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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The USAID Supporting Forests and Biodiversity Project (SFB) is being implemented by Winrock 
International and a consortium of partners including the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), East-West 
Management Institute (EWMI), Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS), and the Center for People and Forests 
(RECOFTC).  
 
The project goal is to improve the conservation and governance of Cambodia’s Eastern Plains Landscape 
(EPL) and Prey Lang Landscape (PLL) to decrease the rate of deforestation, mitigate climate change, and 
conserve biodiversity by building the capacity of forest community members to improve forest management 
decisions; and by building the capacity of government officers to support these efforts.   
 
 
Objectives of the Baseline Study 
 
The overall purpose of this assessment is to compile socio-economic baseline profiles to identify target 
communities’ current levels of economic activity, and provide recommendations about opportunities to 
improve incomes and livelihoods through the sustainable management of forests.   
 
In addition, one of the key activities outlined in the PMEP is to establish baseline values for SFB project 
indicators through a socio-economic survey and livelihood assessment of communities living in EPL and 
PLL. Therefore, the baseline values from this survey will be used to evaluate project performance; and 
could be used to assess impacts at the end of the project if SFB is selected by USAID for an impact 
evaluation.  
 
 
Methodology 
  
The research team conducted fieldwork for the socio-economic baseline by making trips to SFB project 
sites from May 7-26, 2014, following development of the research design and survey tools from mid-March 
through April 2014. A participatory approach was used, through which key staff from USAID and SFB’s 
consortium of partners actively participated and/or had the opportunity to give feedback on various aspects 
of this study.  
 
Several tools were developed to collect information. These included: a household questionnaire, Focus 
Group Discussions (FGDs) for community forestry groups; Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) for NTFP traders, 
Forestry Administration officials and village leaders; and village profiles.  
 
Different sampling characteristics (like the level of intensity of SFB activities, quality of forest, and start date 
for SFB activities at each site) were used in order to capture scenario variations in target communities 
across the two landscapes, and to ensure the study sample was representative of the full range of SFB’s 
work. Equally important, techniques to achieve gender balance and mainstreaming were applied across 
the training and selection of enumerators, and the selection of household respondents and FGD participants. 
 
In total, 18 community forest/ICT sites (11 in PLL and 7 in EPL) containing 21 villages are represented in 
this survey. Across both landscapes, the field team conducted 630 household interviews, 18 FGDs with 
community forest groups, 20 KIIs with NTFP traders, 10 KIIs with FA Officials, 3 KIIs with NGOs, and 
compiled 21 village profiles. 
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Key Findings 
 
Across PLL and EPL, household respondents derive their livelihoods from a range of agriculture activities, 
off-farm income, the collection of NTFPs, and logging and hunting. Although significant income is generated 
from logging, these figures are officially underreported, as is income from wildlife hunting activities. 
 
Gender plays a vital role in forest product collection. It is mostly men that enter the forest to collect products 
for sale to markets, while women manage the money from NTFP sales. However, the executive power (in 
terms of decision-making on how the money will be used by the household) is not necessarily held by 
women. 
 
 
PMEP Indicators: Increased Economic Benefits (0.3.1) & Increased Income (3.1.1) 
 
At the end of SFB Life of Project (LOP), the partners have committed to support increased economic 
benefits derived from sustainable resources management and conservation for 95,000 people (target for 
0.3.1) and a 50% increase in income levels of target communities due to economically viable alternative 
livelihood activities (3.1.1 target). 
 
 For PLL, the total baseline value for average formal income is $1,658. 

o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least $829/household/year. 
o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $2,487 in PLL. 

 
 For EPL, the total baseline value for average formal income is$1,404. 

o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least at 
$702/household/year. 

o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $2,106 in EPL. 
 

 Across the two landscapes, the total baseline value for average formal income is $1,573.  
o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least $787/household/year. 
o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $2,360 per 

household/year across the two landscapes of PLL and EPL. 
 
 
Household Expenses and Access to Credit 
 
 Average household expenditure across EPL and PLL is $2,528 per household/year.  

o On average, households spend $215 per year to buy vegetables and fruits. This is a significant 
expense for cash-poor households. 

o There is an opportunity for SFB to design livelihood activities like home gardening and 
agroforestry that reduce households’ cash expenses on fruit and vegetables. Reducing cash 
expenses is equivalent to increasing cash income, and can be counted towards increasing 
family income for indicator 3.1.1. 

 
 Across the two landscapes, 23% of household respondents have access to credit and loans. 

o The highest percentage (11%) have access to formal loans from Microfinance Institutions 
(MFIs).  
While saving and rice banks do exist, only about 1% of household respondents are able to 
access them.  
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Crisis, Conflict, and NRM 
 
 One-quarter of household respondents across both landscapes have faced a severe shock or 

crisis.  
o Natural calamities (such as floods, drought, and pests attacking crops) and family 

illness/death were the key shock and crisis events.  
o One of the key coping strategies to counter such events is to extend agricultural activities 

through clearance of forestland. 
 
 Male and female committee members hold different perspectives on NRM decision-making, 

by-laws and regulations, and the use of funds for community-based forest management.  
o The majority of female committee members suggested these decisions are done with 

relatively little accountability and transparency.  
o However, the majority of male committees view that NRM, by-law and regulation decision-

making does occur via a participatory process. The exception is the use of funds for 
community-based forest management: both female and male committee members agreed 
that it was top-down decision making by community leaders and a few committee members. 

 
 The main drivers of conflict are the use of NTFPs and wildlife, timber, and forest conversion, 

with no change in this trend since SFB project begun support. 
o Conflicts over the conversion of forestland to agricultural plantations have never or rarely 

been resolved since the creation of CFs and now. 
o Conflicts between community members and rich/powerful individuals or with ELCs are 

especially unlikely to have ever been resolved. 
 
 The statuses of NRM and biodiversity have declined since community-based forest 

management was established, with no change in this trend since the SFB project begun 
support.  

o This includes declines in both the diversity and quantity in the mix of tree species, NTFPs 
and wildlife. 

 

 
Summary of Recommendations 
 
The recommendations proposed here are based on the baseline study, the existing study developed by 
SFB partners, and other relevant studies used as references for this present study: 

 
1. Harmonize SFB activities with other development stakeholders working in EPL and PLL, using an 

integrated livelihoods program-based approach. 
2. Design integrated livelihoods activities around community livestock banks, the expansion of Ibis 

rice, ecotourism, NTFP enterprise development, home gardening, and sustainable logging. 
3. Support the distribution of low carbon emission technologies and the reduction of household fuel 

wood use. 
4. Help communities to secure customary user rights. 
5. Review the licensing and transportation permit regime for NTFPs, and lobby for changes to this 

process. 
6. Support a co-management-based approach for PLL. 
7. Support reforestation in PLL and EPL. 
8. Support the development of a new conflict resolution mechanism. 
9. Develop enterprise trainings to fill the gaps in existing offerings. 
10. Ensure social accountability in the selection of SFB beneficiaries. 
11. Recommendation 11: Gender Mainstreaming in Decision Making Process in Community-Based 
12. Formal income-based approach to measure PMEP income indicators 
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
 
1. Household Profiles and Demographic Information 
 
 Age of respondents: In general, the average age of respondents defined as the “head of household or 

family” is 41 years old for both PLL and EPL, while the average age range for each site (from 36-44 
years of age) represents a group of people who are still active in the labor force for both on-farm and 
off-farm activities.  

 
 Total household members: The average HH size in PLL and EPL is similar at 5.11 and 5.39 persons 

respectively. The average for both landscapes is 5.24 persons per household, similar to the national 
average of 5.30 persons per household. 

 
 Gender of respondents: The baseline survey represents a fairly gender-balanced view, and minimizes 

any gender bias in these survey results. The number of female and male respondents across the two 
landscapes is very similar, and 48% of interviews were female-led and 52% male-led. 

 
 Educational background of respondents: Educational background plays an essential role, and can 

greatly affect the implementation and impacts of projects like SFB with a strong emphasis on training 
and capacity building in rural communities. Across both landscapes, 43% are neither literate nor 
numerate. 

 
 Indigenous People (IPs): There are two main IP communities living in the project target areas: the Kuy 

and the Bunong people. Informal FGDs suggest that, across the two landscapes, IPs may represent 
up to 58% of the total sample respondents. 

 
 Household members with responsibilities in the village: Among the two target landscapes, only about 

11% of respondents live in a household where one or more members has a management or 
coordinating position in the target village and/or community forest management group.  

 
 
2. SFB Project Interventions among Target Households 
 
 Local people’s knowledge of the SFB Project and partners: The baseline timeframe for SFB activities 

began in April 2013: thus most partners were already engaged in SFB project activities at many sites 
at the time this baseline survey was conducted. However, overall just 19% of respondents knew about 
the SFB Project, while only 12% knew that activities are supported by USAID or “Aid from the American 
people.” 

 
 Respondents’ attendance at forest and livelihoods trainings or meetings: The majority of respondents 

were not able to differentiate between trainings provided by USAID/SFB and non-USAID/SFB. 
Regardless of the source of training support to the local community, on average40% of respondents 
have attended a training. Meanwhile, almost 90% of respondents have attended forest management 
trainings. Moreover, 40% of respondents from PLL had attended a training on agriculture and 
livelihoods, significantly higher than in the EPL landscape (20%). Similarly, meetings attended by 
household respondents were not necessarily all attributable to the SFB project, but for both PLL and 
EPL, 35% of respondents have attended such meetings. 
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3. Household Assets and Changes over Time 
  
The household assets of respondents refer to either capital assets or other natural assets legally owned by 
the household.  
 Land tenure: The total average landholding per household for PLL and EPL is 2.66 hectares/household. 
 Resin trees: Total resin tree ownership by household is relatively high – 20% of all respondents across 

the two landscapes, with an average resin tree ownership of 290 trees/household among households 
that do own trees.  

 
 
4. Housing Conditions 

 
 Construction: Most respondents (93%) across the two landscapes have built their own houses. 
 Roofing material: 15% of homes have thatched roofs, indicative of poor living conditions. About 60% 

have zinc roofs and 11% tile roofs – these are likely to be the better off socio-economic segment as 
they are able to invest more resources into housing.  

 Wall type: Likewise, house walls made of wood/timber represented almost 80% of respondents’ homes. 
However, most of the timber/wood to make the walls is derived from logging in the forestland.  

 
 
5. Other Household Capital Assets 
 
 Personal transportation and communication: Across both landscapes, the majority of respondents are 

able to access transportation and communication means: 95% have a motorcycle, and each 
respondent has at least having one cell phone.  

 Koyun (moto trailers):About33% of all respondents own a koyun (moto trailer). As a multi-purpose 
vehicle, this equipment is for transportation, especially as a means to transport fuel wood and timber 
from the forest gate to the house and onto timber trade warehouses. If koyuns are taken as an indicator 
of participation in logging activities, up to one-third of households in SFB’s target communities may be 
engaged in logging. 

 
 
6. Change in Household Assets from April 2013-April 2014 
 
 Land: Household assets changed over time from April 2013 to April 2014. Across the two landscapes, 

13% of households bought land from other villagers and also from illegal land grabbers either from 
inside or outside the village. At the same time, 4% sold chamkar land to earn cash income.  

 Resin trees: The second type of change overtime in terms of household assets was the loss of resin 
trees and land due to ELCs and individual land grabbers at the rate of 9% and 7%, respectively 

 
7. Household Energy Consumption 
 

 Fuel wood: 96% of household respondents utilized fuel wood as the main energy source for cooking 
fuel for home consumption. Most of them collect it from rice chamkar and forestland.  

 
 
8. Main Sources of Livelihood and Income Generation Activities 
 
 Agriculture and forest products:Across both landscapes, the main livelihood activities of household 

respondents werederived from agricultural activities (crop production and livestock raising), and forest 
product collection including NTFPs, informal logging, and hunting wildlife. 

 Off-farm income: The third most important source of livelihoods is derived from off-farm activities, 
including casual labor, services and trade.  
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9. Natural Resource-Based Livelihoods and Income 
 
 Main sources of forest products for household consumption: There are at least 12 main forest products 

used for household consumption, including for cooking energy, materials for building and repairing 
housing, and food. The primary products are fuel wood, timber, rattan and vine, wild fruit and vegetables, 
and hunted wildlife. 

 Main forest products collectedfor income: Across the two landscapes, at least 10 kinds of forest 
products are collected for sale to earn income. Primary activities are resin tapping, logging, and hunting 
wildlife (which respondents underreported). Regards logging activities, 33% of household 
respondentshad motor trailers (Koyuns) which are associated with logging or transporting timber, and 
collecting fuel wood/wood from the forest. 

 
 

10. Gender Roles in NTFPs and other Forest Products Collection 
 
 Collection of NTFPs and other forest products:About80% of men collect NTFPs and other forest 

products to support their livelihoods in both PLL and EPL. At the same time, 20% of women are actively 
engaged in harvesting NTFPs and other forest products.  

 Sale of NTFPs and other forest products: Only 21% of women make decisions in terms of the sale of 
NTFPs and other forest products. At the same time, 20% of youth play an active role in household 
decision-making on the sale of suchproducts. 

 Money from sale of NTFPs and other forest products:Around93% of adult women have final executive 
power in terms of keeping money from the sale of NTFPs and other forest products. However, they are 
not necessarilythe ones who have final decision-making power on how to spend it. 

 
 
11. Loan and Saving Schemes 
 
 Access to credit: Across PLL and EPL, 23% of household respondents have access credit and loans. 

Specifically, the highest percentage (11%) gain access in the form of formal loans from Microfinance 
Institutions (MFI). The second highest percentage (9%) gains access to informal loans from relatives 
or neighbors. Lastly, the third type of informal loan is from money lenders (2%). While savings and rice 
banks were found to exist, only about 1% of respondents are able to access them. However, community 
credit and loans, such as saving groups and rice banks, are already operating at some target sites in 
PLL and EPL.  

 Average loan size: Regardless of the percentage of household respondents who were access loans or 
credit and the interest rates paid, the average loans and credit was estimated at$114/household. 

 
 
12. Household Expenditure 
 
 Expenses: The average spending acrossthe two landscapes was $2,528 per household/year. Each 

household spends about $215 per household/year on vegetables and fruit. 
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13. Shock and Crisis 
 
 Prevalence of shock and crisis: About 33% of respondents had faced a severe shock or crisis in the 

year prior to the survey. The main causes of crisis across the two landscapes were natural calamities 
(flooding, drought, pest attacks on crops) and family illness/death.  

 Coping strategies: Respondents cited different strategies and mechanisms to mitigate and cope with 
these crises, including: borrowing cash from a relative, neighbor, or moneylender; intensifying 
agricultural production; diversifying agricultural production through clearing new forest land; increasing 
the number of trips to the forest; and selling their labor. 

 
 
14. Natural Resources-Based Management 
 
 Size of community-based forest management/ICT: The average size across both landscapes is 

2,083hectares. However, for PLL, the CF size, date of CF creation, and boundary demarcation often 
varied over time due to the impact of CF policy development, creating confusion among CF members 
and committees.  

 Membership of community-based forest management/ICT: Most respondents across PLL and EPL are 
members of a CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT. Only 5% answered they werenot members, either 
because their livelihoods werenot directly related to or engaged with forest resources; they werenew 
immigrants; or they werenot aware of them. The benefits of membership were mainly viewed in terms 
of securing access to forest products and gaining benefits from different training facilities. 

 Membership of NTFPcommunity enterprise development: Prior to the SFB project intervention in both 
PLL and EPL, various key stakeholders had already placed resources to support NTFP enterprise 
development. However, only 8% of respondents who are CF members are also members of NTFP 
enterprises. This could be due to low levels of sustainability when previous programs/projects have 
phased out. 

 
 

15. Change Over Time for Functions and Governance 
 
In both landscapes, forestry committee members were asked about who was involved in the decision-
making process and how decisions were reached both when the community forest was first established 
and at the time of the survey. 

 
 Gendered differences in opinions on NRM governance: Men and women expressed different views 

about how decisions are made about NRM management. The majority of male members are optimistic 
about the level of participatory, for both PLL and EPL landscape., however, the majority of female 
members/representative say decision-making is mainly done by community leaders, except at now, 
female committee members/representative from EPL landscape have optimistic  about the 
improvement of participatory process of decision making, as compared to at the creation of CF. 

 
Decision-making on by-laws,rules and regulations: Views on the level of participatory varied slightly 
between the date of CF creation and the time of the survey, for both PLL and EPL Landscape. Similar to 
the views on NRM management, for both PLL and EPL, the perspectives of female and male committees 
were different, except for EPL, at the creation, women and men group have enthusiastic about participatory 
process in term of decision-making. The majority of male committee members say decisions have been 
and are made by majority or consensus. However, almost 50% of female committee members viewed the 
operation of their organization as merely the decision of a few persons sitting on the committees.   
 
 
 Decision-making on the use of CF funds:Across PLL and EPL, female and male committee members 

have different perspectives on the use of organizational funds. However, the majority of both sexes 
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agree that both at the time of CF creation and at the present time, decisions about the use of CF funds 
are made only by the community leader and a few committee members. 

 
 
 
16. Conflict and Conflict Resolution 
 
 Sources of conflict: The main sources of conflict within CFs (both at their creation and the time of the 

survey) are the use of NTFPs and wildlife, timber, and forest conversion.  
 Conflict resolution: CF members report that the majority of conflicts between members of the community 

and immigrants can be resolved. However, conflicts between the community and rich/powerful 
individuals or ELCs are extremely difficult to resolve, because most of the conflict resolution work 
isdone only at the community level. 

 
 
17. Capacity and Knowledge of CF Committees 
 
 Knowledge of NRM: Female and male committee members across both landscapes have different 

perspectives on the change in capacity and knowledge of members about NRM between CF creation 
and the time of the survey.  

 For PLL, since the SFB began to support, the majority of male and female committee members (64%) 
indicated that there is an increase in attention to NRM, while at the same to, for EPL, majority of male 
committee (71%) and 28% of female committee reported that there is increase today in attention to 
NRM. 

Capacity for NRM: In terms of members’ capacity to use NRM in a sustainable way, almost 50% of both 
male and female committee members, for both PLL and EPL, say there has been increased in their level 
of capacity from the date of CF creation to the time of the survey. Thus, this improvement may derive from 
the SFB partners and other key stakeholders training support  
  
18. The status of NRM Management and Biodiversity 
 
 Declining forest resources: Between the date of their CF’s creation and the time of the survey, 

committee members reported a decline in the diversity and quantity of mixed tree species, NTFPs, and 
wildlife.  

