from doing subsistence fishing to cover some expenses in their family. For
villagers also involved with agriculture, as income from fishing could cover most
household expenses, villagers did not have to sell their rice. As a result, most villagers
could keep their rice to provide food for their family for year-round. It can be
concluded that the presence of fisheries in Prek Trob was a main component in
ensuring food security for local villagers engaging in agricultural activities.

For the rest of villagers (approximately 10%) not involved in agriculture, their

0 An in-depth interview with a woman who is a member of CBO in Prek Trob, July 2011
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living and food security depended on income from fishing. Income from fishing could
be used to exchange other foodstuffs such as rice, vegetables, meats, condiments, and
so on. This group of villagers needed to buy food such as rice on a daily basis from
local villagers or local market. Though they did not own any agricultural land, they
could secure access to food and daily needs because of the abundant of fish stock in
the community.

With this combination of farming and fishing in Prek Trob community, access
to food in Prek Trob was reliable and secure; however, it can also be projected that if
the fish stock disappears from Prek Trob, the food security of local villagers will be
severely affected. The most severe effect will be and/or is already seen with villagers
whose food security depends on a single income from fishing. This group of villagers
has to find other sources of income to buy enough food for their family. However,
villagers engaging in agricultural activities are facing other effects due to the decline
of fish stock. When fishing is undependable, it means that farming becomes a single
source of income to ensure food security. The first impact is that when enough fish
cannot be caught for household consumption, they need to allocate some money to
buy fish for their daily diet. The second impact is that when enough fish cannot be
caught, they also do not get income from fishing to support other expenses in their
family. With farming as the sole source of income for the family, they have to sell
harvested rice to buy other foodstuffs and cover expenses in the family. Subsequently,
the amount of rice for familial consumption decreases, which results in inevitable

food insecurity.

“Five or six years ago especially before that, our villagers did not worry
about their food. Before, during, and after farming they could do fishing in
the lakes, or creeks in the community fishing area. Most of the time, they did
not need to buy fish because they could catch enough fish for their family. If
they had to buy fish, it was also cheap. They also got some income from
fishing to support their living and other expenses. For other villagers who
did not do any farming, they also could catch enough fish to exchange for
food such as rice with other local villagers and could sell fish as their

income. They did not face any big problems because they could catch fish
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everyday.”*

The situation of food security in Prek Trob has changed remarkably. To date,
in terms of agriculture, villagers are able to harvest rice as normal, but it is still
limited by an insufficient irrigation system. However, the most notable change is the
change of fish stock in the village. The decline of fish stock has made the majority of
Prek Trob villagers lose their jobs in household fishing. Today, in regards to fishing
activities, local villagers - whether those engaging in agricultural activities or those
depending on fishing - cannot catch enough fish to support their daily household
consumption. This means that local villagers have also lost the additional income
from fishing. Without fishing to supplement it, agriculture alone cannot support

stability in Prek Trob’s food security:

“We rarely go fishing like before. How we can go fishing if we almost never
catch enough fish to support our living. We cannot answer how much we
earn from fishing; today we even cannot catch fish enough for our daily
food. We have to buy everything from the market, even fish. You see fish at
the market; they are not fish from our village. Most of them are raised fish
imported from Thailand. It is unbelievable that a fishing community like us
has to eat farmed-fish. In the past five or before that every house has many
smoke fish, prahok, and paste fish. But today, no household has that kind of

fish stored in their house. We even have to buy prahok from the market.”*?

Nowadays, the daily diet of Prek Trob villagers depends heavily on rice;
consequently, Prek Trob villagers use most of their land for growing rice. Then, they
need to sell the harvested rice or agricultural products to buy other food stuffs like
fish, meats, vegetables and fruit. Evidently, agriculture in Prek Trob is not productive
enough to ensure food security in the village due to insufficient agricultural land and

irrigation systems. As stated by local villagers and local authorities, they agreed that

1 An in-depth interview with Prek Trob village chief, July 2011
“2 An individual interview with a subsistence fisher in Prek Trob in July 2011
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the situation of food security in the village has become worse in the past five or six

years:

“It is so ridiculous that subsistence fishers like us cannot catch enough fish
even for food in our family. In this situation, how we can live? We have a
small plot of land to cultivate rice. We cannot depend on only farming to
support all expenses in our family. We have to sell some harvest rice to buy
other foodstuffs because we do not have other income from fishing like
before. We sell our rice, and then some months of the years we do not have
rice to eat. We live one day, we worry for the next! Today, most of

subsistence fishers like us face similar difficulties.”*

As mentioned in Section 5.1.2, Prek Trob villagers have tried a variety to earn
a sustainable income. To get enough food for themselves and their family, some
subsistence fishers not engaging in agriculture have become laborers or seasonal
agricultural works paid on a daily wage basis. The daily rate is about three US dollars.
With this amount of money, they could survive enough for one or two days. However,
being seasonal workers, they do not get work every day, thus, it is difficult for them to

earn a sufficient and regular income to ensure their food security:

“As | notice, my village has changed a lot. Many villagers are poorer and
poorer especially permanent subsistence fishers. For those villagers, when
they get up, what they think about first is where they could find money to buy
food for themselves and their family on that day. To have enough food, my

villagers have done everything they could.”**

Some villagers (either those engaging in agricultural activities or as permanent
fishers) have migrated to work in Thailand as laborers or agricultural workers in order
to secure income, and therefore, food. Yet, the remaining family members in the

village in Cambodia face difficulties in accessing food. As observed by the researcher,

3 An individual interview with a subsistence fisher in Prek Trob in July 2011
* An in-depth interview with Prek Trob village chief, July 2011
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in many cases, villagers who migrate to work in Thailand normally leave their young
children at home with an older woman to take care for them. As stated by Prek Trob
village chief, villagers migrating to work in Thailand normally cannot send money
immediately to support their family. So in this case, the food security in their family
in Cambodia is placed on the burden of the elderly women. It is hard work for an old
woman to find enough money to buy food for the family during the period before the
remittance. This is yet another way in which food security is fragile in the

community:

“The parents of these children have gone to work in Thailand. They left
these three small children with me and my husband. Their parents did not leave any
money for us to spend for food for their children. As we know, they even borrowed
some more money to pay for transportation and the middleperson. We do not have
harvest rice left, so we have to find money to buy food for ourselves and these
children. Some days, | go to work in the agricultural field in the village. My husband
stays at home taking care of these children. Now, it is nearly two months; they still do

not send any money to us.”*’

Seeing the importance of fisheries resources in the village, the idea of having a
fish protection area for local villagers was initiated by the Prek Trob CF committee.
As a result, the CF committee and the local people cooperated with each other to
establish a fish protection area in the village in 2010. This protected area has been an
important breeding sanctuary in the village. The area is carefully guarded and
protected by Prek Trob CF and local community. All kinds of fishing are prohibited in
the fish protection area. And then, all fish are released from the protected area when
water from TSL floods into the protected area in rainy season. Then, Prek Trob
villagers can catch fish released from the protected area by using subsistence fishing
gears. The idea of creating the fish protection area is one factor that can help to
increase the fish stock in the village. As noticed by local villagers, more fish are

available in small lakes or creeks in the village. The increase of fish stock in the

* An in-depth interview with a woman whose family member have migrated to work in Thailand, July
2011
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village, while only by a small amount, has helped to reduce the expenses of some
villagers in buying fish from the market and providing more fish for daily food
consumption.

Moreover, to meet the needs of local villagers, the Prek Trob CF has planned
to enlarge the fish protection area in the village. The Prek Trob CF committee has
convinced the commune councils to include a request for establishing more fish
protection areas in their village in the commune investment plan (CIP) in 2011. If the
request by Prek Trob CF committee is approved by the government, more fish
protection areas will be established in Prek Trob in 2012. The Prek Trob CF
committee hopes that their plan would help to improve food security for local

villagers:

“We (the CF committee) cannot wait and depend on fish from TSL anymore.
We need to increase fish in small lakes in our community by our own. Last
year, we created a fish protection area, and we did not allow any villagers
to do fishing in that area in the drying season. Then we release the fish
preserved in the protected area when it is flooded from TSL. Then, everyone
can do fishing, but only for household fishing. We noticed from local people
that they could catch more fish than previous year. And this year, the fish
preserved in the protected area may be more than last year. So we hope that
the amount of fish will increase in small lakes or creeks in our village this

year. However, the increasing amount is never enough for our community.*®

The establishment of the fish protection area in Prek Trob was legally done
under the Sub-decree on Community Fisheries Management (2005). This means that
without the entitlement of the fishery legal framework, a government-recognized fish
protection area would not have been possible to create, nor may have the community
sustained it. In this regard, the decentralization policy in fishery management through

establishing CFs has directly contributed to the improvement of food security.

6 Address by the chief of Prek Trob CF during the group discussion, July 2011
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5.2 The Doun Try Community

5.2.1 Decentralization and Changes in Community Economic Security

= Decentralization and Changes in Level and Sources of Household
Income

Doun Try community is especially well suited for fishing because it has a

large fishing area and fish were plentiful. Until five years ago, the majority of Doun
Try villagers, about 300 families, depended mainly on fishing. Fishing used to be the
single source of income for most villagers there. Despite a large area of the paddy
field in the village, farming was not a primary source of income for most families. As
stated by local villagers, they could not depend on farming because of the poor
irrigation system. Compared to farming, many villagers found that fishing could make
a more consistent income. For this reason, in previous years, many subsistence fishers
in Doun Try did not attempt many agricultural activities. Many subsistence fishers did
not own specific agricultural lands or engage in farming. Some of them even sold

their agriculture land to other villagers because they did not farm:

“We used to depend on only doing household fishing. Here in our village,
many households were fishers. We used to catch a lot of fish, so we did not
care about farming. We could make a very good income from fishing.
Farming in our village is not regular. It changes year by year because it
depends on the levels of water from TSL and rainfall. We are fishers, so we
are not good at farming. Fishing is easier than farming for subsistence

fishers like us.”*’

With fishing as almost the single income for Doun Try villagers, when fish
stocks are abundant, they can depend on their income from their fishing activities. In
contrast, when fish stock declines, their standard of living is directly affected.
However, as the fish stock disappears, more and more fishers will most likely try find

alternative ways in which they could to earn an income. For example, they will

47 A focus group discussion with fishers in Doun Try, June 2011
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possibly concentrate more heavily on agriculture. However, any move into the
agricultural sector will bring its own challenges. First, as mentioned, they do not have
enough agricultural lands. Second, they do not own enough agricultural equipment,
nor have sufficient capital to invest in increased agricultural activities. Finally, they
may not possess the relevant agricultural skills for successful farming. In conclusion,
the decline of fish stock is a severe burden for the fishers of Doun Try community.

According to local fishers and authorities, fish stock in Doun Try has declined
sharply. They also stated that the decline of fish stock has changed the living situation
of Doun Try villagers dramatically. For villagers who used to be involved only in
household fishing, today they have had to change their vocation and do not have any
income from fishing at all anymore. For those villagers who have not sold their land,
they can try agricultural activities; however, they may have the necessary skills.
Furthermore, yields appear to be low.

Those who do not own any land have become laborers or agricultural workers
in the village on the daily wage basis. In an attempt to cultivate some agricultural
goods, some villagers tried to clear the flooded forest to do farming. However, they
stated that they could not always do so because they needed to pay some money to
local authorities, fishery officers, and environmental government officers; otherwise,
they would be arrested. They also stated the land is an important agricultural resource
that has been captured by only the wealthy and powerful inside or outside of the
village. All indications are that poor subsistence fishers have limited chances to own

enough agricultural land.

“Fish is so scarce for fishers like us. We, the subsistence fishers, cannot
catch enough fish for our living. We rarely do fishing. Only illegal fishers
with modern fishing gears continue fishing because they still can catch fish
in our village. The current situation in the village is really difficult for us
after our village does not have fish anymore. Now we do farming in the
village. Farming is not normal for us. For example, last year we got so little

harvest from the farming.””*®

8 A focus group discussion with Doun Try fishers, June 2011
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“We used to do fishing. Fishing was the only income our family could earn.
And it was enough for our living. For me, my family did not face any
difficulties at that time. Now | could not catch fish anymore. We, here (in the
focus group discussion), do not have any land like other villagers because
most of our time was on the lake. We did not care about clearing forest for
agricultural land or keeping our land. | wanted to do agriculture too, but it
is impossible for my family because we do not own any agricultural land.
We used to try to clear flooded forest for doing agriculture too, but we were
stopped. If we pay money to government officers, like other wealthy people
in the village, we will be able to clear that forest. We are poor, how we can
pay money? What we can do now is just working as a worker for other
villagers in the village. The situation is so hard for our family now. Today,

the people in the village like us can earn one day and live one day only.”*

Doun Try CF and fishery officers have not worked to control and protect the
community fishing area for local villagers and to ensure equal access to the
community fishing area (see Section 3.2.2.4). This failure of this decentralization
policy implementation is a factor that has continually undermined the economic
security of local villagers. When the fishing area has fallen under the control of
wealthy and powerful illegal fishers, it is an enormous barrier for poor subsistence
fishers to access to the fisheries resources of the community. Some lakes or creeks
were sold and controlled by an illegal fisher. Then villagers could not use that area
anymore. lllegal fishers also usually have better and/or bigger fishing gears to exploit
fish resources on a large scale. Thus, subsistence fishers cannot compete and catch
enough fish in their area. As a result, some local fishers decided to quit their
subsistence fishing. The decentralization policy, through either good or bad

incarnations, is inherently linked to the community’s economic security.

= Decentralization and Changes in Job Reliability and Security
As stated, the economic situation in Doun Try has dramatically changed due to

the absence of fisheries. Villagers’ livelihoods are unstable and unsecured, and

49 A woman addressed in the focus group discussion with Doun Try fishers, June 2011
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agricultural or daily wages from agricultural labor is insufficient to meet needs. The
villagers and local authorities all stated that many villagers have migrated to work as
laborers or workers in Thailand, almost all illegally. This type of labor migration
used to be rate: All of villagers interviewed said that if they still got income from
fishing those people would not go to Thailand. As in the studies by 10M (2006),
Deelen and Vasuprasat (2010), and Chan (2009), all found that Cambodian migrant
workers in Thailand can face serious labor abuses and possibly be trafficked into

commercial sex work.

“Some villagers in my village went to work in Thailand. Like last night,
about 30 more villagers went to work in Thailand. Here some houses near
my house and many other houses at the end of the village are now closed
because they went to work in Thailand. They went to work there because
they have no fishing job here anymore. And many of them could not make
enough money to pay back debts from the bank. So, they have no choice,

they have to go.””*°

Moreover, as mentioned by a Doun Try village chief, most of the villagers
have borrowed money from micro-finance institutions. Today, there are seven micro-
finance institutions in Doun Try. According to the village chief, the loans borrowed
by Doun Try villagers are about 200,000 US dollars as of 2011. This debt is also seen
as a factor pushing Doun Try villagers to find any way possible to repay their loans;
in desperation, the villagers do not much care about the risky work conditions they

might face.

“The change in my village is just only the change in their face and some
properties. They have motorbikes or phones in almost every house, but most
of them borrowed money from micro-finance. In fact, nothing changes for
them, they are even poorer. | do not have specific figure of people working

in Thailand. However, | notice that for many villagers in our village,

%0 An in-depth interview with a fisher in Doun Try, June 2011
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especially those are in debt, their last choice is to decide to go to work in

Thailand to make money to pay their debts.””>*

The “disconnection” among local people, local authorities, and CF committee
is seen as a failure in the implementation of decentralization in Doun Try (see Section
3.2.2.3 and 3.2.2.4). Doun Try CF and local authorities have not worked together to
make any changes on the economic and social issues happening to local villagers. The
absence of dialogue between local people, local authorities, and the CF committee is
seen as a factor that issues such as migration and fish stock decline have not even
been addressed and certainly not solved. To date, for example, the migration issue in
Doun Try is still an issue that has received little attention. In this respect,

decentralization has not facilitated the community’s economic security.

= Decentralization and Income Protection and Support

Due to the lack of attention from local authorities to the economic situation in
Doun Try community, organized mechanisms to encourage income protection and
support do not exist. Local authorities, nor government officials responsible for the
community, have not helped initiate any social safety nets to help the vulnerable.

However, through a project initiated by FACT, a CBO, or village savings
group, has been created to offer some form of income protection. A CBO was created
with the participation of the local community and established in 2010. Like in other
CBOs, CBO members can borrow from the saving funds. Members of the CBO are
entitled to borrow funds at a lower interest rate. The interest rate paid to the CBO is
2% per month that is lower than other sources like private lenders at about 10-15%, or
micro-finance institutions at about 3-5%. Moreover, conditions for obtaining the loan
are not necessarily as complicated as in other financial systems because each member
in the group acts as the borrower’s guarantor.

Much like in other villages, members of the CBO have borrowed funds to
invest in their agriculture activities. Some other members have used the loan from the
CBO to make small businesses or expand their existing businesses such as raising

pigs or livestock.

L An in-depth interview with Doun Try village chief, June 2011
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Though the fund is small, it provides a consistent social safety net in the form
of accessible financial capital, though in small amounts. While the saving fund is
somewhat limited in that it cannot respond to the needs of all members of the CBO or
local villagers, it does improve the income of some villagers.

The case of the CBO project in Doun Try is a different kettle of fish from the
CBO project in Prek Trob. The Doun Try CBO was not initiated by the CF
committee, nor did the Doun Try CF help to unify and mobilize local villagers to
support and participate in the CBO. In this particular case, the benefits of

decentralization in relation to income security for the Doun Try fishers are not clear.