 Wildlife migration: It is worth noting that for some CF sites, wildlife has increased as animals move onto 
CF lands due to clearance of forestland nearby by ELCs and other small-scale and medium-scale 
agricultural activities. 

 
 
19. Forest Product Trading Activity 
 
 Products and intensity of trade: The main forest products traded in PLL and EPL include resin, honey, 

rattan, bamboo, and other NTFPs. Specifically, resin and honey are the two main NTFP products 
actively traded in PLL and EPL. However, the intensity of trading activity is at a low rate as compared 
to the last five years.  

 Adding value to products: The processing of resin has not yet reached a basic level, and most products 
are exported as raw materials to Vietnam, Thailand, and Laos. However, value-added honey products 
are well linked from the forest to market through supporting NGOs. 

 
 
20. Main Challenges and Opportunities for Forest Product Trade 
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 Constraints for NTFP traders: Based on the analysis and assessment of interviews with NTFP traders, 
the main constraints include: license and transport permits; declining sources of NTFP supplies; 
processing facility and business development; and financing issues for NTFP enterprise development.  

 Resin and honey enterprise development: The majority of honey and resin enterprises operate as 
commercial identities. However, they lack capital to increase their business investment, while they 
heavily depend on NGO support for their business (which raises questions about financial 
sustainability). Moreover, social enterprises face human resource limitations to manage financing and 
business aspects, creating another bottleneck blocking increased business and/or more participatory. 

 
 
21. PMEP Indicators: Increased Economic Benefits and Increased Income 
 
At the end of SFB Life of Project (LOP), the partners have committed to support increased economic 
benefits derived from sustainable resources management and conservation for 95,000 people (target for 
0.3.1) and a 50% increase in income levels of target communities due to economically viable alternative 
livelihood activities (3.1.1 target). 
 
 For PLL, the total baseline value for average formal income is $1,658. 

o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least $829/household/year. 
o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $2,487 in PLL. 

 
 For EPL,the total baseline value for average formal income is$1,404. 

o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least at 
$702/household/year. 

o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $2,106 in EPL. 
 

 Across the two landscapes, the total baseline value for average formal income is $1,573.  
o Based on this figure, the average incremental income increase of 50% is at least 

$787/household/year. 
o Average formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $2,360 across the 

two landscapes of PLL and EPL. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
 
1.1 The Supporting Forests and Biodiversity Project (SFB) 

 
Winrock International is a non-profit organization that works to empower the disadvantaged, increase 
economic opportunities, and sustain natural resources. By linking local individuals and communities with 
new ideas and technologies, Winrock is increasing long-term productivity, equity, and responsible resource 
management to benefit the poor and disadvantaged of the world. 
 
The USAID Supporting Forests and Biodiversity Project (SFB) is implemented by Winrock Internationaland 
a consortium of partners including: the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), East-West Management 
Institute (EWMI), Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS), and the Center for People and Forests (RECOFT). 
 
 
1.1.1 Project Goal 

 
The project goal is to improve the conservation and governance of Cambodia’s Eastern Plains Landscape 
(EPL) and Prey Lang Landscape (PLL) to decrease the rate of deforestation, mitigate climate change, and 
conserve biodiversity by building the capacity of forest community members to improve forest management 
decisions; and by building the capacity of government officers to support these efforts.   
 
 
1.1.2 Objective of the Baseline Study 

 
The Winrock International team’s project monitoring and evaluation plan (PMEP) for SFB will provide 
USAID with an effective framework for evaluating and reporting on the project’s diverse outputs, including 
the standard Foreign Assistance Framework output and outcome indicators where appropriate.  
 
Meanwhile, the PMEP will play a vital role in providing SFB with cost-effective information, enabling 
responsive and adaptive management, and draws heavily on Winrock’s wealth of experience in global 
information systems (GIS) and technologies. Equally important, the PMEP will help the SFB project team 
to easily and effectively verify progress towards the goals, objectives, and expected results. 
 
One of the key activities outlined in the PMEP is to establish baseline values for SFB project indicators 
through a socio-economic survey and livelihood assessment of communities living in EPL and PLL. The 
baseline values from this survey will be used to evaluate project performance and could be used to assess 
impacts at the end of the project if SFB is selected by USAID for an impact evaluation.   
 
The overall purpose of this assessment is to compile socio-economic baseline profiles to identify target 
communities’ current levels of economic activity; and provide recommendations about opportunities to 
improve incomes and livelihoods through the sustainable management of forests.   
 
Prior studies of socio-economic conditions and livelihoods conducted by WWF/NTFP-EP1 collected socio-
economic data for a portion of the communities where each partner works in EPL, including data that can 
be used to support development of some livelihoods activities. However, these studies do not provide 
comprehensive coverage of SFB’s target communities for all partners working in EPL, nor do they address 
the full range of potential livelihood activities that could be implemented under SFB.  
 
This study fills the gaps in data from these existing studies for EPL and provides comprehensive 
coverage of SFB communities in PLL. 
 
                                                           
1 NTFP-EP,Socio-Economic Profile of Six Villages in MondulkiriProvince:A Focus on the Incomes and Livelihoods of Engaged Communities in 
the Cambodia Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project. (Non-Timber Forest Product-Exchange Programme/WWF: December 2013) 
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1.2 The Current Status of Forestry Resources in Cambodia 
 
In 2006,Cambodia’s forest cover was approximately 59% of total land area, equivalent to 10.7 million 
hectares.2 The recent 2013 database from Open Development Cambodia indicates that today’s forest cover 
is closer to 46%, inclusive of tree plantationsin 2013.  
 
Regardless of the different sources of forest cover estimation, under the 2010 National Forestry Program 
(NFP) the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) has highlighted the importance of forestland and 
resources as a major sector contributing to livelihoods in Cambodia’s rural remote areas. It also discusses 
sustainable forest management and conservation. Equally important, the contextual analysis in NFP 2010 
indicates RGC’s commitment tothe Cambodian Millennium Development Goal target of achieving60% 
forest cover3by the year 2015. 
 
 
1.3  Background: Trends, Legal Contexts, and Community Forestry Management Issues 
 
Cambodian forests are regulated by two t government agencies: Forest Administration (FA) of Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) and Ministry of Environment (MoE); and across the country a 
range of legalization approaches are used to manage communally-owned forests. In this report “community 
forestry management” is used as an umbrella term that describes all of these diverse approaches.  
This section outlines historical trends in the community forestry management sector in Cambodia and the 
different legal approaches supported by SFB partners. 
 
 
1.3.1 Trends in Community Forestry  
 
In the 1990s, community forestry was initiated and supported by the Royal Government of Cambodia, 
national and international NGOs, the donor community and other agencies working on natural resource 
management. In 2002, CDRI assessed the baseline in Cambodia and suggested that there were about 100 
CFs established by 2002, many initiated by NGOs.  
 
The main reasons were: to help communities secure the rights to access to and/or control over forest 
resources; support sustainable natural resources management, and/or cultural and spiritual beliefs; and 
ensure food security through access to collecting forest products.  
 
As of February 2013, there were 457 CFs established in Cambodia under the jurisdiction of FA, at different 
steps within the twelve-step legalization process., which167  of themacross 21 provinces had completed 
the legalization process (FA2013, 6).4 
 
The main purpose and objectives of community forestry management are diverse. They are generally based 
upon types of support that key stakeholdersoffer to meet the needs of local communities, particularly 
withregards to ensuringsustainable resource management.  
 
This approach complements other types of forest management, for instance forest concessions and 
conservation of protected areas, without compromising livelihood improvement. At the same time, 
community forestry management incorporates respect for cultural values, responds to the need for climate 
change mitigation, and maintains forest ecosystems to support watershed management. 
 
 

                                                           
2FAO, Asia-Pacific Forestry Sector Outlook Study II, Working Paper Series: Working Paper No. APFSOSII/WP/2010/32. (FAO Regional Office 
for Asia and the Pacific, Bangkok and the Forestry Administration, 2010, p12) 
3 This figure includes tree plantations. 
4ForestAdministration,Community Forestry Statistics in Cambodia 2013. (Phnom Penh: Department of Forests and Community Forestry, June 
2013) 
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1.4 The Cambodian Legal Context and Legalization Approaches 
 
According to the Community Forestry and Community Fisheries Review by DANIDA,5community forestry 
in Cambodia is a variant of a wider approach to “decentralized forest management”.This covers a number 
of specific models, some of whichare based on testing models or are yet to be legalized.  
 
 
1.41 Community Forestry Management in Unprotected Areas 
 
Community Forestry (CF): This is the “mainstream” approach adopted to date, and is being prioritized by 
the Forestry Administration (FA) of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF). CFs are 
managed by a Community Forestry Management Committee (CFMC). 
 
Community Commercial Forestry (CCF) and Community-Based Production Forest (CBPF):The main focus 
of this approach is sustainable forest management and timber utilization. The approach is being piloted in 
Mondulkiri with support from Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS).Recently, the CCF approach has been 
renamed as CBPF. This type of module is under jurisdiction of  Forest Administration of MAFF. 
 
Partnership Forestry:According to this model, the commune council is the management entity rather than 
a CFMC as specified in the CF guidelines and Prakas.6 This approach has been piloted in one commune 
in Kratie, with support from RECOFTC. Thus, this module is under the juridiction of Forest Administration 
of MAFF. 
 
Indigenous Communal Land Titling (ICT): To legalize a collective land registration title for indigenous 
people, under the Provincial Department of Land Management, Urban Planning and Construction and 
Provincial Cadastral. Through this recognition and legalization, indigenous people will have legal rights to 
protect their land and forest resources as well as use sustainable resources to avoid land conflict and 
prevent land grabbing from illegal entities. 
 
 
1.4.2 Community Forestry Within Protected Forests 
 
Community Protected Areas (CPA):A parallel approach has been adopted by the Ministry of Environment 
in forest areas under their control. These arecalled “Community Protected Areas” and covered by a 
separate legal process.  
 
Community Protected Forest (CPF):Likewise, the CPF is a community forests type under forest 
conservation and protection of Forest Administration of  theMAFF  – and this type of commumnity is covered 
by separate legal process. 
 
 
1.4.3 CF Policy Development 
 
The National Forestry Program (NFP) is key to forestry policy development in Cambodia. The Forest 
Administration (FA) has actively engaged and guided the NFP, the main purpose of which is to promote 
sustainable forest management and the use of forest resources in Cambodia. The main target CF area for 
NFP (2010-20129) 
 
The main NFP strategy is to help address needs from the local to the global level, especially to assist in 
prioritizing forest resources to meet the needs of present and future Cambodian generations. At the 
program and operational framework levels, community forestry programs have contributed to achievement 

                                                           
5This quotes and cites heavily from: Blomley T. et al, Review of Community Forestry and Community Fisheries in Cambodia, Reported Prepared 
for the Natural Resource Management and Livelihood Programme. (NRMLP Programme) 
6A Prakas or proclamation is a ministerial or inter-ministerial decision signed by the relevant Minister(s). A proclamation must conform to the 
Constitution and to the law or sub-decree to which it refers. 
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of NFP’s goals and objectives. This has been especially important to addressing and responding to 
participatory forest management using sustainable methods that ensure livelihood improvement for local 
communities and equity sharing among them.  
 
The CF program consists of three sub-programs. 

 
 Community Forestry Identification and Formalization: to legalize CF registration through a 

participatory process. 
 Community, Institutional and Livelihoods:to play an active role in engaging and supporting the 

development of community forestry, especially to provide capacity building to executive committees 
and members. 

 Community Forestry Development Support:to help in building networks and coordination 
structures, information management, conflict resolution, and policy development and regulatory 
frameworks. 

 
 
1.5 The Challenge for the CF Legal Process 
 
The Forestry Law was promulgated by Royal Decree in 2002, and a Sub-decree on Community Forestry7 
was issued in 2003 by Royal Government of Cambodia,  and lastly aPrakason Community Forestry 
Guidelines issued by MAFF in 2006.This established the legalization process for CF establishment and 
registration for the most of key stakeholders in Cambodia’s forestry sector.  
 
With this new comprehensive legalized framework( Prakas), most CF establishment – especially those CFs 
established prior to the Prakas on Community Forestry Guidelines in 2006 – needs to be redundant for new 
legalization process. As a result, the majority of CFs created under different forms and through different 
approaches, and facilitated by different key stakeholders (especially by NGOs), may be considered 
redundant and/or need to be streamlined in accordance with the provisions of the new legislation.  
 
Consequently, these lead to cause confusion for CF committees and members in terms of the ownership, 
scope and scale of new CFs that have been recently legalized. Equally important, these new streamline 
and redundant process can affect legalization timeframes, resources, and CF size, as compared to CFs 
created prior to the 2007 CF Guidelines. 
 
 
1.6 The Pros and Cons of Economic Land Concessions 

 
To ensure sustainable economic growth and development and maintain macroeconomic stability, the Royal 
Government of Cambodia has been promoting a strategy of large-scale agricultural development for export 
markets, in addition to a smallholder farming system. Based on the action plan for Strategic Agriculture and 
Water (2009-2013), there are five main agricultural commodities considered as priority crops: rice, cassava, 
cashew, vegetable and fruit trees, and rubber.  
 
To achieve this strategic action plan, there is an increasing trend to convert degraded and non-degraded 
forests into large-scale agricultural plantations in the form of Economic Land Concessions (ELCs). 
According to the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF 2011), 182 companies received 
long-term leases over a total area of 1,385,555 hectares. Of these,43 companies covering 373,545 hectares 
have had their leases cancelled, since they did not follow investment plansor were in conflict with local 
community land (MAFF, 2011).  
 
As reported, there are only 99 companies operating or starting business activity over 17 provinces. This 
does not include the smaller concessions of land plots of less than 1,000 hectares that were granted by 
provincial authorities before September 2008. 

                                                           
7A sub-decree of Community Forestry says that a CF Guideline must be developed in order to implement the sub-decree. However, though a CF 
Guideline has yet to be developed, a significant number of CFs have already been established. 
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However, the trend of the Government granting ELCs to concessionaireshas significantly increased in 
recent years. In 2013, Open Development Cambodia (ODC) used the Government’s ELC database to 
estimate the size and number of ELCs. They found 271ELCs granted so far in total, estimated to cover 
1,862,000 hectares of forestland.  
 
Most of the smaller ELCs are located in Prey Lang Landscape (Kampong Thom, PreahVihear, Stung Treng 
and Kratie provinces) and Eastern Plains Landscape (Mondulkiri and part of Kratie). A particular concern, 
raised in a 2007 The United Nation High Commission for Human Right (UNHCR) indicates that ELCs 
granted and processed lacked accountability and transparency, and were implemented using a top-down 
approach.  
 
In addition, ELCs impact the livelihoods of local communities, including restricting their access to forest 
resources and NTFPs, marginalizing Indigenous People’scustomary user rights. They often lack proper 
implementation of the Environmental Social Impact Assessment (ESIA). Thus, ELCs can lead to negative 
impacts on natural resources and biodiversity.Interestingly, this form of ELC development competes with 
the CFand sometimes the CPA in terms of land and/or forest use planning.  
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 
 
The research team conducted fieldwork for the socio-economic baseline by making trips toSFB project sites 
from May 7-26, 2014. The assessment was conducted using a participatory approach. Key staff from USAID 
and SFB’s consortium of partners actively participated and/or had the opportunity to give feedback on 
aspects of this study, including:  
 

 Research design and data collection methods (input into content and format for all questions asked, 
methodologies to be used for focus group discussions, etc.). 

 Data analysis (feedback on draft versions of this report). 
 Discussion of findings (through presentation in workshop).  

 
In connection to this, SFB staff had the opportunity to participate in the research team’s enumerator training 
and pilot. They also played a key role in facilitating access to the communities included in this study. This 
participatory approach reflects the ownership of all SFB partners.  
 
Prior informed consent was applied to all forms of interviews in order to ensure that this study complies with 
the ethical standards for social science research (such as those described by the International Society for 
Ethnobiology8). All information collected is treated as confidential and used only for the purpose of the 
study; names and other individually identifiable characteristics of household profiles were not officially 
reported.  
 
Likewise, if individuals or groups of respondents were not confident enough and/or refused to be 
interviewed, the research team respected their feelingsand dropped them from the list of interviewees. This 
was particularly important given the extent of conflicts over natural resource management, land ownership 
and usage, and the sensitive political contexts of the landscapes in which SFB works. 
 
SFB activities for the baseline survey started April 2013.9 Although the project began in November 2012, 
the first quarter was designated mainly for coordinating among USAID and SFB at the national level, and 
the main priority for SFB project staff was logistics. Many technical staff began to receive SFB salaries in 
mid-December 2012. Hence, preparation of training curriculums and other activities to support on-the-
ground implementation began in quarter two. Start dates for on-the-ground activities vary by particular 
communities.  
 
A few different types of research tools were adopted for this study: a quantitative structured questionnaire; 
qualitative open-ended questions using focus group discussion methods; and semi-structured interviews. 
The structure for certain questions was based on the format used by WCS researchers in EPL so that direct 
comparisons can be drawn in data analysis.  
 

                                                           
8See: http://ethnobiology.net/what-we-do/core-programs/ise-ethics-program/ethics-toolkit/ 
9The actual start date for SFB project activities depended on the particular project partner and location, with activity start dates ranging from 
November 2012 to August 2013. Also, some sites have been selected as targets for SFB funding but activities have not begun yet. After discussion 
with SFB staff, baseline questions were originally backdated to January 2013 to reflect impacts since the project began. However, due to challenges 
in the recall methods for local communities(for example, the inherent inaccuracy of responses to questions that ask people to respond based on 
memories, high rates of illiteracy, lack of calendar use), the best way to phrase timeframe questions for accurate recall is to link questions to a 
special event and/or ceremony in respondents’ lives. In this case, the special ceremony that works best for recall is Khmer New Year, April 2013. 
Moreover, for specific communities in EPL, with mostly Bunong Indigenous People, this baseline timeframe (April 2013) was linked to the harvest 
season cycle, which the majority of respondents are able to recall with relatively high accuracy. Equally important, the collection of socio-economic 
data, especially income from respondents is also set to this timeframe (for example, “What was your income in the past year?” refers to income 
from April 2013 to April 2014). 
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These included:CENDOR (December 2012 and Travers H., 2013)10; and PACT (2013)11. Likewise, the 
CIFOR tool kits (2013) and the SLA approach as well as Participatory Poverty Monitoring Tools (USAID) 
were also adopted and incorporated as the main tools for the study. 
 
Previous studies conducted by WWF’s partner (NTFP-EP) included a baseline survey of households in six 
villages and an SLA survey in four villages. These were used as references for this present survey, 
especially the qualitative information that was analyzed in their reports (NTFP-EP, 2013).  
 