5.2.2 Decentralization and Changes in Community Food Security

Five years ago, as many villagers were permanent fishers, the food security of
the majority of Doun Try community depended largely on household fishing. Not
many local fishers owned a paddy field and engaged in agricultural activities as it
gave fewer benefits to them compared with doing their household fishing. Some other
local villagers in Doun Try owned a large area of farming land; these people have
largely engaged in agriculture activities. While the rice cultivation in Doun Try is not
regular because of poor irrigation system, it is, however, easier for wealthy farmers
who have modern farming equipment and farming techniques to make the land
productive. Thus, rice has been produced in Doun Try and available to even those not
engaged in the direct cultivation of it.

For fishers, they could use their income from fishing to buy rice and other
necessary foodstuffs in the village usually purchased on a day-to-day basis. Other
villagers, who were permanent farmers, could access rice from their own harvest. Fish
were abundant in the village, so the combination of rice and fish were main diet in the
village. Fishers did not worry about buying fish for their daily consumption because
they catch them, and for those villagers not involving with fishing, fish remained an
affordable staple: food security was relatively stable.

However, now, as fish stock rapidly disappears from Doun Try community,
food security is in peril. As 300 households out of 325 households are subsistence

fishers, the affect on food security of subsistence fishers in Doun Try due to the
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decline of fish stock is seen severer than in Prek Trob. Like in Prek Trob community,
it is likely that Doun Try fishers will concentrate more on doing agriculture, yet there
is are several challenges such as not enough agricultural land, equipment, financial
capital for reinvestment, and cultivation skills. Without doubt, the absence of fisheries
will have a negative effect Doun Try fishers’ food security.

With the decline of fish stocks already being of paramount importance in
terms of food security, the inability of the Doun Try CF and fishery officers in
controlling and protecting the community fishing area will only further compound the
problem.. Like in Prek Trob, today, Doun Try fishers cannot even catch enough fish
to support their daily household consumption. For example, prahok normally used to
be available every house, and it was common for villagers to share foodstuffs in times
of need. Villagers now have to buy most of these basic foodstuffs.

As local people are not empowered nor informed of their rights and duties by
the Doun Try CF committee and fishery officials, they do not understand their basic
rights and neglect to demand for more powers and responsibilities in controlling and
protecting community fishing area. This lack of information dissemination and
mismanagement by the CF committee and fishery officers does not appear to

reinforce food security.

“In the past four or five years, we had income from fishing to support our
living. The income from fishing could buy rice or other foodstuffs for our
living. It was more than enough for us. We even could save some money.
After the catch was fewer and fewer, our living became worse and worse.
You can see fish in the market; those fish are not fish from our village. But
they are fish imported from Thailand. As we are fishers, we could not farm
well like other farmers in the village. Some years, we do not even get any
harvest from the farming. So today, we do not have enough rice to eat

throughout the year.””>

Agriculture has not provided a better standard of living for the fishers and, as

mentioned before, some local fishers have to work as laborers or agricultural workers

52 A focus group discussion with Doun Try fishers, June 2011
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in the village or other villages nearby. The agricultural workers are mostly women
and young children in the family. Normally, they are paid on daily wage basis which
is approximately 3 US dollars a day. The jobs in the village mostly are seasonal jobs,

so some days they have no income.

“We used to be fishers in this village. We rarely go fishing in recent years
because we cannot catch enough fish for our living and food. Some of us
here including me normally work as agricultural workers in this village or
sometimes in nearby villages. We get paid daily starting from 10,000 riels
(2.5 US dollars) to 14,000 riels (3.5 US dollars) a day. Normally, we use
this daily income to buy food such as rice, fish, vegetables, ingredient, and
other food stuff. This amount of money is so small, and it normally can be
enough for food a day in our family. This is just only for food, how about
other expenses in the family? This work is not regular. For example during

these three or four months (May-August) we have no jobs.””

As mentioned in Section 5.2.1, some other villagers have migrated to work as
laborers or agricultural workers in Thailand. And, as stated before, while food
security for them might be fine because they get sufficient income there, it is still a
key concern for other members in the family in their village. As observed by the
researcher, in many cases, villagers who migrate to work in Thailand normally leave
their young children at home with an old woman to take care for them. As mentioned
by the village chief, villagers migrating to work in Thailand are not able to send
money to their family in the first 3-4 months. Most of the money sent is mainly to pay
back the debt rather than to support the living and food in the family. So in this case,
the food security in the family in Cambodia is placed on the burden of the elder

women.

“Normally, if the parents migrate to work in Thailand, they leave their
children at home or with their relatives. Sometimes, their children have to

live with their grandparents when their parents are in Thailand. Oh when

53 A woman said during the focus group discussion with fishers in Doun Try, June 2011
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they go to work in Thailand, they cannot send money immediately. About
first 3-4 months, they could not send any money. The grandparents of the
children have to take care for those children. Sometimes, they do not have
enough food to eat because they are poor, and they do not have preserved
rice at their home. There are no choices; either the grandfather or
grandmother of those children has to work to support those children living

and food especially in the first 3-4 months.”**

Overall, the decline of fish stock and its impact to the food security of local
villagers have not been addressed by the CF committee, local authorities, and fishery
officers, for example, no fish protected areas have been created in Doun Try to

improve food security in the village.

5.3 Kbal Taol Community

5.3.1 Decentralization and Changes in Community Economic Security

= Decentralization and Changes in Level and Sources of Household
Income

Geographically, as an isolated floating village, fishing is the single source of
income for Kbal Taol community. No agricultural land is available in Kbal Taol
community. Most of Cambodian people residing in Kbal Taol are subsistence fishers,
and they are seen as the “poor” fishers in the village. Most of them own small-scale
fishing gears for household fishing. Fishing is, thus, the only linkage the villagers
have to any kind of economic security.

There are some businesses such as raising crocodiles and fish, fish traders, and
rice and foodstuffs sellers in Kbal Taol Village. This could be a good opportunity for
expanding village income and businesses; however, almost all of those businesses
belong to the Vietnamese residing in Kbal Taol.

In comparison with Cambodian fishers, Vietnamese fishers in Kbal Taol own

much better fishing gears, and Kbal Taol villagers often accuse Vietnamese fishers of

* An in-depth interview with Doun Try village chief, June 2011
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engaging in fishing offenses. This is a persistent issue that should be addressed
regarding to the economic equity and equal access to the community’s resources.
Many of the poorer Kbal Taol villagers, especially the subsistence fishers will be
further marginalized if just a small group of villagers, for example the Vietnamese,
continue to exploit the community natural resources such as the fisheries.

When fish stock was abundant in the village five years ago, there was no
problem for the Kbal Taol subsistence fishers. According to villagers and local
authorities, despite of the inadequate fishing space in the village, household fishing
could support needs. Now it is quite a different situation.

As discussed with Kbal Taol villagers, in recent years, the subsistence fishers
have caught fewer and fewer fish from the fishing areas they are able to access. The
current average income of subsistence fishers is 2.50 US dollars to 5.00 US dollars a
day per household and is not consistent. The income is generally used to cover family
expenses such as buying rice, gasoline for their boats, and other foodstuffs. Now
villagers say that the current income earned from fishing is insufficient. By the
researcher’s observation at the market and through conversations/research with the

locals, this appears to be true.

“The fish stock has decreased severely in our village. We have caught fewer
and fewer fish. As subsistence fishers like us, we never catch much fish like
other rich fishers in our village. You can see, only Vietnamese can have
better fishing gears in our village. And they could catch much more fish than
us. Most of them are much richer than us. Today, especially this year, we
hardly live here now as we cannot catch fish like past five or six years. Our
income is very little; as you can see, | earn only 9000 riels (about 2 US
dollars) today from the whole-day fishing. How can | live in this amount of
money a day? We are fishers are different from those people living on higher

lands. Here we need to buy everything especially rice and gasoline.”®

The economic situation in Kbal Taol has become far worse after the public

access areas and Prek Kra’s fishing area was encroached by the fishing lot 1 of Pursat

% An individual interview with a Kbal Taol fisher at the place he sells his catch fish, June 2011
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province since 2000. Nowadays, Kbal Taol fishers have not been able to do household
fishing in those areas, and this has greatly reduced income. Kbal Taol community is
further hinders by the great distances involved for transportation to access the
fisheries. When fishing lot 1 of Pursat province commandeered the waterway in
March 2011 (see Section 4.4.), the community lost exclusive and rightful access to a
necessary transport corridor. Due to the resulting hindrances in transportation, basic
goods such as rice and gasoline traded in the village became more expensive;
moreover, the Kbal Toal fishers’ catch has been devalued by fish traders. In sum,
expenses are up, income is down. We see a resounding negative impact to the

economic security of fishers in Kbal Taol village.

“The fishing area is important to Kbal Taol community. Now we have so
limited a fishing area. That is our community’s challenges when a floating
community like ours does not have enough fishing area. For about eight
years, we have not been able to access to the public areas or the fishing area
of Prek Kra community. The fishing lot 1 of Pursat province has invaded this
area and they even catch us if we cross that area. This year, it is even more
difficult for our community because our waterway was also invaded by the
fishing lot 1 of Pursat province. This waterway has belonged to our
community for many generations. We do not understand why this has

happened.”

With no CF established in Kbal Taol, a specific fishing area has not been
available for locals, nor is there much opportunity for protection for such a lot should
it be created. Local fishers, instead, rely on a variety of possibly unsustainable means
to access open areas and other nearby community fishing areas. Yet, locals have
become unified in claiming for more fishing areas by forming a group of fisher
representatives (see Section 4.4). As a result, the community has had some increase
in fishing area after the return of a community fishing area by the fishing lot 1 of

Battambang. It is the result of democratic decentralization. The released fishing area

% A focus group discussion with Kbal Taol fishers, June 2011
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has also helped to improve the economic security of local fishers because they can do

more fishing activities in that area.

= Decentralization and Changes in Job Reliability and Security

With declining fish stock in combination with decreased fishing areas, the
Kbal Taol’s economic situation has greatly worsened: income is unreliable. Many
households cannot depend on fishing career, plus there is an increased the lack of may
forms of security, including economic, related to the disputes with fishing lot 1 of
Battambang and Pursat provinces. In one of Cambodia’s great ironies, the Kbal Taol
fishers are often caught and penalized by the lot owners for their perceived
encroachment. Although local villagers do not migrate to work in Thailand like in
Doun Try and Prek Trob, some of local villagers have moved to other villages or

higher lands due to the decline of fish stock and no fishing area.

“Some days, | earn about 20,000 to 40,000 riels (about 5-10 US dollars) a
day in my household. Some other days, | cannot catch any fish for selling.
So, | have no income. Fishing does not always get money. We have only
about six months to do full household fishing. How we can live the whole
year if we cannot save any cash for spending during the fishing rainy season
that the water is too deep to do fishing. Some other villagers who have
relatives in other villages or in the city stopped living here. For me, | don’t
know how much longer | can live in this village if the situation remains like

this year.”’

After the borders of fishing lot 1 of Battambang was clearly measured and
agreed on by all parties, the dispute with fishing lot 1 of Battambang was resolved
(see Section 4.4), this has improved livelihood security for the Kbal Toal fishers as
fishers no longer need to worry about getting caught or penalized by the fishing lot
owner anymore, at least in this particular area. The organized efforts of the Kbal Taol
community to protest against unfair fishing lot terms has helped to increase the job

security of local fishers.

57 An individual interview with a Kbal Taol fisher, June 2011
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= Decentralization and Income Protection and Support
As fishing is the only source of income for the Kbal Taol community, the
threat to their daily income is higher after the decline of fish stock and limited access
to fishing areas. The lack of cooperation from local authorities as well as the isolated
location of Kbal Taol from Koh Chivaing commune may have led to a gap in external
support for the community. As a CF through decentralization policy in fishery
management policy has not been created in Kbal Taol yet; therefore, it is hard for
local villagers to initiate projects or take collective actions to help their community
like in the Prek Trob community.
Through FACT’s intervention, a CBO was established in 2009. To date, the
CBO in the community has 136 members (more than 60% are women) involved in the
saving project. However, as of June 2010, the total saving fund from all the CBO
members was about 1,000 US dollars. The contribution to the savings fund has,
perhaps, been insufficient for Kbal Taol as most of the fishers are so poor that they
are not able to put any money in the saving fund. The result is a high amount of

lending but a poor amount of matched or increased deposits.

“We started the CBO project in 2009. Today we have 136 members. Most of
them are women. However, the saving plan has not progressed much. Today,
we have total saving fund nearly 4,000,000 riels (1,000 US dollars). The
member do not involve much with the saving activities because most of them

are poor and do not understand much about the CBO project.”*®

There are not any micro-finance institutions in Kbal Taol community, so
fishers borrow money from private lenders. The money they need to borrow is around
400,000-600,000 riels (about 100-150 US dollars) per household in one year.
Normally, they use this money to spend on buying new or additional fishing gears
such nets. The interest rate can be as high as 15-20% per month. (The lenders
normally are Vietnamese businessmen in the village). Besides bearing exorbitant

interest rates, the borrowers are often required to sell fish to the lenders at a reduced

%8 The chief of CBO who is a woman said in the group discussion with CBO committee in Kbal Taol,
June 2011
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rate of 15-20 % cheaper than the regular rate. Without any other options, Kbal Taol
fishers borrow money from the businessmen and accept the conditions. Private

business appears to have weakened income security.

“Today, most of the villagers here borrow money from private sources.
Normally, they are the Vietnamese fish traders in our village. Regarding to
the condition of loan, first we pay the interest rate to the lender. If we
borrow 1,000,000 riels (250 US dollars), we have to pay monthly amount
starting from 150,000 riels (about 37 US dollars) to 200,000 riels (50 US
dollars) as the interest rate. Second we have to sell fish we catch to the
lender and normally the lender buys fish from us cheaper. We have to sell to
them at any price they say. Normally, they cut the interest and money we
borrow from income we earn directly. If we still cannot pay back all the loan
and interest, when we need money to buy something, we need to ask to

borrow from them again.””>®

5.3.2 Decentralization and Changes in Community Food Security

As reiterated, fishing is the sole source of income for Kbal Taol subsistence
fishers. Most businesses, such as fish traders, ingredient sellers, battery chargers,
small and medium vendors, restaurants and coffee shops, in the village do not belong
to subsistence fishers’ group. Without access to agriculture, subsistence fishers use
their income to buy rice and other foodstuffs from local vendors - most of whom are
Vietnamese.

According to the villagers, when fish were abundant in the village, they did
not face difficulties in making money to buy foods and other basic needs despite the
limited fishing area. Today, the situation is different: the Kbal Taol villagers say the
collusion and inability of fishery officers in combating illegal fishing activities is yet
another factor increasing the decline in fish stock. Fishery management, through
decentralizing power to local authorities - namely fishery officers, has failed in

controlling and protecting fisheries resources, resulting in poor food security.

% A man said during the focus group discussion with fishers in Kbal Taol, June 2011
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In 2011, subsistence fishers say they cannot catch any fish at all some days, so
they have to eat less food or have only food for their children. Fishers have begun
substituting porridge for rice to save money.

The absence of fisheries in Kbal Taol has become a sensitive issue in the
village. It begs the question of the community will handle the impending increased
food shortages, inevitably linked to declining fish stocks. If the problem is not
addressed by local authorities and responsible government officials, it will be a large
food security threat to the entire Kbal Taol community but especially for the

subsistence fishers.

“We do not catch enough fish to buy rice and foodstuffs. For example, today
I get nearly 10,000 riels (2.5 US dollars) from my fishing. So I can buy only
one kilogram of rice (3,000 riels per kg) and a liter of gasoline (5,800 riels
per liter). And there are six people in my family. We cannot we eat enough a
day with this amount of rice. We have to live like this every day for
subsistence fishers like us. | cannot say about quality of the food we have
eaten. We never care for the quality of food. What we think the most is to
have enough food to eat in a day. We never know how food is good or bad to

our health?®°

5.4 Decentralization and Community Trends in Human Security

5.4.1 Decentralization and Health Security

In all three villages there is no health center or pharmacy. Medicine is bought
informally from vendors, who are not trained pharmacists. There is a health center
that the Prek Trob villagers can access in Prek Norin commune, and also a health
center for Doun Try villagers in Chhrey commune, but these health centers are more
than 10 kilometers from the village. Furthermore, the roads to the health center for

both communities are in very poor condition, especially in rainy season. The health

60 An individual interview with a Kbal Taol subsistence fisher at the food store, June 2011.
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centers have a dire shortage of medical staff and medicine, and can only treat minor
symptoms and injuries. For serious diseases or emergencies, the patients must travel
to the hospital in Battambang town, which is about 70 kilometers away for Doun Try
and 35 kilometers away for Prek Trob, and difficult to access. The most serious
problem is with the Kbal Taol community, however as their access to healthcare
services is extremely difficult. As an isolated floating village, the patients need to
travel to the hospital or health center in Siem Reap province® by boat. It takes at least
about three hours. The regular boat travels to Siem Reap is once a day; it is too
expensive for poor subsistence fishers in Kbal Taol to hire by a private boat.