To allow for greater coverage of SFB’s communities, the villages targeted for HH surveys in their Socio-
Economic Profile were not surveyed again during this present research. However, to address gaps between 
these previous studies and the data collected for this baseline survey, communities from the SLA that were 
not surveyed at the HH level were included in the list of SFB sites from which the sample field sites were 
selected for this research.  
 
 
Table 2.1: Sample siteselection for PLL and EPL landscapes 
 

Characteristics and 
type of respondents 

Prey Lang Landscape Sub-
Total 
for 
PLL 

Eastern 
Plain 
Landscape

Total 
SFB 
Sites Kampong

Thom 
Preah 
Vihear 

Kratie 
Stung 
Treng 

CF/ICT (No.) 3 4 2 2 11 7 18 

Household Interviews (No.) 120 150 60 90 420 210 630 

FGD with CFMC (No.) 3 4 2 2 11 7 18 

Village Profile-KII/No. of 
village site selection (No.) 

4 5 2 3 14 7 21 

NTFP Trader-KII (No.) 3 6 2 2 13 7 20 

FA Official-KII (No.) 3 2 1 2 8 2 10 

NGO-KII (No.) 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
 
2.1 Characteristics of Sampling Methods and Site Selection 
 
It was important to ensure the baseline captured the variation in SFB activities and their differing levels of 
intensity at different kinds of sites, and that the sample12 is representative. The sampling methods used are 
based mainly on variation, because some important parameters for designing the sampling methodology 
were not available in the ToR. For instance, the total numbers of beneficiaries, villages, and CF 

                                                           
10 Travers H. and Evans T., Development of a Social Impacts Monitoring System for the Seima Core Protection Forest REDD+ Demonstration 
Site.(Wildlife Conservation Society Cambodia Program, June 2013). 
11Bradley A. at al, Gender and REDD+: An Assessment in the OddarMeanchey Community Forestry REDD+ Site, Cambodia. (PACT,January 
2013). 
12 See details of CF site selection and CF name, CF size, village site’s name, and other characteristics of these sample selections in ANNEX 7: 
Field Guide for Fieldwork 
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interventions covered by the project was not provided. Therefore, we used methods based mainly on 
purposive sampling but it stratified by different characteristics. 
 
Since the full geographic extent of SFB’s work had not yet been determined when work on the baseline 
survey began, two scoping workshops for sampling site selection were held with SFB staff from each 
landscape:in Phnom Penh for PLL with staff from WinrockInternational and RECOFTC; and in Mondulkiri 
for EPL with staff from Winrock International, WWF, and WCS.  
 
The main purpose of these workshops was to determine the precise geographic scope and sample for the 
baseline survey. Using input from all partners, the research team generated a database of all SFB sites 
and randomly selected a sample using a variety of criteria to ensure a balanced representation of SFB’s 
work. Specifically, the sample was stratified through the sampling workshop based on characteristics like: 
the size of CF/village; intensity of SFB activities at that site;livelihood dependents; and also those listed in 
detail below. 
 
 
2.1.1 Geographic Dispersion (Five Target Provinces in Two Landscapes) 
 
This variation includes geographical balance within the four provincial sites of Prey Lang Landscape 
(Kampong Thom, PreahVihear, Stung Treng, and Kratie); and the two provinces covered by the Eastern 
Plains Landscape (Kratie and Mondulkiri). All questions are disaggregated by landscape and/or province. 
 
 
2.1.2 Stratification by SFB Partner 
 
Stratification by partner is an important parameter for program intervention and synergy throughout the life 
of the project; and for endline assessment of partners’ performance in meeting SFB targets at the close of 
the project. In this regard, the sample is stratified among different SFB partnersand balanced within each 
landscape. The variation also takes into account factors such as sites where there is a single SFB partner 
working (listed as “single partner” in the site selection table) versus those where multiple SFB partners are 
working (“multi-partner” sites). 
 
 
2.1.3 Different Livelihoods of Beneficiaries 
 
Current livelihood options and the potential for the development of specific activities vary depending on the 
different ecological conditions and natural resources available at particular SFB sites. Information about 
this is captured in answers to questions about the broader spectrum of livelihood options and practices at 
the study sites.  
 
These various activities include: forest-dependent livelihoods (collection of NTFPs: resin, honey, and rattan 
and bamboo), agricultural and fishing activities. Related factors include: access to markets;the cost of 
goods included in value chain development; and the opportunity costs of engaging in livelihoods promoted 
by SFB versus earning income in other forms (e.g. legal or illegal logging, operating service businesses, or 
paid agricultural labor). 
 
 
2.1.4 Core Zones Versus Buffer Zones for PLL And EPL Main Protected Areas 
 
This characteristic captures the variation in term of forest condition/quality and in terms of distance from 
village to forest. It especially helps to capture the different CFs and/or target villages in the core zone 
versusthe buffer zones of PLL and EPL. 
 
 
2.1.5 Different NRM Management and REDD+ 
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This helps to capture the variation in terms of different NRM management and legalization approaches 
being used at different sites (e.g. CF, CCF, CPA, ICT, and CBPF) and what stage a site is at in terms of 
the legalization process. We can also compare to see if there are significant differences in areas covering 
single versus multiple villages.  
 
Moreover, the stratification also includes different types of community forestry management, such as: CF, 
CBPF,  and CPF under FA jurisdiction of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF): and 
CPA under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Environment (MoE). Likewise, this also included the variation 
between ICTs under REDD+ and normal CF/CPA/CPF. 
 
 
2.1.6 Underrepresented Groups 

 
It terms of ethnicity, this variation includesindigenous people (IP) majority, mixed ethnicity, or majority 
Khmer. Also, it includes variation in the opinions of male versus female respondents. All relevant questions 
are disaggregated by gender and ethnicity. 
 
 
2.2 Household Survey 
 
The household questionnaire (see ANNEX 2) is a quantitative tool that was designed to assess current 
socio-economic performance including: 
 
 Livelihood and income generation activities of respondents: Specifically activities related to capital 

assets, expenditures, on-farm and off-farm income. 
 Access to support services: Such as credit and loans needed for enterprise development. 
 Social issues and issues of access for under-represented groups:Such as: gender issues; ethnicity; 

youth; access to social infrastructure like education, formal and informal institutions; and other types of 
community developments.  

 
A total of 630 households were interviewed for the survey,13 of which420 households were in PLL and 210 
households in EPL. 
 
2.2.1 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) and Village Profiles 
 
Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) were used to capture the different perceptions and perspectives of local 
people in relation to natural resource management and trading activities, local infrastructure development, 
socio-economic data, and external sources of support.  
 
Table 2.1 below shows the number of stakeholders interviewed in both landscapes from each group. Semi-
structured interview guides were used for each group, and KII target lists were developed based on SFB 
staff input to interview all of these key stakeholders in the study sites. The key stakeholders accounted for 
through KIIs consist of provincial forestry officials, NTFP traders, village leaders, and NGOs working in the 
target sites.  
 
In order to develop a comprehensive contextual analysis for each site, KIIs were complemented by a village 
profile sheet compiled for each site based on secondary sources and ground-truthing methods (for example 
by checking local market prices). Village profiles were compiled for all 21 villages included in the 18 sites 
selected for the survey. 
 
The main reason was to collect and validate village statistics and profiles in relation to: how livelihood 
development has changed over time; village infrastructure development; village business development; and 
the current prices of goods and services in the target village. Data from village profiles was used to 

                                                           
13 See the detailed process of household sample selection in ANNEX 8:  Field Guide for Fieldwork 
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triangulate information provided by household respondents, focus group participants, and other key 
informants.  
 
A key stakeholder group targeted for KIIs were provincial forest officials who are in charge of and/or 
responsible for forest area sites. The main themes captured during these interviews include the key issues 
and challenges in relation to NRM regulation and trading activities within PLL and EPL. In total, 10 officials 
were interviewed. 
 
As far as the NTFP value chains are concerned, the target list of key informants was composed of 
stakeholders from different layers of the NTFP supply chains in the target sites. These include: resin, honey, 
and other NTFP traders;and resin and honey associations (CBO Enterprise Development). As shown in 
Table 2.1, 20 NTFP traders were selected for KIIs.  
 
A KII for NGOs was formulated based on the 2013 Prey Lang Landscape Scoping Study14conducted 
through a joint study by RECOFTC and EWMI. Consequently, the KII survey of NGOs conducted by 
RECOFT and EWMI in PLL is used as a basis for comparison with the KII NGO survey in EPL landscape 
included in this baseline study. 
 
At some PLL sites,a supplementary KII guide covering additional data was used when more in-depth 
information about local contexts was needed to complement the data from the RECOFTC/EWMI study.In 
other PLL sites, data from the village leader KIIs, FGDs, and discussions with local partners was sufficient 
to fill this gap. 
 
Since the PLL Scoping Study included stakeholder analysis of NGOs,the research team only conducted 
complete NGO KIIs only inEPL sites. As shown in Table 2.1, three NGOs were interviewed to cover the 
Eastern Plains Landscape. 
 
 
2.2.2 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 
 
Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) werethe main tool used to get information from Community Forestry 
Management Committees (CFMCs), ICT committees, or other forms of organizational structures for 
community-based forestry managemnt.15As far as the SLA approach is concerned, FGDs for this survey 
were employed using a variety of Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) tools, such as livelihood analysis and 
Venn diagrams aimed at assessing their performance and organizational management.  
 
Specifically, this FGD approach was included in the baseline in order to deepen understanding of: 
 
 The overall livelihoods context of forest-dependent communities; 
 Any changes overtime in relation to forest use, protection and sustainable forest management, 

biodiversity conservation, conflict resolution, and village infrastructure support; 
 External sources of support for village and community forests, gender mainstreaming, and existing 

challenges and opportunities for NRM in the communities covered.  
 

Participant group size ranged from 6 to 15 persons, while the time spent for each FGD was one to two 
hours. To ensure gender perspective and gender sensitive analysis, for some sections of the FGD the 
group was split into two small groups (see Annex B): a male group which was led by a male facilitator, and 
female group which was led by female facilitator. In total,18 FGDs were conducted (one for each site 
selected for the survey sample). 
 
 

                                                           
14The Prey Lang Landscape Scoping Study does not specify the publication date. 
15 For instance, for the Community Forestry legalization processes at Step 0, there was no formal CF committee.The research team therefore 
conducted FGDs with CF representatives including the elderly, village chiefs and others. 
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2.2.3 Ground Theory for Methodology Justification 
 
During the course of fieldwork, two types of informal group discussions and/or meetings16 emerged. It is 
necessary to include both types in the assessment because they respectively covered stakeholders 
involved with the PLL landscape and for the methodological justification. The research teams adapted and 
adopted the Ground Theory17for the methodology justification.  
 
The key stakeholder involved with PLL forest management and monitoring, which was accounted for by 
informal FGDs, wasthePrey Lang Network in thePreahVihear Site. The main themes discussed included 
primary livelihood activities, challenges and opportunities for PLL, and organizational performance and 
management. Likewise, it was necessary to conduct another form of informal FGD at these sites in order 
to justify the answers from IP respondents from PLL in Kampong Thom and PreahVihear. Box 1 provides 
a detailed justification for this methodology with IP. 
 
Box2.1: IP issues and ground theory 
 

 
According to information provided by village leaders, a majority of households interviewed in Kampong 
Thom and PreahVihear site are Kuy indigenous people. However, when our enumerators conducted 
face-to-face interviews, somehousehold members responded/claimed to us that they are of Khmer 
ethnicity.  
 
There are a few reasons why they refused to declare their Kuy identity: 
 Some of them did not know whether their parent/ancestors are Kuy; 
 Theyspoke the Khmer language and had little understanding of the Kuy language, therefore viewing 

themselves as Khmer; 
 They feel discriminated against and looked down upon by outsidersdespite knowing they were Kuy, 

so they respond/claimed that they were Khmer.  
 
Enumerators noted and recorded on HH questionnaires that these people were Khmer in order to 
respect what people answered.  
 
In order to resolve this interesting challenge, we had to adjust our methodology based on ground theory. 
There were two approaches used:  

1) We collected information from village chiefs and/or village representatives about the number of 
Kuy households (KII interviews) and also the number of households who had recently resettled 
into the village; 

2) We conducted informal FGDs with elderly people, traditional leaders, and village 
representatives to come up with solutions for IP identification.  

 
In this regard, the key questions asked to determine IP ethnicity included:  
 If those villagers still practiced forest burials, or believed in or worshipped forest spirits; 
 If the villagers practicedIP weddings and funerals, and wore traditional clothing during other special 

ceremonies, or if they had adopted or practiced Khmer rituals; 
 If their parents and ancestors had lived there from one generation to another; 
 Whether they still practicedtraditional methods for conflict resolution, and whether they recognized 

tribal leaders and/or traditional leaders in the village.  
 
Consequently, we could draw conclusionsabout the IP identification for the village study. 

                                                           
16The numbers of participants varied from three to six persons, depending mainly on people’s availability and themes to be explored during the 
course of discussion. 
17CharmazK.,Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through Qualitative Analysis (Sage Publications Ltd: 1st edition, January 2006) 
and/or 
http://books.google.com.kh/books?hl=en&lr=&id=w2sDdvS7PgC&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=kathy+charmaz+grounded+theory&ots=pkk5ULI8v&s
ig=FAyD_a4ifA3MY_yBs0owZPVJh3s&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=kathy%20charmaz%20grounded%20theory&f=false 
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2.3 Gender Mainstreaming and Underrepresented Peoples 
 
SFB’s Gender Strategy and Action Plan (2013) outlines how gender considerations will be integrated into 
all project activities. As this study establishes the baseline for SFB’s activities, it was especially important 
to ensure women’s participation in household surveys, focus group discussions, and key informant 
interviews.  
 
Past survey reports on EPL cited women’s unwillingness to participate in household interviews due to socio-
cultural characteristics in the communities.18 Participant selection for the FGDs with Community Forestry 
Management Committees was limited by the existing gender composition of the committees (which tend to 
be male-dominated).  
 
However, for this study, every effort was made to account for existing gender imbalances and cultural 
limitations by using gender-mainstreamed methodologies. This study aimed to obtain a gender-balanced 
sample (or at least achieve 30% participation by women) through a variety of techniques. For example: 
 
a) The composition of each potential committee to be interviewed were examined in advance with 

priority given to committees with greater numbers of women (if all other factors are equal);  
b) Focus groups were divided into two parts for discussion of topics which may be gender sensitive 

or where there may be significant differences in male versus female opinions; 
c) Attention was given to hiring female enumerators (seven of the twelve hired were women) because 

female participants may feel more comfortable speaking with women than with men. 
d) Another goal was to hire indigenous people to work as enumerators in EPL (two of twelve hired) 

because they would be able to speak IP languages (e.g. Bunong), which would enhance the quality 
of study data. SFB partner staff know from other research conducted in EPL that indigenous women 
are more likely to speak openly with other indigenous women. 

e) SFB’s gender specialist reviewed all research methods and materials to ensure the gender 
perspective was integrated, and all enumerators participated in a gender training delivered as part 
of the training/piloting preparation for the survey.   

 
 
2.4 Data Entry and Data Analysis 
 
Data entry and analysis were completed using the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) Program 
and Microsoft Excel. To ensure the quality of data, all forms of questionnaires interviewed were cleaned 
and enumerators were given feedback by the research team within a working day, or before leaving a 
CF/village site and moving to another site. Furthermore, six data entry personnel were hired, while the 
research team worked on data cleaning, processing, and analysis. 
 
 
2.5 Limitations and Challenges of the Study 
 
There are some minor challenges and limitations in the baseline assessment. These includedheavy rain, 
which made some of the sites impossible to access. The research team did need to replace one site 
selected for the sample with another during the course of fieldwork.  
 
Another challenge was mainly related to the time available to respondents to conduct face-to-face 
interviews, because May is a favorable time for local people to start growing crops at their Chamkar. In this 
regard, some field teams could only interview in the early morning and late afternoon; otherwise they 

                                                           
18NTFP-EP, Socio-Economic Profile of Six Villages in Mondulkiri Province (2013), p22. 
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needed to wait one to two days for meetings with some respondents. These factors caused minor delays 
in the fieldwork schedule against the original workplan proposed. 
 
Logging and hunting activities are commonly practiced in most of the study site and seem to be main 
sources of current income for those households interviewed; however, household data indicate that these 
activities were under-reported. 
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CHAPTER 3: MAIN FINDINGS 
 
 
3.1 Household Profiles and Demographic Information 
 
This section describes and analyzes the profile of households (HH) surveyed, including the age, gender, 
ethnicity, and educational backgrounds of respondents. 
 
For the purposes of this baseline survey, the term “household” includes all people currently living in the 
home. A household can include more than one family, e.g. newly married children may stay in the same 
household as their parents. Children living elsewhere are included if they still receive money from the 
household. Household members do not include children living elsewhere if they give money earned 
elsewhere to the household. 
 
 
3.1.1 Age of Respondents 
 
In general, the average age of respondents defined as the 
“head of household or family” is 41 years old for both 
PLL and EPL. This figure fairly reflects the national 
average for the typical head of household or family in 
Cambodian society, who is generally a person of 
moresenior age and with experience of managing 
households or family members. The average age range for 
each site (from 36-44 years of age) represents a 
group of people who are still active in the labor force for both on-farm and off-farm activities.  
 
 
3.1.2 Total Household Members 
 
Table 3.2 reveals that the average HH size in PLL and EPL is 
similar at 5.11 and 5.39 persons respectively. The average 
for both landscapes is 5.24 persons per household, similar to 
the national average of 5.30 persons per household (MoP, 2012). 
 
The average number of HH members who are active in the 
labor force and can work to earn income from on-farm and 
off-farm activities is about 1.50  persons/household in PLL, 
but only 1.30 persons/household in the EPL landscape. 
Meanwhile, across the two landscapes, the average active 
labor force per household for both landscape sites is 
estimated to be 1.42 persons/household.  
 
The engagement of household members who are active in the labor force may influence the impact, 
efficiency and effectiveness of project planning. As youth, this group may be more dynamic for livelihood 
and community development as well as natural resource conservation. 
 
 
 
  

Landscape 
Average 
Age 
(years) 

PLL average 41 

EPL average 41 

Average (PLL & EPL) 41 

Landscape 
Average 
household 
( no.) 