Access to safe drinking water also remains a problem in each village. All
villagers depend largely on rainfall, water from TSL in the rainy season, and water
stored in small lakes and the stream in the dry season. In Prek Trob and Doun Try,
villagers are increasingly concerned about agricultural chemical waste polluting the
local streams and lakes. Furthermore, in these two villages, there are no sanitation
systems for human waste, which most certainly affects the quality of water and can
make the water unsanitary. However, all the people interviewed in either Prek Trob or
Doun Try village were reluctant to say whether they boiled or filtered the water before
drinking at all times.

The most serious problem with clean water is in Kbal Taol where the water is,
in this researcher’s opinion, ‘horrible’. The Kbal Taol community’s settlement is at
the end of the Doun Try stream, so, the water is already polluted by the upstream
population. Kbal Taol villagers normally use the water in which human and kitchen
wastes have been released. Kbal Taol villagers do not, or most likely, cannot boil or
filter their water regularly because they live on boats with limited space and facilities.
Normally, they drink lake from wherever they are. It is very rare for Kbal Taol
villagers to use rainfall because they do not have many containers.

In regards to the fishery management decentralization policy and health
security for the people of Prek Trob community, there has definitely been some
results: the CF committee has worked with KAWP to educate people about the basic

healthcare and sanitation such as encouraging villagers to filter or boil water before

®1 Siem Reap is a province around Tonle Sap Lake bordering with Battambang province, the studied
province. Travelling from Kbal Taol, Siem Reap town is closer than Battambang town.
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drinking and to clean their houses and areas around their houses. On the other hand, in
Doun Try where the CF was not successful and in Kbal Taol where a CF was not
created, the implementation of the decentralization policy has not contributed

anything to their communities’ health security.

5.4.2 Decentralization and Environmental Security

Deforestation prevention has been a success in Prek Trob, where the clearance
of flooded forest (which is important for fish shelter and breeding) is carefully
protected by the CF. More flooded forest has been replanted in Prek Trob. In contrast,
in Doun Try, flooded forest has been cleared for agricultural purposes. In Kbal Taol,
flooded forest in the island near the village is cut by illegal fishers to make artificial
fish shelters every year. This shows that Prek Trob CF has helped to improve
environmental security in their community. In Doun Try and Kbal Taol villages,
through the fishery management decentralization policy in fishery management, the
communities and fishery officers have failed to address serious environmental issues.

There are no industrial complexes or factories near the villages, so it appears
that the air is not polluted. However, because of the increased use of chemical
products in agriculture and in households, land and water in each village is
undoubtedly becoming more polluted. The water in Kbal Taol is turning dark with
bubbles, and it appears to be the most polluted compared to the other two villages.

The decline of fish stock in each village is the main threat to environmental
security. Illegal fishing is widely practiced in Doun Try fishing area where the CF
cannot protect it. In Kbal Taol, illegal fishing is generally practiced in the open access
areas and the fishing lots areas. In both villages, Kbal Taol and Doun Try, it has
become usual that lakes or creeks are pumped out and all fish are caught in dry season
(Section 3.3.3). In Prek Trob, all illegal fishing activities are prevented by the CF and
local authorities; however, the fish stock has yet to recover. Moreover, in Prek Trob, a
fish protection area has been formed to try to increase the fish stock in the
community. The results are still limited. This shows that the result of the fishery
management policy through establishing CFs have failed to protect fisheries resources

for each community.
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Environmental insecurity is greatly increasing for these TSL communities, and

the fishery management policy has yet to produce sufficient salient results.

5.4.3 Decentralization and Personal Security

Prek Trob’s personal security can be classified as good. Violence and crime
are rare in the community, and there is a strong sense of unity. The prevention of
crime and violence is partly due to the close cooperation between the community and
the local authorities; the law enforcement of the local authorities is generally trusted.
The Prek Trob CF has driven this sense of social capital and contract. For example,
the community has become more unified and empowered after the CF has become a
successfully managed organization (see Section 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.1.3).

In Doun Try, crime and violence occasionally occur, especially during
festivals or ceremonies in the village. There is less unity among the villagers, and this
is seen as a factor causing violence, especially among youth. As Doun Try CF has
been somewhat unsuccessful in its mandates, the villagers hold the CF responsible for
the lack of personal security.

In Kbal Taol, personal security is adequate with some caveats. A youth group
has been formed to educate and address local people on all kinds of crime and
violence. With the fisher representatives resolving the disputes with the fishing lot 1
of Battambang province, conflicts and violence between the fishing lot 1 of
Battambang province and Kbal Taol fishers has been reduced. However, the disputes
with the fishing lot 1 of Pursat province have not been solved yet. It remains risky for
Kbal Taol fishers in this area. More often, they have disputes with this fishing lot
owner, and sometimes they are even arrested and penalized.

Domestic violence has reduced remarkably in each village according to the
respective village chiefs. This is attributed to the educational programs from KAWP
and FACT on gender and domestic violence to help local people understand their
roles and responsibilities in the family. This success included contributions not only
by FACT and KAWP but also by the CFs in each community, and by the youth

movement in Kbal Taol.
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5.4.4 Decentralization and Political Security

Villagers in Prek Trob understand their basic rights, such as their rights to
participation and to freedom of expression. The CF committee has mobilized and
encouraged local people to participate in CF activities. Local people have also
involved with advocated activities for the protection of the community’s natural
resources and in claiming for more control over resource allocation (Section 3.2.1.3).
The voices of the Prek Trob community are increasingly influential to the local
authorities and government agencies. Dialogues between community representatives
and representatives of the local authorities about the community’s interests and
concerns have happened increasingly regularly in Prek Trob. This shows that the
presence of decentralization in Prek Trob has helped the community with more
empowerment.

In contrast, the political security situation in Doun Try is quite different from
in Prek Trob and Kbal Taol. There is less participation of local villagers within the
activities of the CF. Dialogues and meetings between the communities and local
authorities are still rare. Most Doun Try villagers interviewed were reluctant to share
information regarding what has happened in the community, which indicates that
knowledge about rights of expression and participation among villagers remain weak.
Overall, there is a lack of trust and cooperation between local people and local
authorities in Doun Try community. As observed, Doun Try CF has failed to mobilize
and empower local people to be aware of their basic rights and rights to their
community fishing area (Section 3.2.2.4).

Similar to Prek Trob, Kbal Taol villagers understand much about their basic
rights such as rights of participation and expression. Kbal Taol villagers have actively
worked to claim for more fishing area for the community and to solve the disputes
with the surrounding fishing lot owners. Meanwhile, messages and voices from the
Kbal Taol community are increasingly influential to concerned authorities. This unity
in demands is key to strengthening community security. However, the villagers’
struggle in claiming their fishing rights has been discouraged by fishery officers and

local authorities. Fishery officers appear to have actively restricted the rights and
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powers of the villagers. The decentralization plan to devolve authority to the local

fishery fficers has negatively impacted Kbal Taol.

5.4.5 Decentralization and Community Security

In Prek Trob there is a unity and social capital is strong. In contrast, in Doun
Try, where the CF is weak, community security is also weak. Labor migration to
Thailand from each village has made both villages quieter. As mentioned in Sections
5.1.1 and 5.2.1, the decentralization policy in fishery management has failed to make
the fishery stock recover, thus leading to labor migration. While leaving some local
people becoming workers or laborers, it has divided some local people in each village
into different status. Migration and exposure to Thai culture has also changed the
value system of the local culture. Community security in both villages may also be
worsening because decreasing fish stocks are affecting economic and food security.

Kbal Taol village also has strong social capital linkages. They could unify
the community to claim for more fishing areas and solution over disputes with fishing
lot owners. However, in Kbal Taol, the problem may be communal divides to the
presence of diverse ethnic groups. In Kbal Taol, the village is divided into two
different groups of villagers, Cambodian (Khmer) villagers and Vietnamese villagers.
Though these two groups of people do not have major conflicts with each other or
discriminate one another, they cannot unify as one community easily because of

different cultures and languages.

5.5 Summary of Findings

Overall, the economic and food security of all three studied communities
have not been strengthened in the last five years. The main cause of the weakening
economic and food security in these communities is the severe decline of fish stock.
The cause of fish stock decline is partially due to the lack of success of the
decentralization policy in fishery management through establishing CFs.

Fishing cannot be a reliable and/or stable source of household income for

subsistence fishers in each village anymore. At the same time, alternative mechanisms
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for ensuring income and employment stability has not existed, nor has been created.
The absence of fisheries in securing income and living of subsistence fishers in each
village has increased risks and unreliability in their employment.

As income from fishing has decreased severely, it has increased food
insecurity of fishers in each village. Food, namely rice, is still available and supplied
locally in each village. However, the supplies of fish for daily household food
consumption have declined sharply. However, due to reduced income, purchasing
power and food access for subsistence fishers in village remains a case of marginal
amounts with little regard to quality, i.e. barely meeting basic caloric requirements

without regard to nutritional value.



CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the previous chapters, the various aspects of the Cambodian
decentralization policy in fishery management and the human security of fishers
around TSL have been discussed. Based on two case studies in two villages, Prek
Trob and Doun Try, the challenges and opportunities of CFs in the aspects of
deconcentration and democratic decentralization are analyzed in Chapter 3. The
challenges and opportunities of a community without a CF, namely Kbal Taol
community, are discussed in Chapter 4. In Chapter 5, the changes and implications in
human security for fishers in Prek Trob, Doun Try and Kbal Taol communities, due to
the implementation of decentralization policy in fishery management through
establishing CFs, are investigated. Based on this analysis of findings from Chapter 3
to Chapter 5, discussion, conclusion and recommendations are made in this final
chapter. The chapter begins by discussing on the findings. The conclusion itself is
based on the conceptual framework and hypothesis stated in Chapter 1.

Recommendations compose the last part of this chapter.

6.1. Discussion

6.1.1 Observations on Democratic Decentralization, Deconcentration,

and Economic and Food Security in Each Community

In the context of all three cases studies, the decentralization policy in fishery
management through establishing CFs and economic and food security are observed

as follows:

= Democratic Decentralization:
In each case study, it is seen that participation, decision-making powers, rights
to resources, and the powers allocated to local people in managing, controlling, and

protecting the community fishing areas have had many limitations.
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Prek Trob is a successful CF because democratic decentralization has allowed
the community to actively participate in and engage with activities of the CF. The
community has been equipped with feelings of “unity” and a strong sense of social
capital linkages within the community. This is seen as a strong foundation with which
to make the CF even stronger. In the Prek Trob case study, this particular CF has
become an empowered CF and has gained some autonomy over managing and
protecting the community fishing area. With an increase in decision-making power,
and sense of community unity, the CF has also been empowered. Local people and the
CF have been able to take collective actions to manage and control their community
fishing area effectively. This shows that Prek Trob community has challenged and
acted around the official system of decentralization policy to gain power for its own
community. As the result, Prek Trob CF has been able to ensure community equity of
access to the community fishing area.

In contrast, in Doun Try, the CF has failed because the implementation of
democratic decentralization has restricted the participation, decision-making powers,
resource rights, and autonomy of the community in controlling and protecting their
community fishing area. The participation of local communities has been restricted by
the Sub-decree on Community Fisheries Management since the beginning. Local
people and the CF have acted along the official system as stated in the Sub-decree.
But, as the Sub-decree has limited powers of local people and CF over their
community fishing area, it has made become difficult for local people and CF to take
collective actions to manage and protect their area. As a result, local people and the
CF have failed to manage and protect their community fishing area. Equal access to
their community fishing area is not the case in Doun Try. To date, the community
fishing area has been dominated by wealthy and powerful illegal fishers.

The effects seen in Doun Try are similar to what is seen in Kbal Taol, where a
CF has not been established, and democratic decentralization has not ensured rights
and powers of the local people and the community. Though Kbal Taol villagers have
actively participated in advocating and claiming a feasible fishing area and
establishing a CF, their rights and powers have not been acknowledged by the fishery
officers responsible for that region. To date, the decision-making powers and other

powers within the community have been dominated by fishery officers. If a
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community does not have a specific fishing area, decision-making powers and rights
to resources, it is impossible to encourage local people to take collective actions to
manage and protect the fishing areas around their community. As a result, like in
Doun Try, the public access areas and a part of the community fishing area have been
invaded by wealthy and powerful illegal fishers. So far, Kbal Taol villagers have not
had enough fishing area for their community, and they have not been able to access to

the open access area in their community.

= Deconcentration:

It appears that the responsible government officers, namely fishery officers,
are at all not responsive and accountable enough to ensure effective fishery
management in each studied community. Due to the domination of power by fishery
officers in each community, fishery officers have not been forced to cooperate and
intervene effectively in combating and preventing illegal fishing activities. Moreover,
fishery officers have had no willingness or “buy-in” to protect the interests of each
community. This means that fishery officers have not been an effective partner in
managing and controlling the community fishing area in the case studies.

The CF in Prek Trob appears, in contrast, successful has because the Prek
Trob CF was not initiated under the authority of fishery officers. Local villagers and
the CF have successfully challenged the government for more powers and
responsibilities over their community fishing area. Partnership and cooperation
between local authorities such as the Prek Norin commune council, and the commune
police, local villagers and the CF has been far more effective in combating and

preventing illegal fishing activities.

= Economic and Food Security
Unsuccessful community fishing area management in some communities, such as in
Doun Try and Kbal Taol, has to a sharp decline in fish stocks have in all communities in TSL.
TSL is a shared resource. If some fishing areas under successful CFs are managed and
protected effectively, while other areas under unsuccessful CFs and are not managed

and protected effectively, every community around TSL suffers ill effects.
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For example, in Prek Trob, despite the presence of a successful CF, local fish
stocks have not recovered: the catch by local villagers has decreased. It can be
interpreted that fisheries in their community have not yet been able to provide
sufficient economic development/security to local villagers. As a result, participating
in household fishing is not seen as a valid contribution to household income, job
reliability and security, nor does it count as income protection/support in each studied
community. Each time the decentralization policy in fishery management fails to
manage and protect the fisheries resources in some communities, in reality, the
economic security of fishers in every other community has also become worse.

In regards to food security, because decentralization has failed to control and
protect fisheries resources in some areas, the fish stocks have not recovered in each
community. As a result, fewer fish for consumption are available in the village.
Moreover, fewer fish are served in the daily diet because fish become more expensive
and unaffordable for some villagers. In addition, as the income from doing household
fishing decreases, local fishers have not been able to make enough (cash/wage)
income to buy other foods such as rice, vegetables, meats, fruits, etc. to consume in
addition to and/or substitute for the lack of fish. Thus, the decentralization policy in
fishery management has not yet improved the food security of local fishers in each

community.

6.1.2 Some Lessons Learned from the Implementation of the

Decentralization Policy in Fishery Management

Two main lessons learned can be deducted from the case studies regarding

democratic decentralization, deconcentration, and human security.

= The Importance of Social Capital for Better Decentralization:
The case studies of Prek Trob and Kbal Taol communities demonstrate how
the amount of social capital in a community is a critical factor in the creation of a
successful and empowered community that can control and protect its community

fishing area.
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The unity and initiative shown by the local people in starting up a community
organization is a key reason in why a CF is strong and sustainable. When an
organization develops from and within the community itself (in a grassroots
initiative), the community will most likely regard that organization as their own
organization. They will have a stronger sense of belonging and ownership, and this is
important in retaining long-term and productive community attention and
involvement. Furthermore, the idea of forming a group to challenge and advocate for
the community power and rights itself promotes unity and social capital connections
and linkages. The relationships, attitudes, and values governing and unifying
interactions among people and authorities contribute towards a strong and empowered
community. In this regard, it is seen that the sense of community social capital has
facilitated mutually collective actions effectively in the community. There is also
increased trust-building within the community and with authorities. These are all
factors that continue to positively attract the participation of the community in taking
collective action to control and protect their community fishing area.

The lesson learned here is that strong community social capital plays an
important role in making the decentralization policy in fishery management work
better.

= The Emergence of a New Approach to Fishery Governance:

In the Prek Trob case study, effective intervention under the authority of local
authorities (commune councils, commune police, and the village chief has effectively
helped curtail illegal fishing activities in the community fishing areas. Control,
protection, and prevention mechanisms have been implemented successfully with
good partnership and cooperation between local authorities, local people, and the CF
committee without, or with less than optimal, cooperation with fishery officers.

This change in effective forms of managing, controlling, and protecting the
community fishing area in Prek Trob is the emergence of a new approach to fishery
governance. This new form of managing the community fishing area in Prek Trob
through cooperation with local authorities may be an effective model for future

fishery management policy in other communities in Cambodia.
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6.2. Conclusion

The study was conducted in an attempt to answer the main question: “Is
decentralization in fishery management in Cambodia, through establishing
community fisheries, strengthening the food and economic security of fishers around

Tonle Sap Lake?”

Overall, the democratic decentralization process has not fully granted the
communities with the necessary powers, resources, user rights and autonomy in
decision-making to develop and manage fishery resources in the communities. At the
same time, the process of deconcentration can be considered incomplete in that
responsive and accountable authorities have not been created either.

Cooperation and partnership between fishery officers, CFs, and local
communities in managing, controlling, and protecting the community fishing areas
have not always worked. One case study has shown a successful CF, implemented
under cooperation and partnership between local authorities (commune councils and
village chiefs), CFs, and local people, but notably without cooperation from fishery
officers.

A successful CF ensures equity of access to community fishing areas,
considerable power and ownership of communities’ fisheries and natural resources, a
strong sense of community and social capital, and an awareness of basic human
rights. However, having the successful implementation of a CF is not always enough
to recover fish stock in a community. Fish stock might truly recover if many more
CFs were widely successful around the TSL. In contrast, an unsuccessful CF permits
fishery officers to have sole responsibility over the CF and seems to lead to an
increase in illegal fishing activities, and may further weaken the community.