PLL  5.11 

EPL 5.39 

Average (PLL & EPL) 5.24 

Table 3.1 Average Age of Respondents 

Table 3.2: Average Household Size in the 
Survey Sample 
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3.1.3  Gender of Respondents 
 
Relations between men and women in Cambodian society have been described as “relatively equal,” as 
demonstrated by the flexibility of gender roles in agricultural production, women’s contributions to family 
income and their important decision-making roles within the family. However, overall gender inequality and 
gaps persist, especially in IP communities: the voices, participation, and decision-making of women in 
households are fairly marginalized. Therefore, to ensure gender balance in response rates, the research 
design for this baseline study aimed at inclusive gender approaches like targeting female participants, 
gender mainstreaming questions, and hiring female enumerators for data collection.  
 
In this regard, it was suggested that all enumeratorsshould include 
both female and male heads of household in interviews, and 
encourage both genders to respond to the questions. It is worth noting 
that although both spouses responded during the course of the 
interviews, the male perspective was often observed to be dominant 
during the course of the interview, while women just complemented 
the responses given by men during the interview. In this regard, for 
couple interviews, generally it was the male who provided the main 
answers to the questions. 
 
Table 3.3 below indicates that in the PLL target site, the percentage of 
female, male, and couple interviews was about 55%, 22%, and 23%, 
respectively. Similarly, in EPL 33% of respondents were female, 30% 
male, and 37% couples. 
 
Given the above assumption that for couples the male is dominant during the course of interview, for both 
landscapes we can say that 48% of interviews were female-led, and 52% male-led (24% were with only a 
male respondent, 28% with couples). As a result, the number of female and male respondents across the 
two landscapes is very similar. Thus it can be concluded that the baseline survey represents a fairly gender 
balanced view, and minimizes any gender bias in these survey results. 
 
 
Table 3.3: Number and Percentage of Interviewees by Gender 
 

Landscape Male 
Respondent 

Female 
Respondent 

Couple 
Respondent 

Total 

Percentage PLL (%) 22% 55% 23% 100% 

Percentage EPL (%) 30% 33% 37% 100% 

Average ( PLL & EPL) 24% 48% 28% 100% 

 

 
For the analysis of many 
questions, HH interviews are 
divided into three categories:  

 Male head-of-
household 

 Female head-of-
household 

 Couple head-of-
household (male 
perspective 
predominant) 
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3.1.4 Educational Background of Respondents 
 
Educational background plays an essential role, and can greatly 
affect the implementation and impacts for projects like SFB with 
a strong emphasis on training and capacity building in rural 
communities. Understanding the educational background of 
respondents in SFB target sites can help staff to design 
appropriate training materials and activities which contribute to 
the capacity development of community members and forest 
committee members, and enhance community enterprise 
development to improve community livelihoods. Equally 
important, education levels (and lack of basic skills like literacy 
and numeracy) can influence and affect community-based forest 
management.  
 
Table 3.4 below shows the different categories of educational 
background and average levels of respondents surveyed. This education is not necessary to attend the 
either formal or informal school, but rather to understand the basic education level which respondents can 
be self-capability.Table 3.4 shows that the percentage of respondents who are illiterate in EPL is 49%, a 
slightly higher rate compared to PLL (41%). This is possibly because those respondents from PLL had been 
better able to access schooling than those in EPL. Meanwhile, across both landscapes, the total percentage 
of those who are neither literate nor numerate stands at 43%. 
 
This figure is significantly higher than the average national illiteracy rate of 35%.19 At the program level, 
training curriculum development and other capacity building may need to address and develop IEC 
materials suitable for illiterate people. 
 
 
Table 3.4: Basic Educational Background of Respondents 
 

Landscape None at all Both literate and 
numerate 

Literate Numerate Total 

PLL 41% 44% 8% 7% 100% 

EPL 49% 43% 5% 3% 100% 

Average 
(PLL &EPL) 

43% 44% 7.4% 5.6% 100% 

 
 
3.1.5 Indigenous People 
 
Based on the 2012 Cambodian Population Census, there are 17 ethno-linguistically differentiated 
indigenous community groups20 located across 15 provinces, including in the northeast. Geographically, 
indigenous communities in Cambodia have historically inhabited upland and forested areas, 21  with 
particular concentrations in the northeastern provinces.  Their locations follow the biodiversity corridors of, 
and natural boundaries between, Cambodia, Vietnam and Laos including the Mekong River and its 
tributaries the Srepok, Sekong and Se San.  There are also, however, upland communities living in the 
southwest and lowland communities with a history of practicing Buddhism and lowland/paddy-based 
agriculture living in the north-central plains.  

                                                           
19 National Institute of Statistics,  (2012), Statistical Year Book 2012. (Ministry of Planning: Phnom Penh: Ministry of Planning, 2012)  
20 Includes Jarai, Bunong, Stieng, Kavet, Kreung, Tumpuon, Mil, Por, Suy, Kuy, Kraol, Soch, Brao, Lun, Thmon, Khmer Dam, Kanchruk 
21 As distinguished from immigrant minority groups such as the Vietnamese, Chinese, Cham, Lao and Thai. 

Literacy categories used: 
 
 Literate, i.e. the respondent can 

only read and write 
 Numerate, i.e. the respondent can 

calculate basic numbers and/or 
figures 

 Both literate and numerate, i.e. 
respondent who can read and 
write, and also calculate the basic 
numbers and/or figure 

 None at all, i.e. the respondent is 
neither literate nor numerate 
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Table 3.5 below shows that there are two main IP communities living in the project target areas, PLL and 
EPL: the Kuy and the Bunong people.   
 
According to the data,23% of samples from PPL were Kuy IP, while from the EPL landscape 79% were 
Bunongand 1%  Kuy. As a result, 42% of total sample respondents were IP. However, based on informal 
group discussion with majority of PLL landscape,Kuy IP presented at least 90% of villagers from Prey Land 
Senchey, Reap Roy Senchey, and at least 40% from Prey KbalOuThnong and Prey KhlongTrapeangSaang. 
(please see detailed explanation in Ground Theory Section of Chapter 2: Methodology).However, Box 3.2 
overleaf explains how IPsmay represent at least 58% of total sample respondents, based on Informal Group 
Discussions. 
 
 
Table 3.5: Ethnicity of Respondents 
 

Landscape 
  

Ethnicity  of Respondent Total 
Indigenous 
People 

Total 
All Groups 
  

Khmer Bunong Kuy 

Percentage PLL (%) 77% 0% 23% 23% 100% 

Percentage of ethnic 
people in EPL (%) 

20% 79% 1% 80% 100% 

Average ( PLL & EPL) 58% 26% 15% 42% 100% 

 
Box 3.2: Informal Group Discussions and IP Identification 

 
Informal Group Discussions in the PLL landscape indicated that Kuy IP represented at least 90% of 
villagers from Prey Land Senchey and Reap Roy Sen Chey. Likewise, at least 40% were Kuy IP in Prey 
KbalOuThnong and CF Prey KhlongTrapeangSaang. Our calculations suggest that of our sample 
respondents at least 58% were IPs, while 42% were Khmer. However, this figure is indicative rather 
than representative, because the research studyonly counted those IP who were willing to identify 
themselves as such. (For more details, please see Ground Theory in Chapter II: Methodology). 
 

Landscape Name of Community Forest Unit 
Ethnicity   of Respondent 

Total IP Total 
Khmer Bunon

g 
Kuy 

P
re

y 
La

ng
 L

an
ds

ca
pe

 (
P

LL
) 

AnlongChreyKiriSoksan 12 0 18 18 30 

Dang Phlet CF 18 0 12 12 30 

LbosSral 30 0 0 0 30 

OuKraNhoung 30 0 0 0 30 

PrasatTeukKhmao 30 0 0 0 30 

Prey KbalOuThnong 36 0 24 24 60 

Prey KhlongTrapeangSaang 18 0 12 12 30 

Prey Lang Senchey 6 0 54 54 60 

Reap Roy Senchey 3 0 27 27 30 

Samaky 9 0 51 51 60 

Vattanak 30 0 0 0 30 

Sub-Total PLL (No.) 222 0 198 198 420 



Chapter 3: Main Findings / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 33 of 145 

Percentage PLL (%) 53% 0% 47% 47% 100
% 

E
as

te
rn

 P
la

in
 L

an
ds

ca
pe

 (
E

P
L)

 AndoungKralang ICT            4 25 1 26 30 

Dei Eiy CCF 19 10 1 11 30 

Ou Char ICT                    0 30 0 30 30 

Pukrouch CF                    6 24 0 24 30 

Pulung CF                      3 27 0 27 30 

Srae Y CPA                     3 27 0 27 30 

SreHuy CCF 8 22 0 22 30 

Sub-Total EPL (No.) 43 165 2 167 210 

Percentage of ethnic people in 
EPL (%) 

20% 79% 1% 80% 100
% 

Total (No.) 265 165 200 365 630 

Percentage of ethnic groups for both PLL and 
EPL (%) 

42% 26% 32% 58% 
100
% 

 

 
 
Regardless of the formal and informal figures, data indicates that the SFB is targeting the right 
beneficiaries.As reported by respondents from households, Cambodia’s indigenous people typically: 
 Are forest dependent; 
 Often use natural resources to support their livelihoods; 
 Inherit conservation and sustainable forest managementattitudes and practices from one generation to 

another. 
 
Livelihood development based mainly on forest-based enterprise development training on sustainable 
NTFP harvesting methods and other forest projects would add value, improving household income and the 
general socio-economic conditions of target villages. 
 
 
3.1.6 Households with Responsibilities in the Village 
 
In order to understand the different types and dynamics of socio-political structures in the household sample, 
respondents were asked: “Do you or anyone else in your household hold a position of responsibility in the 
village?”  
 
The analysis of results from this question is especially useful to deepen analysis of any understanding 
ofpotential elite capture and nepotism that could affect SFB project implementation. In connection to this, 
the livelihoods program and other activity planning can be designed to ensure equitable benefits are shared 
to the project’s target beneficiaries. 
 
Table 3.6 shows that among the two target landscapes, about 11% of households in thesample responded 
“yes”– household membershiphave a management or coordinating position in the target village and/or 
community forest-based management. Thus, the livelihood program design or other planning activities may 
need to take this into account to ensure accountability and transparency. 
 
 
Table 3.6: Household MembersWho Hold a Position in the Village 
 
Household or member 
holds position in the 
village 

PLL EPL Total 

Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%)
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Yes 49 12% 23 11% 72 11% 

No 371 88% 187 89% 558 89% 

Total 420 100% 210 100% 630 100% 

 
Figure 3.1 below details that111%or equivalent to 72 household respondents) hold a management 
position in the village and/or community; of these( 72 responded yes), 17% and 14%worked as forest 
patrol team and CFMC members. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2 SFB Project InterventionsAmongTarget Households 
 
3.2.1. Local People Knowing Project and Partners 
 
The baseline survey assumes that no project activities had yet been planned or implemented for the target 
communities before the survey was conducted. However, the baseline timeframe for SFB activities began 
in April 2013 (see details in Chapter II: Methodology), thus most partners were in fact already engaging in 
SFB project activities at many sites at the time this baseline survey was conducted. Therefore, survey 
questions were designed to household respondents were asked about their awareness and/or knowledge 
that activities were taking place sponsored either by 1) local SFB partner organizations, 2) SFB project, or 
3) USAID.  
 
Figure 3.2 below indicates that only small proportion (14%) of household respondents from PLL knew about 
the SFB project, while in EPL it was 27%).  
 

7%

14%

2%

2%

17%

2%

2%2%2%5%
5%

2%

2%

2%
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10%
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Figure 3.1: People who hold positions of
responsibility in the village and/or community
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14% 9% 4% 3% 2% 2% 4%
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Figure	3.2:	Local	knowledge	of	project	and	partners

Knew Did	not	knew

Likewise, household respondent were asked if they knew who funded the SFB project. There is a similar 
pattern to the above question: 
 In PLL, a small proportion (9%) of respondents knew USAID supports this project. 
 In EPL, the percentage is slightly higher (18%) compared to PLL.  
 This difference may be because SFB partners in EPL have existed there prior to the SFB Project 

starting, and have visited some target communities and introduced the background of the project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevertheless, in order to understand about self promotion for each partner for each landscape, it is report 
that for PLL, there were there were less little known ( less than 5%) for Wintrock International, EWMI, 
RECOFT, and WCS. However, for EPL landscape, there were 35% of those household respondents who 
said that they have kwon WWF. Meanwhile, there were 21% who has known WCS. Thus, this due to the 
fact that both WWF and WCS have been long-term operated its program in the target site. 
 
 
 
3.2.2. HouseholdsAttending Training 
 
Partners have already been introducing the SFB project to most 
of the target sites, initiating training activities and supporting 
community forestry-based meetings monthly or quarterly training 
curriculums and courses. Based on the list provided by the SFB 
project of trainings offered prior to the survey launchat least 12 
training topics/exposure visits have already taken place in the 
study sites (see box to the right). 
 
Asked anyone in the household has attended any SFB training 
at the target sites, the majority of respondents were not able to 
differentiate between trainings provided by USAID/SFB and 
non-USAID/SFB, or trainings provided by the same partner but 
with different sources of funding support. They often did not 
know the name of SFB partners, only the name of the 

As of the time of writing, trainings on the 
following have already taken place: 
 Conflict resolution 
 Land use planning/titling 
 Business skill 
 Forest management  
 Indigenous community land rights 
 NTFP (Bamboo, resin, honey etc.) 
 Biodiversity monitoring  
 Community patrolling 
 Community based production forest 
 Exposure visit 
 Ecotourism development 
 Agriculture livelihoods training
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person.Enumerators listed the specific partner names because they were more likely to be known by 
respondents than “SFB”).  
 
Additionally, some of the study sites are targets for future interventions, and other international and local 
NGOs work in the area. No SFB activities had been implemented there prior to the survey. Therefore, some 
respondents who attended trainings did not necessarily know whether these were part of the SFB project 
or sponsored from a different project.  
RECOFT and EWMI conducted a scoping study in the PLL landscape. They mapped at least 15 INGO and 
local NGOsworking on natural resource-based managementprojects in the target sites. These NGOsmay 
well be deliveringsimilar training topics as SFB does at the same sites.Consequently, the results reported 
in Table 3.7 only indicate only whether the household sample attended training or received exposure 
visitson a variety of topics: these trainings are not always attributable to the SFB project. Table 3.7 shows 
that: 

 33% of respondents from PLL have attended training compared to 54% in EPL.  
 On average, across the two landscapes,40% of respondents have attendedtraining. 

 
Table 3.7: Household respondents who have attended training 
 

Category of Landscape Household Attended Training?   

 No Yes Grand Total 

Subtotal for PLL ( No.) 280 140 420 

Percentage for PLL (%) 67% 33% 100% 

Sub total EPL (No.) 97 113 210 
Percentage for EPL (%) 46% 54% 100% 

Grand Total (No.) 377 253 630 
Percentage for both PLL and EPL (%) 60% 40% 100% 

 
To maximize SFB’s impact,trainings should be designed to ensure they are beneficiaries-orientedand cost 
effective, while avoiding overlap and/or providing redundant information already provided by other existing 
NRM projects. 
 
Figure 3.3 reveals the varieties of training topics and exposure visits that have been conducted by different 
NGOs. Almost 90% of respondent had attended forest management training in both PLL and EPL. 
Meanwhile, 40% of respondents from PLL had attended training on agriculture and livelihoods, significantly 
higher than in the EPL landscape (20%).  
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For both landscapes, trainings related to NTFP and forest product enterprise development, tourist 
development, and business skills were fairly marginalized or overlooked. For a livelihood program-based 
design, the feasibility of incorporating these into the training curriculum could be explored. 
 

 
 
3.2.3. HouseholdMeeting Attendance 
 
Similarly, meetings attended by household respondents were not necessary all attributable to the SFB 
project, and rather are mixed with meetings conducted by other development partners and NGOs.Table 3.8 
shows that the PLL and EPL landscapes both have the same percentage (35%) of household respondents 
who answered that they had attended meetings, and 65% who had not. 
 
Table 3.8: Meeting attendance 
 
Have you or anyone else in 
your household attended any 
meetings sponsored by [local 
partner]? 

Number of people 
attending meetings 

 No Yes Total 

PLL  35% 65% 100% 

EPL 35% 65% 100% 
Grand total for  PLL and EPL 35% 65% 100% 

 
Meeting topics were generally related to natural resource 
management, community-based forest management, conflict 
resolution; or village or commune meetings to discuss general 
community development. Meeting topics are described in the box to 
the right. 
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Figure:	3.3.	Percentage	of	people	attending	training
in	different	topics	by	landscape

EPL PLL

 
Meeting topics: 
 REDD+ 
 CF/CPBA/ICT 
 Commune Council 
 Public forums 
 Other meetings with government 

(MoE, FA, MoA, MoI) to discuss 
problems/issues 

 Other meetings sponsored by NGOs 
(other than SFB partners). 
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3.3 Household Assets and Changes Over Time 
  
The household assets of respondents arereferredto either as capital assets or as other natural assets 
legally ownedby the household. Capital assetsowned by households include housing, and other materials 
that can be utilized for more than a year such as transportation and machinery. Theother types of capital 
assets that can be legally protectedincluded are land and resin trees.22 
 
3.3.1 Land Tenure 
 
Land is one of the productive assets for food security in the study sites, especially rice land, chamkar land, 
and residential land. Table 3.9 below indicates the different amounts of land stated by respondents from 
the PLL and EPL landscape. 
 
 Residential land: In this study, residential landincludes pieces of land allocated for building housing and 

parts set aside for home gardening and other crop cultivation. Data from Table 3.9 shows that in EPL 
the average per household residential land is about 0.16 hectares, double lower the average in PLL 
(0.36 hectares). Across the two landscapes, average residential land is 0.23 hectare per household. 

 
 Agricultural land: Land that is commonly used to cultivate rice and other crops to support food security 

in respondent households. The different categories of agricultural land are as follows: 
 
 Rice land: Most respondents cultivate rice by using land preparation methods including plowing and 

transplanting, and some have applied chemical fertilizer and pesticides in order to increase yields. 
Recently, local people have utilized motor trailers (koyun) for land preparation. Table 10 indicate that  
across two landscapes of PLL and EPL, the average rice land is estimated to be at 0.51 hectares per 
household 

 
 Chamkarland: Land used for growing rice and other crops. Chamkar land is commonly the result of 

converting forestland for agricultural activity. In other words, chamkar is slash and burn farming. Table 
10 indicates that across two landscapes of PLL and EPL, the average rice land is estimated to be at 
1.71 hectares per household. 