Tonle Sap Lake, as stated before in this thesis, is a shared resource. If some
fishing areas under successful CFs can be managed and protected effectively, while
some other areas under unsuccessful CFs cannot be managed and protected
effectively, the unfortunate reality is that every community in and affiliated with TSL

suffers to varying degrees.
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The Royal Cambodian Government’s deconcentration and democratic
decentralization through establishing CFs has not ensured effective community
fisheries management and sustainable uses of communities’ fishery resources around
TSL yet. In all three case studies for this thesis, fish stock in each community has
decreased dramatically. As a result, fishers’ real income from fishing has declined,
and there is insufficient fish available for personal household consumption. Therefore,
the decline in fish catch has had a negative direct impact on economic and food
security. Therefore, it can be concluded the current government policies on fishery

management are not working.

6.3. Recommendations

To remedy the gaps in implementation of Cambodia’s decentralization policy

in fishery management, recommendations are made as follows:

= Effective Fisheries Laws and Policies Enforcement: To create effective
enforcement of fisheries law and policies, the following issues need to be
resolved:

1) The Cambodian government must address and combat corruption in
the fisheries sector by supporting activities to improve transparency,
communication, and negotiation between all stakeholders.

2) Actions against illegal fishing offenses and against the destruction of
fish habitats should be wurgently taken by the Cambodian
government—through education and enforcement.

3) The implementation of fishery management policy by all fishery
officers or concerned authorities must be closely monitored and
evaluated to ensure their effectiveness, transparency, and
accountability.

4) The Cambodian government should ensure effectiveness and
transparency in combating fishing offenses. In particular, the

involvement and intervention of authorities (police or military) in
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stopping, suppressing, and arresting fishing offenders or related crimes

must be tackled.

Strengthening Deconcentration and Democratic Decentralization: To
bring further deconcentration and democratic decentralization in place,
some areas of fishery management policy should be reviewed:

1) Considerable resources, roles, rights and powers to CFs, local
communities, and local authorities need to be provided to engage in
the management and conservation of fisheries and natural resources in
their community.

2) Cooperation and partnership in managing, controlling, and protecting
community fishing areas should be placed under the cooperation and
partnership between local authorities and CFs rather than fishery
officers or fishery administration. For example, the intervention in
combating fishing offenses in a commune area should be the
responsibility of the local authorities and the commune police.

3) Fishery officers involved in enforcing the fishery management policy
must be more accountable, responsible and responsive to local

communities and CFs.

Financial and Technical Support to CFs: Financial and technical

support and advice should be provided by the government and NGOs to

enforce and implement the fishery management effectively. Key areas to

support and work for are:

4) Capacity-building for fishery officers to work effectively and
responsively in accordance with their responsible positions;

5) Capacity-building for CFs committees in managing CFs, building and
developing CFs projects by strengthening their technical capacity;

6) Promoting education about the importance of conserving community
fisheries and natural resources; and

7) Supporting, following up, monitoring, and evaluating the

implementation of CFs.
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Promoting and Creating Alternative Jobs for Subsistence Fishers in
Kbal Taol Community: The Cambodian government and concerned
NGOs should concentrate on giving support for alternative livelihood and
microcredit schemes to local fishers like in Kbal Taol where fishing is a
single source of income for subsistence fishers. Alternative jobs and
economic potential should be created for subsistence fishers so that they

do not depend on only income from family-scale fishing.

Improving Irrigation Systems and Promoting Diversified Agriculture
in Prek Trob and Doun Try Communities: Alternatively, to strengthen
economic and food security in these communities, the Cambodian
government should invest in agriculture in both communities, where
fisheries have declined. More irrigation systems should be built in both
communities. At the same time, diversified agriculture should be
promoted to supplement the income of subsistence fishers and farmers in

both villages.

Cancelling the Fishing Lot Areas: Reported revenue from fishing lot is
approximately 2 to 3 million US dollars per year. The revenue is worth
about 1 to 2 dollars to each local fisher around TSL (FACT, 2000).
Auctioning the fishing lot areas to private businessmen is often seen as
just to bring benefit to a small group of people, while leaving millions of
local fishers in poverty. The decline of fish stock has been accelerated by
industrial violations in concession fishing lots. One reasonable solution is
that all fishing lot areas are returned to the government. Then the
government can allocate some more areas to local communities to
manage through establishing CFs. Some other areas of the returned
fishing lots should be turned into fish protection areas under the control

of the government.

Fisheries Conservation: The government should prioritize the protection

of fish and fish spawning areas, and increase fisheries conservation areas
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and areas for wildlife species. The government should regulate the size of
fish to be caught. For example, the catch of small fish must be strictly
prohibited.

Piloting a New Fisheries Governance Model: Seeing the success of a
new form of fisheries governance in Prek Trob (point 2 in Section 6.1.2),
it would be useful to put this new fishery governance model into practice
in more communities. In this regard, involved NGOs should learn from
the success of Prek Trob CF and then apply the lessons learned in other
CFs. Researchers should do more studies about the possibility of the new
fisheries governance model in Prek Trob as to whether it can be
considered as an applicable fisheries governance solution around the TSL

or not.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONS FOR GROUP DISCUSSIONS WITH LOCAL FISHERS

Village Name: No. of Participants: Date:

A. General Information

1.

Please me tell about the fishing situation in your village

a. Where does your community go fishing? How far?

b. How often do you go fishing? What kind of fishing gear do you use?

¢. What kinds of fish can you catch? Where do you sell it? How much per
kilo?

B. Economic Security

2.
3.
4.

10.

Compared to the past five years, is the current catch higher or lower? Why?
When is the highest income from fishing? When is the lowest income? Why?
How do you think about your income from fishing in the future?
Higher/lower? Why?

Is the income from the fishing enough for your household expense? Why/Why
not?

Do you think income from fishing in your family has improved? Can you
depend your living on fishing in the future? Why/Why not?

Besides fishing, do you have any other jobs? If yes, what jobs? And how can it
help your family?

If you need to borrow money, where and how to get a loan? What is the loan
condition? Could you pay back? Why or Why not?

When you face difficulties, what support do you usually get from your
community?

What difficulties have you faced in your fishing job? Travelling? Conflicts
with fishing lots? Amount of catch? Illegal fishing? How should the problem

be solved?



151

. Food Security

11. Do you use the income from fishing to buy food? What food do you buy and
what amount? Where do you buy? How far from your house?

12. How much you spend on food? How many meals do you have a day?

13. How do you think about your daily meals? Is it healthy to you? Why/Why
not?

14. Is the income from fishing enough to buy food? Why/why not?

15. Has the food in your family improved than the past? Why/Why not?

16. Do you have enough food to eat throughout the year? Why/why not?

17. Basing on fishing, do you think the food in your family will be better in the
future? Why/Why not?

. Health Security

18. How often do you get sick? What illnesses? Where do you usually go? How
far?

19. Do you pay for that? If yes, could you afford that? Why/Why not?

20. How do you think health care services in your village? How reliable is it?

. Environmental Security

21. What natural resources are available in your community?

22. Comparing with past five years, the amount of resources more or less? Why?
23. Is the remaining amount enough for you and the community? Why/why not?
24. What do you notice the environmental changes in your community? How does

it affect your community?

. Personal Security

25. What accidents/violence might you face in your village or with other villages?
26. What accident/violence do you remember in your village? What was the
causality?

. Community Security

27. How do you feel about living in your village (about people, authorities,
culture...)?
28. What has been changed in your village? How has it affect your village?
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H. Political Security

29. Do you think you should raise village concerns to local authorities? Why/Why
not?

30. If the local authorities or your representatives do not help your raised
concerns, what should you do? Why?

I.  Impacts of CFs on Economic and Food Security
31. Since establishing the CF, what do you think it has changed in your fishing?
32. Since establishing the CF, do you think it has improved your income?
Why/Why not?
33. Since establishing the CF, do you think it has improved food in your family?
Why/Why not?
34. What do you think the CF should do to improve income and food in your

community?

J. Perspectives of Local People on CFs

35. Please tell me how the CF was created in your community? What activities
have you participated? How has the CF committee selected?

36. After establishing the CF, how do you think about rights to access to the
fishery resources in your community?

37. After establishing the CF, has it increased the community’s participation in
controlling and protecting fishery resources in your community? Why/Why
not?

38. After establishing the CF, has it improved the authority’s concerns and
accountabilities in controlling and protecting your community’s resources?
Why/Why not?

K. Interaction with other Communities
39. How is the relationship between your community and other communities?
Have you had any problems with people in other communities? If yes, what
are the problems? And were those problems solved? If no, why not?
40. Does your community have any problems with the fishing lot? If yes, what are

the problems? And were those problems solved, how solved? If no, why not?
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Name of Village: Date:

L. General Information

Name: Sex: r1 Male 1 Female Occupation:

Age: No. of people in the family:

Where do you go fishing? How far is it from your community?
How often do you go fishing?
Deveryday ©1-3timesaweek 14-6timeaweek 0 Other

What kind of fishing gear do you use?