 
To aggregate land from different type of use, Table 3.10 reveals that a total average land holding per 
household for PLL and EPL is 2.47 ha and 3.04 ha, respectively. The average land holding for PLL is 
relatively higher than EPL, suggesting a higher rate of slash and burn agricultural activity. Across two 
landscapes, the average land holding is estimated to be at 2.66 hectare/household. 
 
Table 3.9: Land Holdings of Household Respondents 
 

Category of Landscape 
Residential 
Land (ha/hh) 

Chamkar 
Land 
(ha/hh) 

Rice Land 
(ha/hh) 

Other 
(ha/hh) 

Total Land 
(ha/hh) 

PLL 0.16 1.78 0.40 0.13 2.47 

EPL 0.36 1.56 0.73 0.38 3.04 

Grand Total ( PLL & EPL) 0.23 1.71 0.51 0.21 2.66 
 
3.3.2 Resin Trees 
 
Resin is tapped mainly from the evergreen tree species, Dipterocarpusalatus, but also collected from a 
variety of other species. Resin may be harvested in liquid and solid forms. It is used domestically for sealing 

                                                           
22Resin trees are stipulated by Article 40 of the Cambodia Forestry Law (2002) as having a Customary User Right for local people. 
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and waterproofing boats and exported for these uses, as well as for paint and varnish manufacturing (NTFP-
EP23 2009).  
 
Tapping occurs across most of Cambodia’s forest areas, in at least ten provinces, with activity most 
prevalent in the north and northeast regions, especially for the study sites of the PLL and EPL landscape 
(NTFP-EP 2009 and CDRI 200324). CDRI 2003 indicates that although the customary practice is to own 
resin trees, such ownership has no formal legal basis.  
 
Under the 2002 Forestry Law, forests are the property of the State (Article 2.B). While the State can grant 
customary user rights to timber products and non-timber forest products (NTFPs) under Article 2.C, such 
rights provide less security of tenure than owning private property because the State can remove user rights 
in the future. Resin comes under user rights, while still being an important capital asset for respondents. 
 
Table 3.11 indicates household respondents who own resin trees for tapping in order to earn income.  Total 
resin trees ownership by household respondent in the two landscapes was found to be relatively high, as 
many as 20% of all respondents. The percentage of PLL respondents whose own resin trees (19%) is 
slightly lower compared to EPL (23%). This is partly due to resin trees being logged by individual loggers, 
and a higher rate of ELCs in PLL. 
 
 
Table 3.11: Percentage of Respondents Owning Resin Trees 
 

Name of Community-Based Forest Unit Yes No Total 

 PLL (%) 19% 81% 100% 

EPL (%) 23% 77% 100% 

 Total % (PLL &EPL) 20% 80% 100% 
 
 
Table 3.12 shows the average number of resin trees owned by individual respondents. Although the 
percentage of household respondents from PLL owning resin trees was lower than EPL, the number of 
trees owned by PLL respondents (391 trees) was significantly higher than EPL (84 trees), leading to 
different levels of income generation. Across the two landscapes, the average resin tree ownership was 
290 trees25.  
 
 
Table 3.12: Average Number of Resin Trees Owned per Household 
 

Category of 
Landscape 

Average number of 
resin trees owned 

( No. of trees 
/household) 

PLL                          391 

EPL 
                           84 

Grand total ( PLL 
&EPL) 

                         290 

 

                                                           
23Prom.T, Beyond Subsistence:Resin Trade Chain Analysis. (NTFP-EP, 2009). 
24Prom. T and McKenneyB.,Trading Forest Products in Cambodia: Challenges, Threats, and Opportunities for Resin, Working Paper 28. (Phnom 
Penh: CambodiaDevelopment Resource Institute, 2003). 
25 There were two CF which most of household respondents owned high numbers of resin trees: Samaky and 
OuKraNhoung CF, therefore, these figure would be affacted on the average resin trees.  
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3.4 Housing Conditions 
 
Different types of house-building materials are indicative of different living conditions, reflecting different 
socio-economicsegments of household respondents.Table 3.13 indicates that most respondents (93%) 
across the two landscapes have built their own houses with their own resources and means. Meanwhile, 
5% said that they owned a house inherited from their parents, while another 2% had purchased a house 
from other villagers. Only 1% of total respondents were sharing houseswith relatives or friends. 
 
 
Table 3.13: Ownership of Housing 
 

Landscape Self-built (%) Bought (%) Inherited (%) Other (%) Total (%) 

PLL 93% 2% 5% 1% 100% 

EPL 94% 1% 4% 1% 100% 

Total 93% 2% 5% 1% 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.14: Types of House Roof 
 
Across the two landscapes, 15% of respondents had 
thatched roofs, indicative of poor living conditions. 
However, 60% of household respondents had zinc 
roofs and another 11% tile. These are likely to be the 
better off socio-economic segment able to invest more 
resources into housing. 
 
 
 
Table 3.15: Types of House Wall 
 
House walls made of wood/timber represented almost 
80% of respondents’ housing. The second largest group 
was houses made of bamboo. Most timber/wood is 
collected or logged from the forest. Only some of this 
timber/wood was purchased from other loggers. 
 
 
3.5 Other Household Capital Assets 
 
Materials owned by household respondents, such as transportation means etc., are key capital assets to 
increase economic production, especially for business investment opportunities.Some increase household 
welfare (e.g. batteries and TV). 
 
Table 3.16: Household Capital Assets 

Category of asset 

Assets by landscape Averages 
 PLL 
(no.) PLL (%) 

EPL 
(no.) EPL (%) (No.) (%) 

Type PLL (%) EPL (%) Avge 

Zinc 53% 80% 62% 

Tile 15% 2% 11% 

Thatch 20% 6% 15% 

Fibro 12% 11% 12% 

Type  PLL(%) EPL (%) Avge 

Bamboo 18% 8% 15% 

Brick 0% 0% 0% 

Other 5% 0% 3% 

Thatch 5% 0% 3% 

Wood/timber 71% 91% 78% 
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Number of owned automobiles 0 0% 12 6% 12 2% 

Number of owned trucks/vans 4 1% 3 1% 7 1% 

Number of owned motorcycles 326 78% 265 126% 591 94% 

Number of owned boats 56 13% 3 1% 59 9% 

Number of owned bicycles 93 22% 47 22% 140 22% 
Number of owned of specified 
koyuns (motor trailers) 144 34% 63 30% 207 33% 
Number of owned electric 
generators 29 7% 59 28% 88 14% 
Number of owned specified 
others 14 3% 0 0% 14 2% 

Number of owned cellphones 442 105% 274 130% 716 114% 

Number of owned batteries 247 59% 125 60% 372 59% 

Number of owned TVs 51 12% 74 35% 125 20% 
 
Table 3.16 shows that across the two landscapes almost all household respondents have motorcycles 
(95%), which facilitates transportation for the household and for business investment. Anecdotal evidence 
from the fieldwork suggested that some households use motorbikesfor transporting timber from forest to 
village, or to timber traders’ warehouses. 
 
Across the two landscapes, each household respondent has at least one cellphone. Therefore, in the study 
site, it is the most effective means of social and business communication. Meanwhile, 20% of total 
respondents own TVs, which may increase access to information and overall welfare. 
 
About 33% of total respondents owned koyuns (motortrailers). This equipment is multi-purpose, commonly 
utilized for land preparation, pumping water for irrigated crops, and for transportation, especially to transport 
timber or fuelwoodfrom forests to houses and onto timber traders’ warehouses. In practice, each koyun can 
carry 2-2.5 cubic meters of wood or timber.  Anecdotal evidence suggested that koyunsarealso hired by 
timber traders or ELC concessionaires to transport timber from ELC sites.  
 
Although logging timber was underreported by household respondents, there is evidence that those who 
owned koyunpotentially had direct or indirect earned income from the logging business. Consequently, it 
might be assumed that 33% of koyunowners were directly or indirectly involved in collecting timber and 
wood for home consumption and trading.  
 
Meanwhile, most household respondents purchased koyun in kind rather than with cash. In practice, 
villagers exchange six to eight cows or buffalos (depending on the size of the livestock)forone koyun from 
traders in the district or provincial town. This trading model is to minimize risk and optimize use for forest 
trading on a short-term26basis.  To exchange livestock with koyunminimizes risk because livestock raised 
in the target area are susceptible to disease, due to villagers ‘poverty or lack of access to Government 
livestock extension services for vaccination and treatment. 
 
 
3.5 Change Over Time for Household Assets 
 
Household assets changed over time from April 2013 to April 2014. This included land transactions and 
also respondents whose land and resin trees were affected by individual ELCs. 
 
Table 3.17: Percentage of respondents buying and selling land 
 

                                                           
26Household respondentstypically have little or no experience in usingkoyuns,leading to high maintenance costs, for instancerepairs and spare part 
replacement. 
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Table 3.17 indicates that, across the two landscapes, 
13% of households bought land from other villagers 
and also from illegal land grabbers either from inside 
or outside their village. Most of this is acquired from 
chamkar land (slash and burn forest), which reflects 
increasing household wealth. At the same time 4% 
sold chamkar land to earn cash income. 
 
 

 
 
Table 3.18: Land and Resin Trees Affected by ELCs and Individual Actors 
 
The second type of change over time in term of household 
assets is caused by ELCs and individual external actors. 
Table 3.18 indicates that across the two landscapes, 7% 
of household respondents said that their land was 
affected or lost to ELCs or individual land grabbers, while 
9% of household respondents were affected by the loss 
of resin trees, one of the sources of livelihoods. 
 
3.6Household Energy Consumption 
 
Table 3.19 indicates that fuel wood was the main source of cooking fuel for home consumption by 
household respondents. Across the two landscapes, 96% of respondents utilized fuel wood for household 
energy consumption. Landscape-wise, the percentage of household utilizing fuel wood in PLL and EPL was 
100% and 90%, respectively. The common use of fuelwoodis due to the ease of access tothese locally 
available resources, which are mainly collected from nearby forests and chamkar land. The second source 
of household cooking energy is charcoal, but it only used by 3% of household respondents. This may 
comprise people from a better off socio-economic segment of the village. 
 
Table 3.19: Cooking Energy by Household Respondent 
 

Landscape Fuelwood Charcoal Biogas LPG Electricity Solar 

PLL 99% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

EPL 90% 7% 0% 2% 0% 0%

Average (PLL & EPL) 96% 3% 0% 1% 0% 0%

 
Landscape 

Bought 
land (%) 

Soldla
nd (%) 

PLL 12% 4% 

EPL 15% 4% 

Average (PLL & EPL) 13% 4% 

Landscape 

Land 
affected 
(%) 

Resin 
trees 
affected 
(%) 

PLL 6% 9% 

EPL 10% 9% 

Average 7% 9% 
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3.7. Natural Resource Management 
 
This section analyzes the profiles, statuses, and capacities of community members and committees in 
relation to Natural Resource Management (NRM). It also captures NRM decision-making and conflict 
resolution trends over the time period between the creation of the CFs, ICTs, and CPAssurveyed and the 
time SFB project funding began  (in most cases, April 2014). Most of the data described in this section was 
gathered through Focus Group Discussions held with 18 community forest management groups in EPL and 
PLL. 
 
Therefore, the term “change over time” either refers to the change between the date when the CFs, ICTs, 
or CPAs were created (which varies by site) and April 2013. In addition, the term “before and/or since 
creation of CF” does not necessarily refer to the same date as that provided in the SFB database, as many 
of the committees selected for FGDs have existed since before.SFB partners started to support the 
legalization process. For instance, Prey Lang Sen Chey and Reab Roy Sen Chey CFs were established 
prior to 2009; therefore the relevant CF committees refer to a pre-2009 timeframe.  
 
 
3.7.1 Community Forestry Management and ICT Profile 
 
A. Profile and Status 

 
As discussed in the background and methodology sections, six types of community-based forest 
management exist across the two landscapes of PLL and EPL. These include: Community Forests (CFs) 
(all samples in PLL and some from EPL); Community Conservation Forests (CCF); Community Partnership 
Forests (CPFs); Community Protected Areas (CPAs); Community-Based Production Forests (CBPFs); and 
Indigenous Communal Land Titles (ICTs). It is important to note that members of ICTs commonly reported 
that they are also CBPF members. In this section, “community-based forest management” is used as an 
umbrella term that covers all five of these legalization instruments. 
 
 
B. Size of Community-Based Forest Management/ICT 
 
Table 3.20 reveals that the average size of Community-Based Forest Management areas in EPL was 
relatively higher (2244 ha) compared to PLL (1995 ha). In addition, the range in sizes is greater in PLL than 
in EPL. Meanwhile, the average size across the two landscapes is 2083 ha.  
 
KII interviews for PLL suggested that for any given CF, the size, date of CF creation, and boundary 
demarcation often varied over timedue to the impact of CF policy development (especially the CF 
Guidelines effective from 2006).This has createdongoingconfusion among CF members and committees. 
In addition, some CFs in PLL had already been initiated with support from NGOs; it was therefore necessary 
to reapply or make the original CF redundant in order to comply with the formal regulations.  
 
Moreover, ELCsare often granted on overlapping areas with CFs, leading to reduced CF size when 
forestland use conflicts were resolved. For instance, prior to 2009, the Prey Lang Sen Chey CF was initiated 
with support from a local NGO (Ponlork Khmer). However, in our sample the CF is currently divided into 
Prey Lang Sen Chey and Reab Roy Sen Chey; and the size of the CF has been significantly reduced due 
to ELC encroachment and new migrants. Another example is Vattanak CF, which was initiated supported 
by local NGO (Community Economic Development, CED) prior to 2010, when the size was almost 4,000 
hectares. However, based on legalization supported by RECOFTC, the CF size is now only 700 ha. 
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Table 3.20: Size of Community Forest ManagementAreas 

Landscape Average (Ha) Minimum (Ha) Maximum (Ha) 

PLL 1,995 388 5,665 

EPL 2,244 1,164 5,346 

Average (PLL & EPL) 2,174.6 388 5,665 
 
C. Membership of Community-Based Forest Management/ICT 
 
Table 3.21 considers the question “Are you currently a member of CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT?” Most 
household respondents (95%) across the two landscapes are members of a CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT. 
Those who are not members responded that this is because their livelihoods are not directly related to 
and/or engaged with forest resources, because they are new migrants, or because they are unaware such 
areas exist. Meanwhile, the primary benefits of membership are considered to be securing access to forest 
products and benefitingfrom the different trainings offered to members. 
 
Table 3.21: Household Membership in CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
 

Landscape 
Member of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CP
F/CPA/ICT(%) 

Not member of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CP
F/CPA/ICT(%) 

PLL 96% 4% 

EPL 94% 6% 

Average (PLL & EPL) 95% 5% 
 
 
D. Membership of NTFP Community Enterprises 

 
Prior to the SFB project intervention in both landscapes, variousstakeholders had already placed resources 
and efforts towards supporting NTFP enterprise development. NTFP enterprise development is proving a 
window of opportunity for economic benefits and an incentive for CF members, complementing forest 
protection and conservation. For the baseline survey, we asked whether those who are CF members are 
also members of NTFP groups or enterprises (e.g. resin, rattan, bamboo, honey). Most of those groups 
were initiated since 2010 by different key stakeholders, especially the Natural Resource Management and 
Livelihoods (NRML) program (see details in box below). The intention of the NRML Program was to assess 
the sustainability of the producer groups. 
 
As shown in Table 3.22, only 8% of household respondents who are CF members are also members of 
NTFP enterprise development groups. This could indicate a potentially low level of sustainability when such 
prior programs/projects have phased out. 
 
Table 3.22: Membership of NTFP Enterprise Development Groups 
 

Landscape 
Not member of 
NTFP group 

Member of 
NTFP group 

PLL 94% 6% 

EPL 89% 11% 

Average (PLL &EPL) 92% 8% 
 
 



Chapter 3: Main Findings / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 45 of 145 

 
3.7.2 Change Over Time for the Function and Governance of CFCF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs 
 
This section aims to analyze change over time in terms of the function and governance of community forest 
management, particularly to analyze trends from the creation of CFCF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs through 
April 2013) or now when SFB started funding support. The issue is analyzed from a gender perspective, 
with men and women separated for FGD discussion of questions focused on decision-making related to 
NRM management, by-law rules and regulations, and the use of funds.  
 
The aim is to capture the different perspectives of focus group, and the trends and/or changes over time in 
relation to the degree of participation, accountability and transparency in decision-making.  To measure 
this, we use different categories that capture the degree to which decision-making is participatory: 
 By consensus, meaning 100% of members in agreement; 
 By majority, meaning 50% plus 1; 
 By community leader, meaning leader only and/or a minority of committee members. 
 
A. Making decisions on NRM management in CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs 
 
NRM decision-making includes: resource mapping of community forest management; the use and 
harvesting of forest resources to ensure sustainable forest management; and boundary demarcation etc.  
 
 

1) PLL Landscape 
 
In the context of PLL landscape, is that women in PLL report decision making has actually become less 
participatory since the creation of the CFs. Whereas 45% of Women Say decision-making was only by 
committee leaders at the time of CF creation, 64% say that decisions are now made by leaders alone. 
However, 91% of men in PLL say that At the CF creation date, decisions were made by majority and 

Box 3.1: Back Ground and Lessons Learnt from Previous Programs in NRM and Livelihoods for EPL and 
PLL 
 
The Natural Resource Management and Livelihoods (NRML) program, a four and a half year program started in 2006 and ended 
in late 2010, was funded by Danida, DFID, and NZAID(NRMLP 2010-2012). Within the overall NRML program goal of 
“reducing the vulnerability of poor rural people whose livelihoods are dependent on natural resources,” the purpose of the Civil 
Society and Pro-Poor Market Development component was to “improve the presence and capacity of civil society organizations 
and business support to address pro-poor community development.” There were three programs/pillars: 

(1) Natural Resources Management in Decentralization and Deconcentration (D&D) 
(2) Civil Society and Pro-Poor Market Development (CSPPM) 
(3) Sector Programme support: 

(3a) Land 
(3b) Forests and Environment 
(3c) Fisheries 

 
Managed by The Asia Foundation as the national facilitator (TAF, 2011), the Civil Society and Pro-Poor Markets Component 
worked with 841 community-based organizations (CBOs) in 329 communes in 13 provinces, including all target provinces of PLL 
and EPL landscape. CSPPM aimed to improve the local presence of grass-root civil society organizations in interacting with local 
authorities and line agencies on natural resource management governance and product marketing. Moreover, the CSPPM strategy 
was to organize and/or facilitate training, education, and mentoring of CBOs to build capacity in three areas: ‘Voice,’ Natural 
Resource Management (NRM), and Business (e.g. small grants support to NRM products). The small grants support to CBOs and 
CSOs aimed at starting up and promoting community-based enterprise development, while forest dependents were targeted for 
NTFP market product development. 
 
The main lessons learnt for CBOs with providing small grants by NGOs are related to the financial sustainability for operating 
NTFP enterprise in a long-run. Some of CBOs started operating their business with little and/or lack of market information, a 
small trading volume of products, and legal system for trading NTFPs product was a binding constraint for NTFP enterprise 
development initiative. 
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Figure	3.4:	Decision	Making	on	Natural	Resource	Management

Male Female

consensus. Whereas only 9% say that is true the decision making are made by less participatory process. 
Men reported that although the trend of participatory decision making made by committee/representative is 
slightly declined, however, currently there is still at the high rate at 72%. 
 

2) EPL Landscape 
 
An important difference to note at the EPL landscape level, female and male committee/representative27 
has significantly different perspectives in terms of decision-making on NRM management. These 
differences have remained steadfast over time, with the majority of male committee 
members/representative (71% at the creation of CF and 100% at now) responding that decision-making 
was/is participatory (i.e. decisions made by majority and/or consensus). However, female 
committee/representative members have a contradictory view, with almost 50% at the creation say that the 
decision-making on NRM management was not participatory to all community members (i.e. by community 
leaders only). However, currently the situation is significantly changed, only 14% of men group now say 
that the decision making made by committee/representative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is concluded that for both PLL and EPL, male and female committee members/representative have 
different views on how NRM management decisions are made at the creation of CFs, with the majority of 
male committee members being optimistic about participatory decision makings, while at the same time the 
majority of female members/representative say decision-making is mainly done by community leaders, 
except at now ( April 2013), female committee members/representative from EPL landscape have optimistic  
about the improvement of participatory process of decision making, as compared to at the creation of CF. 
 
B. Decision-making on CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT by-law rules and regulations 
 

                                                           
27 CF female and male representative is referred to those whose are represented CF community at the step 0 which 
there is not yet voted to select committees or those whose are not CF committees but village representative or 
commune council which played active role in the CF activities. 
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Figure	3.5:	Decision	Making	on	Law	and	Regulation

Male Female

This includesdecision-making regarding the development of community statutes or internal rules and 
regulations, and decisions on the annual collection of membership fees in order to ensure sustainable 
operation and activities etc. 

 
 

1) PLL Landscape 
 
For PLL landscape, 54% of male committee members say decision-making on laws and regulations at the 
creation of community forest management was participatory process (45% by ‘majority’ and 9% by 
consensus). Female committee members responded differently: 55% suggested that decision-making was 
by community leaders only. For the period since SFB began support (April 2013), both female and male 
committees/representative gave about almost the same answers as at the creation. However, almost 50% 
of female committees/representative still thought that decision-making on laws and regulations was merely 
performed few community leaders and other committee members, reflecting a less participatory process. 
Though there was slight variation in terms of the degree of participatory for the positive responses (i.e. 
“majority”or“consensus”) at creation and now, the perspective of female committees answering that 
decision-making is less participatory hardly changed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2) EPL Landscape 
 
For EPL landscape, at the creation of CFs, male and female have almost the same answered in term of  
decision makings made by committees/representatives is significantly participatory process. Thus, 72% of 
male committee members say decision-making on laws and regulations at the creation of community forest 
management was participatory process (29% by ‘majority’ and 43% by consensus). Similar to male 
responsed, female committee members responded that 71% suggested that decision-making was by 
participatory process. 
 
 For the period since SFB began support (April 2013), both female and male committees/representative 
gave different answers, especially  almost 50% of female committees/representative  thought that decision-
making on laws and regulations was merely performed few community leaders, reflecting a less 
participatory process. Though there was slight variation in terms of the degree of participatory for the 
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Figure	3.6:	Decision	Making	on	Fund	Using

Male Female

positive responses (i.e. “majority”or“consensus”) at creation and now, the perspective of female committees 
answering that the trend of decision-making is lesser participatory. 
 
C. Decision-making on the use of CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT funds 
 
Decision-making on use of funds includes: different sources of funding contributed from membership fees, 
community-based enterprise development, and NGO support for workshops, meetings, trainings and others. 

 
Financial management is key to ensuring sustainable activities and actions at local organizations. Equally 
important, understanding decision-making on the use of funds to finance different programs and activities 
is also fundamentally important to deepen the analysis of accountability and transparency within any 
organization.  
 

1) PLL Landscape 
Figure 3.6 reveals the gender perspective in relation to the use of funds at creation and now. In general, 
PLL Landscape, although female and male committee members have different views in relation to the use 
of organizational funds, almost 50% of both seem to agree that at creation (36% of male and 45% of female) 
and now (45% of male and 55% of female) the use of funds is decided merely by community leaders and 
a few committee members. This reflects limited participatory process which may lead to less accountability 
and transparency, and may affect social cohesion, solidarity and full participation from all members in better 
implementing forest resource management and protection.  
 

2) EPL Landscape 
EPL Landscape: Male and female group have almost similar answer for the decision making on the use of 
fund which is a poorly participatory process. A particularly clear majority of male (86%) and female (100%) 
committee members/representative reported that the use of funds was participatory which is reflecting not 
accountable and transparent, both at creation and now. Thus, it is only few community leaders who merely 
made decision on the use of fund. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.8 Conflict and Conflict Resolution 
 
Conflict and conflict resolution experiences exist in the study sites of both PLL and EPL. Across the two 
landscapes, conversion of forest land to agricultural plantations – isa driving force of deforestation and has 
caused conflicts within communities over the use of natural resources.  
 
Forest communities experience three main types of resource utilization conflicts:  

1) Conflicts over the use of NTFPs and wildlife; 
2) Conflictsover the use of timber; 
3) Conflicts over CF forestland conversion. 
 

Meanwhile, key conflict patterns include: 
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Figure	3.7:	Percentage	of	stakeholders	who	report	different	types	of	conflict	
occur	over	the	use	use	of	NTFPs	and	Wildlife

At the creation

Now

1) Conflicts among CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT members; 
2) Conflicts between members and seasonal immigrants; 
3) Conflicts caused by powerful individualsusing outsiders to clear land/use resources; 
4) Conflicts caused by rich/powerful individualspaying local people in the village to clear land/use 

resources; 
5) Conflicts between members of neighboringCF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPAs/ICTs; 
6) Conflicts between CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs and neighboring villages; 
7) Conflicts between CF members and non-CF members in the village; 
8) Conflicts between CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs and companies with Economic Land 

Concessions. 
 

 
3.8.1 Experience of Conflict on the Use of NTFPs and Wildlife 
 
Although the NTFP subsector plays a major role in community-based forest dependents’ livelihoods, its 
economic importance isoftenoverlooked by many key stakeholders including policy decision-makers. 
NTFPs are a source of resource utilization conflicts, often stemming from the unsustainable harvest of main 
commodities including resin, honey, rattan, bamboo, and others. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure Table 3.7 shows that the key conflict patterns over the exploitation of NTFPs and wildlife include 
conflict among members, against seasonal migrants, and between neighboring CFs or villages, for both 
PLL and EPL, at the creation and now. Most of different types of conflict have been resolved between the 
creation and now, for both PLL and EPL. The reasons may include increased patrolling activities and 
community use of internal rules and regulations as the basis of law enforcement, except for EPL landscape, 
the intensity of conflicts (e.g. between members and seasonal migrants) has been not resolved. 
 
 
3.8.2The Experience of Conflicts Over Timber Extraction 
 
Although the logging of timber operateson an illegal basis, it has intensified across the two landscapes 
since Community based forest management mechanisms were introduced.  
 
A. Conflicts Since Community Forest Management Began in PLL and EPL 
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Table 3.24 indicates that, since community-based forest management beganin PLL, the most common 
conflicts over the use of timber involved conflicts amongCF members (86%), and between CF members 
and seasonal immigrants (86%). .The second highest proportion (43%) was reported to be due to powerful 
individualsusing outsiders to clear land/use resources (timber). For EPL, the most common 
conflictsinvolved seasonal immigration (38%), and the second highest stemmed from powerful 
individualsusing outsiders to clear land/use resources (timber) at 18%. 
 
B. Conflicts as of April 2013 
 
The trends relating to the stakeholders involvedlogging-related conflictshave fluctuated somewhat between 
the creation of communityd forest management and now. For PLL, conflict among CF members over the 
use of timber has remained high since creation of CF and now: 86% of conflicts involve conflict among CF 
members. ForEPL, however, conflictsamong CF members went fromzero at creation to 9% now.  
 
Meanwhile, conflicts between CF members and seasonal immigrants were at 86% for PLL and 38% for 
EPL. However, by April 2013 this type of conflict decreased to 29% for PLL and 18% for EPL, possibly due 
to the effectiveness of law enforcement and active patrolling in collaboration with local FA and MoE rangers. 
Nevertheless, for 11 CFs from PLL, conflicts caused by powerful individualsusing outsiders to clear land/use 
resources (timber)increased from 29% at the creation of CF to 43% in April 2013. 
 
Table 3.23: Experience of ConflictsOverTimber Extraction 
 

Type of Conflicts Timeframe EPL PLL Average 

Among CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
members 

At creation 86% 0% 33% 

Now (April 2013) 86% 9% 39% 

Between CF members and seasonal 
immigrants 

At creation 86% 36% 56% 

Now (April 2013) 29% 18% 22% 
Conflict caused by powerful 
individualsusing outsiders to clear 
land/use resources (timber) 

At creation 29% 18% 22% 

Now (April 2013) 43% 9% 22% 

Conflict caused by rich/powerful 
individualspaying local people in the 
village to clear land/use resources(timber) 

At creation 29% 9% 17% 

Now (April 2013) 14% 18% 17% 

Conflicts between members of this 
CF/CBPF/CCF/ CPF/CPA/ITC and 
neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ITCs 

At creation 0% 18% 11% 

Now (April2013) 0% 9% 6% 

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA and neighboring 
villages 

At creation 14% 9% 11% 

Now (April 2013) 14% 0% 6% 

Conflicts between CF members and non-
CF members in the village 

At creation 0% 9% 6% 

Now (April 2013) 0% 9% 6% 
 
C. Conflict resolution over Timber Extraction 
 
Conflict resolutionmechanismshave been initiated by community members in collaboration with NGOs, the 
local Forest Administration and MoE. In practice, law enforcementoperates through patrolunits, complaints 
and cases are written by committees and submitted to local FA and MoE directly or through NGOs, village 
chiefs, and/or commune councils.  
 
Table 3.24 reports that since creation of CFs in PLL and EPL and now, it has been possible to partly or 
completely resolve conflicts caused by members, seasonal immigrants and other local people (such as 
neighboring villages, non-CF members). However, while the number of conflicts over the use of timber 



Chapter 3: Main Findings / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 51 of 145 

caused by rich/powerful individualspaying local people in the village to clear land/use resources (timber) 
remains high for both EPL and PLL, thesetypes of conflicts are seldom solved. 
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Table 3.24: Number of Conflicts and Conflicts Resolved Over Timber Extraction 
 

 
 

Conflict types Timeframe 
EPL (no. 
of 
cases) 

PLL 
(no. of 
cases) 

Average 
(no. of 
cases) 

Conflicts among 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF
/CPA/ICT members 

At Creation 
Solved 5 0 5 
Not 
solved 17 0 17 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 6 7 13 
Not 
solved 10 0 10 

Conflicts between 
members and 
seasonal 
immigrations 

At creation 
Solved 4 13 17 
Not 
solved 33 1 34 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 32 4 36 
Not 
solved 0 55 55 

Conflict caused by 
powerful 
individualsusing 
outsiders to clear 
land/use resources 

At creation 
Solved 0 2 2 
Not 
solved 1 0 1 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 1 1 2 
Not 
solved 2 1 3 

Conflict caused by 
rich/powerful 
individualspaying 
local people to 
clear land/use 
resources 

At creation 
Solved 0 0 0 
Not 
solved 52 17 69 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 0 0 
Not 
solved 100 17 117 

Conflicts between 
members of this 
and neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF
/CPA/ITCs 

At creation 
Solved 0 1 1 
Not 
solved 0 0 0 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 0 0 
Not 
solved 0 0 0 

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF
/CPA/ITCs and 
neighboring villages 

At creation 
Solved 0 7 7 
Not 
solved 1 0 1 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 1 0 1 
Not 
solved 0 0 0 

Conflicts between 
CF members and 
non-CF members in 
the village 

At creation 
Solved 0 1 1 
Not 
solved 0 0 0 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 3 3 
Not 
solved 0 0 0 
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3.8.3 The Experience of Conflicts Over CF Forestland Conversion 
 
Table 3.25 indicates that conflicts over forestland conversion/production forests only occurred in the PLL 
landscape between the time of CF creation and now. In EPL, this type of conflict did not occur because 
most community-based forests were under the protection of FA and MoE, and community-based forest 
management was officially recognized under the by-law on Protected Areas.  
 
Based on FGDs in the PLL landscape, 91% of people report that the main experiences of conflicts within 
PLL were between CF and Economic Land Concessions (ELCs); this is reportedly dueto a top-down 
government approach towards private concessions for agricultural plantations. The other types of conflicts 
over CF forest conversion happenedamong CF members; between CF members and immigrants; with 
rich/powerful individualswho paid local people to clear land; and between CFs and neighboring CFs and 
villages.  
 
Meanwhile, based on 11 FGDsinPLL, 9% of respondents suggested that most of these types of conflicts 
remained the same.Only conflicts between CFs and neighboring CFs and villages – which all 11 FGDs 
indicateddidn’t even exist at CF creation – had increased to 9%. Anecdotal evidence from some CFs in the 
PLL landscape suggested that some CF members cleared their own CF forests and converted them 
tochamkar land and/or agricultural plantations. 
 
Table 3.25: The Experience of Conflicts over CF Forest Conversion 
 

Type of Conflict Timeframe 
EPL 
(%) 

PLL 
(%) 

Average 
(%) 

Conflicts among 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT members 

At creation 0% 9% 6% 
Now (April 
2013) 

0% 9% 6% 

Conflicts between CF members and 
immigrants 

At creation 0% 9% 6% 
Now (April 
2013) 

0% 9% 6% 

Conflict caused by rich/powerful 
individualspaying local people to clear 
land/use resources 

At creation 0% 9% 6% 
Now (April 
2013) 

0% 9% 6% 

Conflicts between neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs and villages 

At creation 0% 0% 0% 
Now (April 
2013) 

0% 9% 6% 

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICTs and ELCs 

At creation 0% 91% 56% 
Now (April, 
2013) 

0% 91% 56% 

 

A. Conflict Resolution Over CF Forest Conversion 
 
Conflict resolution mechanisms were processed through local community law enforcement in collaboration 
with the local FA; and complaints about encroachment into CF forestland were filed with the local FA.  
 
Based on FGDs in the PLL landscape, conflicts over the conversion of CF forestland to agriculture could 
only be resolved between CF members andneighboring CFs or villagers. However, for those conflicts 
involving outsiders, such as ELCs, immigrants or powerful/rich individuals, conflict cases were never 
resolved. This may be because local community members lack the capacity and resources to enforce by-
laws, and/or a lack of support or political will from technical government institutions to resolve conflict cases. 
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Table 3.26: Examples of Conflicts and Resolutions for the Conversion of Forestland 
 

Type of Conflicts Timeframe 
EPL (no. 
of cases) 

PLL (no. 
of cases) 

Average 
(no. of 
cases) 

Conflicts among 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/I
CT members 

At creation 
Solved 0 25 25 

Not Solved 0 0 0 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 0 0 

Conflicts between 
members and seasonal 
immigrants 

At creation 
Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 60 60 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 60 60 

Conflicts caused by 
rich/powerful individual 
paying local people to 
clear land/use resources 

At creation 
Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 0 0 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 1 1 

Conflict between 
neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/I
CTs and neighboring 
villages 

At creation 
Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 0 0 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 150 150 

Not Solved 0 0 0 

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/I
CTs and ELCs 

At creation 
Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 10 10 

Now (April 
2013) 

Solved 0 0 0 

Not Solved 0 10 10 
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Figure	3.8:	Change	in	the	attention	paid	by	CF	members	to	NRM

3.9 Capacity and Knowledge of CF committees 
 
Since the beginning of community forest management in PLL and EPLstakeholders including development 
partners, NGOs and government institutions have been supporting local communities in Natural Resource 
Management (NRM), especially the management of NTFPs and other forest products.  
 
This support includes forest management and biodiversity trainings, workshops, field exposure, and 
business and enterprise development, aimed at increasing the capacity and knowledge of local 
communities to handle NRM in a sustainable manner. This section aims to assess and analyze the change 
overtime in terms of local communities’ attitudes, knowledge and capacity on NRM. 
 
Participants were asked to rank levels of knowledge, capacity, and resources using the following scale:: 

1) Great decrease 
2) Some decrease 
3) Neutral 
4) Increase 
5) High increase. 

 
 
3.9.1 Change in Attention Paid by CF Members to NRM 
 
Since community forest management began in EPL and PLL, gendered perspectives vary in terms of 
attention paid by community members to NRM.  

1) PLL Landscape 
 

Figure 3.8 shows that 18% of female and 8% of male committee members suggested that there were 
neutral or no changes in the attention paid to NRM. Interestingly, the majority of male and female committee 
members (64%) responded that there is an increase today in attention to NRM, compared to levels at the 
time of CF creation. 
 

2) EPL Landscape 
Figure 3.8 reports that 29% of female and majority of male (71%) committee members revealed that there 
were neutral or no changes in the attention paid to NRM. Interestingly, the majority of male committee 
members (71%) responded that there is an increase today in attention to NRM, compared to levels at the 
time of CF creation, while at the same time, only 29% of female committee reported there is an increase 
now in the attention to NRM. The reason may be because of capacity building provided by SFB partners 
and other key stakeholders through training. 
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Figure	3.9:	Change	in	the	knowledge	of	CF	members	about	NRM

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
3.9.2 Change in the Knowledge of CF Members About NRM 
 
Knowledge gained from capacity building activities since the creation of community forest management 
also varies among female and male committee members. 
 

1) PLL Landscape 
Figure 3.9 shows that the majority of males and females mentioned an increase or increase in knowledge 
about NRM (64%); while the rate is no change for male committee members (9%) compared to female 
committee members (18%). 
 