M. Economic Security

4.
5.

10.
11.

What kinds of fish do you catch?

How many kilos of fish per day can you catch on average?

o >1-5kilos @ >5-10 kilos @ >10-15 kilos © >15-20 kilos © other

Where do you sell it? How far is it from your village?

On average, how much is a kilo of fish you catch?

0 >1000-5000 riels  © >5000-9000 riels  © >9000-13000 riels
0 >13000-17000 riels 0 >17000 riels o other

How much can you earn from fishing per day on average?
0 >1000-5000 riels & >5000-10000 riels © >10000-15000 riels
0 15000-20000 riels > 20000 riels 0 Other

Comparing to the past, how many kilos of fish could you catch per day?

o >1-5kilos © >5-10 kilos © >10-15 kilos © >15-20 kilos © other

Did you ever earn higher than today? Why/Why not?

So the current catch is lower/higher the past five years, could you explain me

why?
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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When is the highest income from fishing? When is the lowest income? Why?
How do you think about your income from fishing in the future?
Higher/lower? Why?

From your income, what do you buy everyday?

Is the income from the fishing enough for your basic living? Why/Why not?
Do you think income from fishing in your family has improved? Can depend
your living on fishing in the future? Why/Why not?

Besides fishing, do you have any other jobs? If yes, what jobs? And how can it
help your family?

If you need to borrow money, where and how to get loan? What is the loan
condition? Could you pay back? Why or Why not?

When you face difficulties, what supports do you usually get from your
community?

What difficulties have you faced in your fishing job? Travelling? Conflicts
with fishing lots? Amount of catch? Illegal fishing? How should the problem

be solved?

. Food Security

21.

22.
23.

24,

25.
26.

27.
28.

Do you use the income from fishing to buy food? What food do you buy and
what amount? Where do you buy? How far from your house?

How much you spend on food? How many meals do you have a day?

Is there any food that you can get or make without paying money? If yes,
what? If no, why isn’t it?

How do you think about your daily meals? Is it healthy to you? Why/Why
not?

Is the income from fishing enough to buy food? Why/why not?

Do you have enough food to eat throughout the year? If not, how do you solve
this problem?

Has the food in your family improved than the past? Why/Why not?

Basing on fishing, do you think the food in your family will be better in the
future? Why/Why not?
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LIST OF QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY FISHERIES (CFs)

Name of the Community: Date:

No. of Participants:

A. General Information
1. Tell me about background the CF? When was the CF was created in your

community? Why was it created?

B. Creating the CF
2. Please tell me about the processes of creating the CF?
- Who involved in this process?
- Did the local people participate? If yes, what did they do? If no, why not?
- What administrative documents and processes required?

3. How do you think about the processes of creating the CF? Challenging? Why?

C. Supporting and Managing the CF
4. What is the CF responsible for? To implement all those responsibilities, how
has the CF been organized? Who have involved in planning and managing the
CF?
5. So far, has the CF got any help from any NGOs/Govt.? If yes, who are they?
6. What have those NGOs/Govt. helped the CF here? Do you think those
NGOs/Govt. are able to help you? Why/Why not?

D. Challenges and Opportunities of CFs
7. What successful stories has the CF had since it was created in your
community?
8. What do you think the CF should have done since it was created in your

community?
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11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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What has been a cooperation and relationship between the CF and the local
government?

Has the CF had any problems with the government officers? If yes, why? How
were the problems solved?

What do you think the obstacles the CF has with the local governments?

Do you think the CF can manage the community’s fishery resources?
Why/Why not?

Do you think it is good for the CF if the government involves? If yes, what
level of involvement do you think useful for the CF? If no, why not?

What would you request to the government to help the CF in order to make the
CF work better to protect and manage the fishery resources here in the future?
Has the CF ever had any problems with the fishing lot? If yes, what were the
problems? How were the problems solved?

Finally, do you have any comments regarding: 1) government 2) local people
3) NGOs

. Impacts of CFs on Income and Food Security

17.

Since establishing the CF, do you think the CF has improved income and food
of local fishers? Why/Why not?

. Interaction of the Community

18.

19.

How do you think about the interaction between the CF in your community
with other CFs in other communities?

How do you think about relationship and interaction between people in your
communities and people in other communities over fisheries and natural

resources?
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APPENDIX D

QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS (CBOs)

Name of the CBOs: Date:

No. of Participants: Name of Community:

A. General Information
1. Tell me about background of the CBO in your village. When the CBO was
created in your community? Why the CBO had to be created in your
community.
2. Who involved in creating the CBO? And how has the CBO managed?

B. Involvement of the CBO with the CF
3. What has the CBO done for the community?
4. What has the CBO helped and contributed to the CF?
5. How has the CBO interacted with the CF and the community?

C. Views of the CBO on the CF

6. Do you think the CF has enough power to manage the fishery resources here?
If yes, why? If no, why not?

7. What do you think the CF should have done for the community?

8. How do you think it would be possible to make the CF work better to protect
and manage the fishery resources here in the future?

9. Do you think it is good for the CF if the government is involved? If yes, what
kind of involvement and what level of involvement do you think useful for the
CF?

10. What is your recommendation regarding establishing CFs in fishery
management and the implementation of this policy? What would you like to

make a different?
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APPENDIX E

QUESTIONS FOR PROVINCIAL AND DISTRICT FISHERY
ADMINISTRATION

Name of Informant: Position:
Dept. Date:
1. Could you please tell me about the government decentralization policy in

10.
11.
12.

13.

managing the fishery resources around the lake through establishing CFs?
What benefits do you think local people get from the reformed policy?

How are powers and responsibilities transferred to your institutions? What are
those transferred powers and responsibilities?

What powers and responsibilities has your institution transferred to local
government and community? And how are they transferred?

What are different levels powers and responsibilities of your institution, local
government and communities in implementing this policy?

What have been the mechanisms of your institution in order to ensure the
efficiency and effectiveness of the policy implementation by the local levels?
Regarding to CFs, how many CFs are there in your province/district? What
has your institution involved with creating and managing CFs so far?

What have been the interactions between your institution, local governments,
and communities so far regarding to implementing CFs in your
province/district?

What challenges and opportunities do you see in creating and managing CFs
in the communities?

What do you think CFs should do in order to make them work better?

Tell me why a CF has not been established in Kbal Toal Community

What do you think your institutions and local governments should do in order
to make CFs work better?

How do you think economic and food security has changed since establishing
CFs?
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APPENDIX F

QUESTIONS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICERS

(Commune Councils and Village Chiefs)

Name of the Community: Date of Interview:

10.

11.

12.

Could you please tell me about the general aspects regarding to changes of the
government policy in the fishery management around Tonle Sap Lake in the
last decade?

What have been changes of the fishery management in your community so
far?

Is there a CF in your community/village? If yes, could you please tell me
about its background?

How has the CF been created in your community/village? Why was it created?
How have you and the community communicated each other in creating,
organizing, and managing the CF?

What have been the mechanisms of your community in order to ensure the
efficiency and effectiveness of the CF in your community?

What do you think about challenges and opportunities of the CF here so far?
What mechanisms has your commune/village had to overcome those
challenges?

Do you think the CF is important to your community? Why/Why not?

Do you think the CF is able to manage the fisheries and natural resources in
the community? Why/Why not?

What do you think your commune/village and your community as well as the
government should do in order to improve the CF in your community?

Since establishing the CF in your community, what do you think the changes
of food and economic security of local people?

What benefits do you think local people in your community have gained from
the CF?
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APPENDIX G

QUESTIONS FOR NGO STAFF

Name:

10.

11.

Org. Date:

Could you please tell me about the project/your involvement/ your org/your
study experience has involved in the decentralization policy in fishery
management in Tonle Sap Lake?

Could you please tell me what has been your involvement in CFs? How has
your work contributed to CFs?

What challenges and opportunities of having CFs in local communities have
you observed?

Do you think CFs have represented and have been accountable to local people
so far? What would be your suggestion?

Do you think CFs are able to undertake their jobs effectively? Why? / Why
not?

How do you think to make the CF work better to protect and manage the
fishery resources here in the future?

Do you think the government and NGOs have done enough work to support
CFs? If yes, why? If no, why not?

Do you think it is good for the CF if the government is involved? If yes, what
involvements and what level of involvement do you think useful for the CF?
What you think about the interaction between government officers with CFs in
controlling fisheries and natural resources in the community so far? What
would be your suggestion?

What strengths, weakness, opportunities, and threats do you see from the
decentralization policy in fishery management and implementation by
establishing CFs?

What do you think about the power interaction within the community levels?

What would be your suggestion?
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