2) EPL Landscape 
For EPL landscape, the majority of male committee (71%) reported that CF member have no change in 
knowledge about NRM, while female committee suggested at 29%. However, 57% of male committee 
reported that the CF committee have increase their knowledge about NRM because of capacity building 
provided by SFB partners, contradictory, female committee suggested only 29% in term of increasing 
knowledge about NRM. 
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Figure 3.10: Change in the capacity of CF members to use NRM in a more sustainable
way

Male Female

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.9.3 Change in the Capacity of CF Members to Use NRM in a More Sustainable Way 
 
The capacity of committee members to use NRM in a sustainable way is of fundamental importance for 
forest conservation and protection without compromising livelihood development.  
 

1) PLL Landscape 
Figure 3.10 shows that almost 40% of male and female committee members responded that there was 
increase and highly increase in the capacity of members to use NRM in a more sustainable way, and thus 
these may derive from the capacity building which provided by SFB partners and other key stakeholders.   

2) EPL Landscape 
 
Similar to PLL landscape, about almost 40% of male committee members believe their members have 
increased their capacity to use NRM (e.g. honey, resin, bamboo and rattan, etc.) in a more sustainable way. 
The reason may be the improvement of training by SFB partners and other key stakeholders. 
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3.10. The status of NRM Management and Biodiversity 

 
 

Figure 3.11 shows that for both EPL and PLL landscape, the status of the mix of tree species is reported 
trend was a great decrease and decrease (EPL: 100% and PLL: 78%, for both highly degrade and some 
degrade). Specifically, 18% of FGD respondents from PLL said that the mix of tree species was stagnant 
or increasing, indicative of better forest management from local community. However, a decline in tree 
species within CFs may be the result of forestland conversion and logging activities.  

 
Figure 3.11also indicates the decline in terms of change in the quantity and diversity of NTFPs in the 
community forest management across the two landscapes. The quantity and diversity of NTFPs has 
significantly reduced, due to the conversion of forestland to agricultural plantations and also the 
unsustainable harvest of NTFP products. This negative trend will affect the livelihoods of local communities 
who are dependent on the forest. 
 
Wildlife has also significantly reduced in both quantity and diversity, either because of deforestation, 
clearing forestland for agricultural plantations, and/or the increasing intensity of hunting activities for both 
subsistence and commercial purposes. However, some community forest management committees in PLL 
and EPL responded that the quantity and diversity of wildlife had increased. In EPL, the reason given was 
better forest protection; while FGDs in PLL suggested the increase was due to heavy deforestation as the 
result of ELC clearance in neighboring areas, leading to wildlife migrating and congregating in the CF areas.  
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CHAPTER 4: MAIN SOURCES OF 
LIVELIHOODS AND INCOME GENERATION 
 
The assessment of the two landscapes indicates that household respondentsprimarily sustain their 
livelihoodsthrough farming and forest product collection. The second most important livelihood source is 
derived from off-farm activities, including casual labor, services and trade. In this sectionwe therefore 
describe and analyze the details of household respondentsdifferent livelihood sources in support of their 
food security. 
 
 
4.1 Agricultural Activity and Income 
 
Nearly allhousehold respondents indicated cultivated rice production as their main source for food security.  
This reflects the high priority they place on food security, and the fact that rice farming requires the greatest 
amount of their labor and time.  The dominant farming activities are paddy rice cultivation (sre, please see 
below), chamkar, livestock raising and livestock products, and services.   
 
4.1.1 Rice and Other Crop Cultivation Activities and Income 
 
Rice cultivation across two landscapes, as described above, consisted of paddy rice cultivation (sre) and 
chamkar: 
 
 Sre translates literally from the Khmer language as “rice field” and refers to the practice of wetland rice 

cultivation.  This is usually done on flatter lowland terrain, using draft animals for plowing, and involving 
transplanting activities. However, change overtime has taken place in both PLL and EPL landscapes 
in terms of land preparation, as the majority of household respondents now use machinery for plowing 
instead of draft animals. 
 

 Chamkaris a common agricultural practice in the upland area of the study. It involves the intermixing of 
rice and other crops.28It is generally practiced by villagers in study areas where the land is not flat 
enough to support wetland rice. Under chamkar practices, villagers clear forested areas by burning 
trees and grass, thus converting the land into small plots for cultivating rice and other crops (“slash and 
burn” agriculture). All chamkar land has locally recognized boundaries where there are customary user 
rights rather than official land titles, except two study communities – AndlongKraleng and Ou Char ICT 
– where the SFB project supports Indigenous Communal Land Titling. 29 Therefore, this land is 
officiallyrecognized by the Government. Recent economic land concession developments, through 
which the Government has granted forestland for large-scale farming in the study areas, may cause 
potential conflicts between private investment and local villagers’ chamkar land. 
 

 It is worthnoting that in both the PLL and EPL landscapes, some parts of residential landare also 
commonly used for crop cultivation, especially vegetables and fruit 
trees. 

 
 
Income generation activity (Gross income = Sales + Home Consumption + 
Gifts) from rice and other crops of different land is estimated in Table 4.1to 
the right. However, Net Income (Gross Revenue – Input Costs) will be 
analyzed separately in detail in the PMEP section: 

 Gross Revenue = Price ($/HH) x Quantity of Product (Kg/HH) 

                                                           
28E.g. for PLL the main crop cultivation includes bananas, beans, cashew nuts, cassava, mango, and rubber; while in EPL we see bananas, beans, 
cashew nuts, cassava, mango, vegetables, papaya, corn, custard apples, durian, avocado, rambutan, and longan  fruit.   
29These forms of land title are inthe process of legalization. 

Landscap
e 

Average 
income from 
rice and crops 
($/HH) 

PLL $522 

EPL $566 

Average $536 

Table 4.1: Rice and Other Crops 
Income per Household per Year 
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 Input Cost includesseed, fertilizer, hired labor, and other variable costs 
 

 Based on Table 4.1, therefore, the annual income derived from rice and other crops across the two 
landscapes is estimated to be $536 per household.  

 
4.1.2 Poultry and Livestock Activity and Income 
 
Household respondents across the two landscapes often raise poultry and livestock in a traditional way: 
free range and without vaccination. Most livestock consists of either pigs, cows, or buffalo– the latter two 
raised mainly for sale but also utilized as transportation and draft animals. 

 
 Poultry: Most poultry is raised free rangeon residential land. Across the two landscapes, chickensare 

the main commodity, raised mainly for home consumption and also to celebrate traditional 
ceremoniesamong IPs. Despite challenges with veterinary services, the majority of household 
respondents were able to raise chickens for sale in addition to home consumption. Across the two 
landscapes, on average each household respondent was raised 17 chickens.In PLL, the averagewas 
25, doublethe average in the EPL landscape. Meanwhile, average income generation from chickens 
across the two landscapes is estimated at $23 per household respondent. The second sourcesare 
common ducks and Muscovy ducks, however, theseare considered a minor commodity in the target 
study across the two landscapes. 

 
 Pigs:Pigsare raised mainly for sale to earn income for supporting livelihoods. Although most pig farmers 

find it extremely difficult to access vaccination and treatment, across the two landscapes the average 
pigs per household is estimated at 2.71 heads. Table 4.2 reports that the average numbers of pigs 
raised in PLL was 2.28 heads per household, as compared to EPL (3.57 heads). However, from April 
2013 to April 2014 the average income earned from the sale of pigswas slightly higher for PLL 
($90.28/household), as compared to EPL ($87/household). 
 

 Cows and buffalo:These are capital assetsraised as draft animals and transportation means as well as 
for sale in the last resort (e.g. family shocks and crises). Though cows and buffalo are commonly utilized 
as draft animals for land preparation and transportation, it was found that a significant number of 
household respondents were exchanging cows and buffalo for motor trailers (koyun). Though koyuns 
have other uses, this is mainly due to household respondents intending to facilitate trading timber and 
fuel wood collection, and also to minimize the impact risk of animal mortality due to the lack of veterinary 
services. Table 4.2 reveals that across the two landscapes, the average is 2.71 cows and 1.63 buffalo 
per household. The average income from sale of cows and buffalo is estimated at $146 and 103, 
respectively. Anecdotal evidence suggested that the majority of cows and buffalo are free range, 
especially during the course of the dry season. Cows and buffalo roam forest areas or are kept 
nearhousing or nearby villages only during the course of the wet season or whenever needed e.g. for 
transportation or draft. 

 
 Animal products and services:Data was collected on income from animals in terms of the related 

services and products sold by household respondents. Table 4.3 indicates that the income from 
poultry(mainly eggs) was $5.98 per household in PLL and $1 in EPL. The services and products from 
pigsincludes piglets too, and Table 4.3 reports that for PLLthe income from pigs and piglets is 
significantly higher ($86/HH)compared to EPL ($2.62/HH). The average income from pig services and 
products across the two landscapes is estimated to be $58.17 per household. Services and products 
derived from cows and buffalo include loaning them for transportation and draft as well as selling calves. 
Table 4.3 suggests that services and products income from cows ($160/household) and buffalo 
($189/household) in PLL are  significantly highercompared to EPL. The average services and products 
income from cow and buffalo across to landscape is $108.56 and $126.51, respectively. 
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Table 4.2: Average Heads of Animals Raised and Income 
 

Landscape 
  

Average Heads of Animals per Household 

Poultry Livestock 

Chicken Ducks Muscovy Pigs Cows Buffalo 

No. of 
heads 

Income 
($/head
) 

No. of 
heads 

Income 
($/head
) 

No. of 
heads 

Income 
($/head
) 

No. of 
heads 

Income 
($/head
) 

No. of 
heads 

Income 
($/ 
head) 

No. of 
heads 

Income ($/ 
head) 

PLL 24.71  24.71  0.16  0.10  0.08  0.11  2.28  90.28  3.08  125.67  1.85  120.02  

EPL 12.31  19.62  0.74  0.41  0.37  -    3.57  87.06  3.57  186.91  1.19  70.06  

Average 
(PLL &EPL) 

               
16.61  

               
23.16  

              
0.35  

              
0.20  

             
0.18  

              
0.08  

             
2.71  

               
89.34  

             
2.71  

               
146.08  

               
1.63  

         
103.37  

 
 

Table 4.3: Income from Animal Services and Products 
 

Landscape 

Average Animal Services and Products  Income per Household ($/HH) 
Poultry Livestock 

Chicken  Ducks  
Pigs 
 

Cows 
 

Buffalo  
 

PLL 8.50  0.13  85.95  160.68  188.39  

EPL 1.07  1.07  2.62  4.30  3.33  
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4.2Natural Resource-Based Livelihoods and Income 
 
Forests play an essential role in supporting rural livelihoods in Cambodia, and especially in the PLL and 
EPL landscapes.  Forests provide cooking fuel, timber for construction and sale, materials for tools and 
household items, resins, honey, rattan and vines, wild fruits and vegetables, livestock fodder, and 
traditional medicines. Equally important, the household respondents also benefit from a range of 
important non-extractive forest values.  These include cultural and spiritual values, rich flora and fauna 
diversity, and vital ecological services, such as watersheds to regulate flooding and silting 
levels.Although NTFPs and other forest products play a vital role in supporting livelihoods and 
contributing to economic growth in Cambodia, this sector is often overlooked by policy-makers. This 
section attempts to deepen analysis, quantify and shed light on  livelihood resources. 
 

4.2.1 Main Sources of Forest Products for Household Consumption 
 
There are a variety of forest productswhich contribute to supporting household livelihoods and food 
security in both PLL and EPL. Table 4.4 reports that at least 12 main forest products areconsumed in 
households, including for cooking energy, building and housing repair materials, and food. 
 
Table 4.4. Percentage of HH using different types of forest products for home consumption 

 
Most (96%) of household 
respondents across the two 
landscapes collected fuel wood for 
cooking energy, as noted in the 
sections above. Housing 
construction and repair utilizes 
timber from the forest,with an 
average of 12% of households 
using timber across the two 
landscapes. Likewise, rattan is 
used for housing and furniture 
materials (25% of household 
respondents). 
 
Meanwhile, the main food 
consumption from the forest 
includes bambooshoots (66% of 
household respondents), 
mushrooms (51%), wild vegetables 
(56%), and wild fruit (45%),.Around 

22% of total respondents hunted wildlife for household meat consumption. 
 

 
 
  

Product 

Percentag
e of HHs 
using 
product 
(PLL) 

Percentag
e of HHs 
using 
product  
(EPL) 

Averag
e (PLL 
& EPL) 

Resin 4% 5% 4% 

Rattan 25% 26% 25% 

Vine 30% 2% 21% 

Medical plant/herb 27% 2% 19% 

Wild vegetables 67% 34% 56% 

Timber 15% 6% 12% 

Fuelwood 99% 90% 96% 

Mushroom 53% 47% 51% 

Wild fruits 56% 22% 45% 

Bamboo/shoot 71% 56% 66% 

Wildlife 28% 10% 22% 
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4.2.2 Main Forest Products Collected for Income 
 
Although NTFPs and other forest products are often overlooked, 
in the PLL and EPL landscapes they are one of the main income 
sources to support the livelihoods of household respondents. 
Table 4.5 indicates that at least 10 kinds of forest products were 
collected for sale and to earn income. About 19% of household 
respondents across the two landscapes revealed that they have 
been tapping resin to earn income.  
 
The second most common activityreported was logging timer 
(13% of household respondents) and hunting wildlife (9%). 
However, informal incomesmay be underreported. For instance, 
as discussed in the sections above, 33% of household 
respondentshave motor trailers (koyun) associated with 
transporting timber and collecting fuel wood from the forest. 

 
 
 
 

 
4.2.3Analysis of Income Generation from Forest Products 
 
In connection to income earned from forest products, this section aims to quantify the total income from 
forest products, including income from NTFPs, informal30income from timber and hunting wildlife, and 
other income from other forest products. 
 
 NTFP income:Incomederived from resin, honey, fishing, mushrooms and others. The average 

income across the two landscapes of PLL and EPL is estimated at $250 per household/year. 
 
 Timber and hunting wildlife income: This informal income is estimated at $250 per household/year. 

Variation between PLL and EPL is low in terms of this informal income; however, most of this 
income is underreported. Anecdotal evidence from the field, observation, and informal discussions 
with various household respondents reported that income derived from timber is roughly $200-500 
per household/month corresponding to$2400-6000 per household/year. 

 
Figure 4.1 shows that the average forest income, both informaland formal, across the two landscapes 
of PLL and EPL is estimated at $540 per household/year. 
 

 
 
 

                                                           
30Informal income mainly refers tocollection of timber and hunting wildlife activities prohibited bylaw (Forestry Law, 2002) 

Product  PLL EPL 
Average  
(PLL and 
EPL) 

Resin 16% 26% 19% 

Rattan 0% 9% 3% 

Honey 8% 11% 8% 

Vines 1% 1% 1% 
Wild 
vegetables 

0% 9% 3% 

Timber 15% 10% 13% 

Fuelwood 2% 10% 5% 

Mushrooms 5% 9% 6% 

Wild fruit 2% 1% 1% 
Bamboo 
shoots 

2% 4% 3% 

Wildlife 10% 6% 9% 
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Figure	4.1:		Income	from	Forest	Products	(USD/Household/Year)

PLL EPL Grand	Total	(PLL	&	EPL)

Table 4.5: Forest products collected for income 
generation 
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4.2.4 Genderand Youth Roles in NTFP and Other Forest Product Collection 
 
This sectiondiscuss the roles of gender and youth; and the division of laboramong household 
respondents who have been engaged and associated with NTFPs (the collection, sale, and 
management of income from the sale of NTFPs and other forest products). The youth is define for 
those whose has aged from 18 to 29 years old. 

 
 Collection of NTFPs and other forest products:Table 4.6 reports that the majority of adult males 

(63%) often go to the forest to collect NTFPs and other forest products for either household 
consumption or sale to earn additional income;18% of male youth actively collected 
products.Therefore, around80% of males collect NTFPs and other forest products to support their 
livelihoods in both the PLL and EPL landscapes.Meanwhile, the equivalent figures are 3% of female 
youth and 16% of adult females(an average of20% of all females). Thus, gender participation is still 
significantregarding NTFPcollection for home consumption and sale. Consequently, for project 
planning and capacity building through training, forest management and monitoring, the role of 
youth and women could besuitably mainstreamed. 
 

 Decision-making on sale of NTFPs and other forest products:The collection of NTFPs and other 
forest products for sale were the main sources of income for the majority of household respondents 
across the two landscapes. As discussed in the sections above, the main NTFPs and other forest 
products contributing to respondent household income include resin, honey, wildlife, timber, and 
others. Table 4.6.indicates that,in terms of decision-making power to sell NTFPs and other forest 
products, 19% of adult and 2% of youth femaleshadauthority in the household; while 61% of adult 
and 18% of youth maleshave decision-making power for selling products collected from the forest. 
Therefore, it is concluded that only 21% of women made decisions in terms of sale of NTFPs and 
other forest products, while20% of youth playedan active role in household decision-making 
regards sale of the products. 

 
 Keeping money from the sale of NTFPs and other forest products:Table 4.6 reveals that 93% of 

adult women have final executive power in terms of keeping money from the sale of NTFPs and 
other forest products. However, in the context of Cambodia’s social household structure and 
hierarchy, and especially in the PLL and EPL landscapes, those who keep the money don’t 
necessarily have final decision-making power on how to spend it.In practice,male heads of 
household generally have the final word on how money is spent. 

 
 

Table 4.6. HH member primarily involved in each step of NTFP collection, sale, and 
management of income 

Type of 
activity 

Adult 
female 
(%) 

Youth 
female 
(%) 

Adult 
male 
(%) 

Youth 
male 
(%) 

Total 
youth 
(%) 

Total 
female 
(%) 

Total male 
(%) 

Primary 
responsibility 
for Collecting 
NTFPs  16% 4% 63% 17% 21% 20% 80%
Making 
decision to sell 
NTFPs after 
harvested 19% 2% 61% 18%

20%
21% 79%

Managing 
money from 
NTFP sales 73% 21% 3% 3% 24% 94% 6%

 
 
 

4.3 Off-farm Activities and Income 
 
Diversity of income sources is fundamentally important to sustaining livelihood activities in the PLL and 
EPL landscapes. Thus, in addition to income generated from agriculture and forests, other sources of 
income are derived from off-farm activities, including: casual labor; wage labor; gifts from relatives, 
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Figure	4.2:	Percentage	of	Households	Accessing	Different	Types	of	
Credit	and	Loans

PLL

friends or politicians; village business activities; permanent employment in the private sector or 
government; inheritances; and pensions. 
 
Table 4.7 indicates that total average income derived from off-farm activities is higher ($417/HH/year) 
in PLL compared to EPL ($345/HH/year). Across the two landscapes, the total average income from 
off-farm activities is estimated at $393/HH/year, of which $112/HH/year comes from casual labor. 
 
Selling labor for agricultural activity inside and outside the village is common practice in both PLL and 
EPL. The labor includes harvesting crops for better-off households in the village, or working at large-
scale agricultural plantation, especially with ELC. 
 
 
Table 4.7. Average off-farm income for PLL and EPL 
 

Type of off-farm 
Activity 

Average income 
PLL ($/HH/year) 

Average income 
EPL ($/HH/year) 

Average income PLL 
&EPL ($/HH/year) 

Permanent jobs, 
inheritance and 
pensions 

106 120 111 

Selling labor 112 113 112 
Services and small 
businesses 

72 46 63 

Gifts or donations 16 11 14 

Other 112 56 93 

Total 417 346 393 

 
4.4 Loans and Saving Schemes 
Access to formal and informal credit and loans schemesare important for household respondents for 
purchasing inputs and other off-farm activities for business investment, and also to recover from 
household shocks and crises. From April 2013 to April 2014, across the two landscapes, 23% of 
household respondents accessed credit and loans, more so in PLL (26%)compared to EPL (16%).  
 
Across both landscapes, the highest percentage (11%) goes towardsaccessing formal loans from 
Microfinance Institutions (MFI). However, this is significantly higher in the PLL landscape (15%) 
compared to EPL (2%).  
 
The second highest percentage (9%) goes to accessinginformal loans from relatives and neighbors. 
The third type of informal loan comes from moneylenders (2%). Other forms of community loans, such 
as savings and rice banksdo exist although they only about 1% of household respondentswere 
accessing them.  
 
Interest rates from MFIs and moneylenders are 2-3% and 5-10% per month, respectively. However, 
loans from relatives or neighborsweren’t subject to interest. Regardless of interest paid and the 
percentage of household respondents who were accessingloans and credit, the total average was 
estimated at $114 per household.Community credit and loans, such as savings groups and rice banks, 
were already operating in some of the target, which could lay a foundation for future project planning. 
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4.5 Household Expenditure 
In-depth analysis of household spending andbudget allocation is not intended here per se.The survey 
aims only to understand general household expenditure or purchasing power in terms of cash for certain 
basic items or basic needs.  Figure 4.3 indicates household expenditure on a monthly basis, and then 
we extrapolate to a yearly basis.The main items bought by household respondents include: 

 Rice for consumption 
 Non-rice food for consumption 
 Clothing 
 Medical costs 
 Fuel/transport 
 School fees 
 Medical fees 
 Building materials 
 Traditional ceremony expenses (weddings/funerals etc.) 

Figure 4.3showsfairly different annual spending for PLL and EPL, at $2,411 and $2,763 per household 
per year respectively.Average spending across the two landscapes is estimated at $2,528per 
household/year.31Respondents spent $215 per household per year on fruit and vegetables, which 
indicates that increasing or improving home gardening programs may help to reduce this expenditure. 
It is interesting to note that in the reported income being lower than reported expenditure for those 
household respondents for both PLL and EPL. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
31It is assumed that rice and non-rice food, fuel, school fees, medical fees are purchased on a daily basis. However, clothes are purchased 
twice per year, wedding/ceremonies three times per year, and building materials six times per year. 
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4.6 Shocks and Crises 
Shocks and crises here refers to severe negative impacts toan individual or entire household due to 
natural calamities, family illness and/or death from April 2013 to April 2014 (the baseline timeframe for 
the study). It is worthy to note that one household respondent who responded “yes” for shock and crisis, 
they may be impacted by at least one shock and crisis. 

 
Table 4.8 indicates that 40% of household 
respondents from PLL faced shock and crisis from 
April 2013 to April 2014, compared to EPL (33%). 
Meanwhile, across the two landscapes, 33% of 

household respondents faced a severe shock or 
crisis, considered asignificant rate for vulnerability to poverty 
 
 
Figure 4.4 indicates that among those household respondents who faced a severe shock or crisis from 
April 2013 to April 2014, the main causes across the two landscapes were flooding (52%), drought 
(42%),and family illness/death (58%), and pest attackson crops (11%). This suggests that natural 
disaster (flooding and drought)which may be partly due to climatechange,has the most impact on the 
livelihoods of household respondents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5 reveals that household respondentswhohad faced shock and crisis were picking up different 
coping strategies and mechanisms. The main strategiesincluded: borrowing from relatives, neighbors 
or moneylenders (59%); selling labor to earn income (63%); working harder in the ricefields (81%), i.e. 
intensifying agricultural productivity or diversifying production through clearing new forest land; and 
increasing number of trips to the forest (33%). This means that forest resources play a vital role as 
asafety net to support the livelihoods of householdsfacingshock and crisis. 
 

Landscape No Yes Total 

PLL 60% 40% 100% 

EPL 67% 33% 100% 
Average (PLL 
&EPL) 

62% 38% 100% 

Table 4.8 Household Respondents Facing 
Severe Shock or Crisis 
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4.7 Forest Product Trading Activity 
 
The main forest products traded in PLL and EPL include resin, honey, rattan, bamboo, and other NTFPs.  
Likewise, wildlife and timber products are collected from the forest by certain household respondents, 
though trading is illegal. Therefore, this section only focuses on NTFPs (e.g. resin and honey) that have 
been actively traded, and which have potential for the SFB project to explore with respect to alternative 
livelihoods. 
 
4.7.1 Forest Products Trading Regulations and Quotas 
 
According to the NTFP-EP study (2009),32 in general, the harvest, storage, trade and export of NTFP 
products can involve numerous permits and licenseswhichare stipulated clearly in the 2002 Forestry 
Law (see Articles 25 and 26).  
 
For instance, under Article 40 of the 2002 Forestry Law local communities have “customary user rights” 
to harvest NTFPs (such as resin, rattan, bamboo, etc.) without a permit application. However, in cases 
where communities want to sell NTFPs to a third party (e.g. traders or wholesalers), a transport permit 
is required and fees may be imposed (Article 25.A.4 and 40.B.5). Moreover, NTFP wholesalers must 
hold a permit to stock and distribute them(Article 25.A.8), and exporters must obtain an export license 
(Article 25.A.11). 
 
Determining which offices within MAFF and the FA are responsible for authorizing and issuing permits 
and licenses is difficult. The Forestry Law provides for the establishment of the “Forest Administration”. 
This is to be “the government institution for implementing the management of forest and forest 
resources. The Forest Administration shall be organized as a direct, vertical structure divided into the 
following hierarchical levels: central level, regional inspectorates, cantonments, divisions, and triages” 
(Articles 6.A and 6.B). Elsewhere in the law, the authority for permits and licenses is assigned to the 
Minister of MAFF, the Director of Forest Administration, Cantonment Chiefs, and Division Chiefs, with 
no mention of “regional inspectorates” and “triages” (Article 26). 
 
To date, guidelines on Official Fee Rates for Forest Products33 
(2000)areyet to be reviewed. Therefore, since 2000 MAFF has 
established fees for the transport of 71 types of forest products, 
including resin, rattan, bamboo, and other NTFPs. Honey 
productswere not included in the list. According to the guidelines, 
forestry officials are to assess a fee and pass it on to National 
Treasury and the National Bank of Cambodia. Five percent will be 
allocated to forest management. 
 
According to KII interviews with NTFP traders, in order to trade 
and transport forest products,compliancewith the above law and 
regulations is necessary – particularly transport permits and 
licenses. As a result, many small-scale traders have been trading 
NTFPs informally to avoid difficult and time-consuming 
regulations.34 
 
 

                                                           
32This section quotes and cites fromMarket Chain Analysis of Resin Products: Beyond Subsistence, (NTFP-EP, 2009) 
33Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (2000) 
34Total fee is equal to the transport fee plus a 5% forest management fee. 

Type of Forest 
Product 

Total Fee 
(KHR per 
tonne 

Total Fee 
($ per 
tonne) 

Resin 315,000 80 
Bamboo (stem 
diameter >5 
cm) 

15,750 4 

Bamboo (stem 
diameter <5 
cm) 

10,500 2.5 

Rattan 262,500 66  
Table 4.9: Official Fee Rates for Rattan 
and Bamboo 
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4.7.2 NTFP TradingChains, Actors, and Volumes: Resin and Honey Products 
There are two main NTFP products analyzed in detail for this baseline 
report. Both products are actively traded in PLL and EPL, although the 
intensity of trading was found to be low compared to the last five years. 
 
A: Resin Products 
 
Based on household respondents’reports, 20% owned resin trees, and 
19% were tapping resin to earn income for livelihood 
support.According to the NTFP-EP 2009study,resin products are 
collected from PreahVihear, Kampong Thom, Kratie, Stung Treng, and 
Mondulkiri provinces, which cover the two landscapes of PLL and EPL. 
The report suggested that the majority of the better quality resin 
products are destined for export to Vietnam; while some of the poorer 
quality products, mainly from Kampong Thom province, were utilized 
for caulking boats and making torches.  
 
During this study, KII interviewswith wholesalers at PreahVihear suggested that although good quality 
resin products are indeed destined for Vietnam, some are alsoexported to Thailand because of 
improving infrastructure. Likewise, minor productswere destinedfor Laos through Chheb district.Waste 
products derived from filtering resin are used to make torches, and are also exported as well as used 
locally. 
 
KII interviews with wholesalers at PreahVihear and Kampong Thom showed that the estimated trade 
volume was at least 30 tons per month/person,corresponding to 360 tons/person/year. However, the 
trade volume for wholesale in EPL is estimated at 100-200 tons/person/year. Anecdotal evidence from 
EPL suggests that the decline in resin products is due to some resin tappers turning to timber cutting, 
which earns a higher income.As resources decline, resin product prices tended to increase. Good 
quality resin products sell for$1.50-2.00/kg, as compared to $0,75-1.0 /Kg last year. 
 
In PreahVihear, WCS partners have been developing a proposal to help secure the livelihoods of resin 
tappers and enhance sustainable resin tapping activities in the core Protected Forest zone. WCS and 
FA are planning for those whose have resin trees in the core zone to mark or tag them in order to ensure 
clear demarcations of tapping activity. At the same time, the resin tappers may play watchdog roles in 
forest monitoring and reporting illegal activities to FA. Anecdotal evidence35 suggested at least 500,000 
to 1,000,000 resin trees claimed by several hundred households are due for marking or tagging. 
 
Wholesalers and exporters from PreahVihear indicate that all resin for 
export is processed to some extent in order to remove waste materials 
and improve consistency. All resin is usually filtered to separate out 
sale-quality products and waste (about 40-50% is waste).Good quality 
resin is then allocated for export to either Thailand or Vietnam.  
 
The most common method involves filtering through 100kg plastic 
bags.  The bags are filled with tapped resin, which then slowly seeps 
through the bag and drips down into a larger basin, while waste 
materials remain in the bags. 
 
The waste products are still utilized to make torches, a traditional tool to 
providing light for rural Cambodians without access to electricity and/or 
substitutes to electricity, especially those living in remote areas and 
fishing community.  
 
In urban areas, torches are often used for starting cooking fires. Each torch weighs about 1 kg, of which 
0.7 kg is resin and another 0.3 kg from the Preal leave. Each wholesale torch processor can produce 
700-100 torches/day. It is worthynoting that in the EPL landscape, there appears to be no torch 
processing for  wholesale place. However, local people do make their own torches for home use. 
 

                                                           
35 As per communication with AshisAshis John, WCS Technical Advisor. 

Picture 2: Waste Products of 
Resin Filtering Used to Make 
Torches 
 

Picture No. 1: Resin product 
processing facility 
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B: Honey Products 
 
The harvest of wild honey is a key economic activity in some community forests in PLL and EPL. During 
the peak season from March to April, collectors enterthe forest for harvesting. Ensuring the sustainable 
harvest of wild honey is of concern for both the PLL (PreahVihear) and EPL landscapes (Mondulkiri).  

 
Specifically, for EPL, SFB partners, WWF and local communities as well as Forest Administration 
agencies have worked together onwild honey enterprise development. This is regarded as a key 
strategy for sustainable use of NTFP resources and improvement of community livelihoods. Within the 
community livelihood and/or enterprise context, honey collectors/user groups are mobilized and 
structured with clearly-defined roles and responsibilities for wild honey enterprise management. KII 
interviews with the CBO indicate that, to date, community-based honey enterprises (CBHE)are 
considered as social enterprisesand with commercial identities.The trade volume is estimated to be 
1,000-1,200 liters per year.  
 
Meanwhile, NTFP-EP has been actively supporting marketing strategies and technical training for 
sustainable wild honey harvest methods. Processing facilitiesare operated at community sitesto ensure 
minimum standards of hygiene. Products are distributed to clients in Mondulkiri province, and often sold 
on to supermarkets and restaurants in Phnom Penh. 
 
One community-based wild honey enterprisewas established in PreahVihearwith  support from local 
NGO Ponlok Khmer (PK)in collaboration with NTFP-EP for technical support and marketing. However, 
the volume of trade was low,estimated at 500-1,000 liters per year. Likewise, the main market for 
‘PreahVihearHoney Enterpriseswas local markets in PreahVihear itself, and Phnom Penh 
supermarkets and restaurants. 
 
In addition to these two wild honey enterprises, there are various village traders who purchase honey 
from different villagers. The volume of trade is estimated at 20-50 liters/village trader/year. The honey 
is sold to district and provincial wholesalersand ends up in provincial and Phnom Penh markets. It is 
worth noting that quality is mixed and hygiene standardsare questionable. 
 
 
4.7.3 Main Challenges and Opportunities for the Forest Product Trade 
 
A: License and Transport Permits 

 
The collection of formal fees on NTFP products, as imposed by the MAFF Forest Administration, has 
provided a means for RGC to generate revenue. However, KII interviews across the two 
landscapesrevealed that, except for larger wholesalers and/or exporters, traders and businesses are 
not always compliant as the formal process is extremely difficult.  
 
For example, resin wholesalers at PreahVihearare more willing to pay the fees in order to facilitate the 
transport of resin products across theVietnam border. However, small-scale traders, especially those 
whose resin businesses are close to the border, say that the formal fees do have impact on their 
businesses. For example, resin wholesalers in Sandan district, Kampong Thom province, put resin 
products in the trunks of taxisto avoid formal regulations, including license and transport permits.  
 
The formal system provides loopholes which a variety of local authorities and officials use to justify the 
collection of informal fees (NTFP-EP, 2009). Meanwhile, fee collectors identified by this baseline study 
include officials from the FAandthe Ministry of the Environment, as well as district officials, police, 
economic police, the military, and military police. Based on KII with traders for this baseline reported 
the common practices to collect informal fees are to check transport permits. The impact is on NTFP 
collectors, because in order to sustain their businesses,NTFP traderspass the costs to NTFP collectors. 

 
 
B: Decline of NTFP Supply Sources 

 
Medium and large-scale logging activity and forestland clearance for agricultural plantationsare root 
causes of the decline of NTFPs which were once collected by local communities. Forestland has been 
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granted to private companies as economic land concessions, impacting on NTFPs, though the ELCs 
also bring potential for rural employment and may stimulate economic growth. KII interviews indicate 
that some resin trees under customary user right of local communities have been illegally logged by 
outsiders. Meanwhile, anecdotal evidence suggests that some villagers who owned resin trees have 
sold them to small-scale loggers. Likewise, some resin tappers in EPL have stopped tapping resin and 
are cutting timberfor higher incomes. 
 
 
C: Processing Facilities and Business Development 

 
A lack of international market information on the uses of NTFPsmeans that actors in the marketing 
value chain have done little about processing.For instance, at wholesalers in PreahVihear,resin 
products are simplysorted between poor and good quality. Most resin products are exported from 
Cambodia as rawmaterials,whichadds minimal value to the sector.  According to the NTFP-EP study 
(2009), resin products exported to Vietnam are processed in factoriesandexported on to China and 
Europeto utilize as lacquer, varnish, painting materials etc.  
 
Due to a lack of technical know-how and skills, the main resin waste products in EPL are thrown away, 
causing environmentalissuesfor communities.Meanwhile, the same waste products have been actively 
processed to produce torches in PreahVihear province, which could be distributed for salein different 
rural and urban areas in Cambodia. 

 
 

D: Financing Issue for NTFP Enterprise Development 
 

The majority of resin and honey enterprise development is through commercial identities. However, 
there is a lack of capital to increase business investment, and heavy dependence on NGO 
support,raising questions about financial sustainability. Moreover, human resources limitations in the 
management ofsocial enterprise is another barrier for increasingbusiness accountability and 
transparency. 
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CHAPTER 5: PMEP INDICATORS 
 
As discussed earlier, the Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (PMEP) for SFB provides USAID 
with an effective framework for evaluating and reporting on the project’s diverse outputs and outcomes 
through its standard and custom indicators. Also, monitoring of the PMEP indicators plays a significant 
role in providing SFB with cost-effective information. The PMEP framework will help the SFB team to 
simplify and effectively verify progress towards the goals, objectives, and expected results. 
 
One of the main activities highlighted in the PMEP is to establish baseline values for SFB’s livelihoods 
indicators through a socio-economic survey and livelihood assessment of communities living in EPL 
and PLL. The baseline values from this survey will be used to evaluate project performance, and could 
be used to assess impacts at the end of the project if SFB is selected by USAID for an impact evaluation.   
 
The results of this survey will be used to measure the following sub-objective indicators under “Objective 
3: Equitable economic benefits from the sustainable management of forests increased:” 

 0.3.1: Number of people with increased economic benefits derived from sustainable natural 
resources management and conservation – target 95,000 people over Life of Project 

 3.1.1: Increase in income levels of target communities due to economically viable 
alternative livelihood activities – target 50% increase at the end of Life of Project. 

 
 
5.1 Income Generation 
 
Across PLL and EPL, income is commonly generated from three main sources: 

1) Agricultural activity, including crop production and livestock. 
2) Forest product collection activity, including the collection of NTFPs and informal income from 

hunting wildlife and logging activities. 
3) Off-farm income, including the wage labor, casual labor, inheritance, etc. 

 
Baseline survey results for income generation activities are summarized in Table 5.1 below. It is worth 
noting that income from all agricultural activities, including agricultural crops and livestock, are 
calculated based on net income = Gross Income (Price x Quantity) – Input Cost (fertilizer, seeds, etc.). 
 
5.1.1. Income Generation for PLL 

The average formal income per annum for household respondents is estimated to at $ 1,658. The 
main source of income was derived from agricultural activities which were estimated to be a $ 1042 per 
household/year corresponding to 63% of total income. The main agricultural activity which generate 
income  were including livestock raising and crop cultivations, such as, rice, vegetable, and other cash 
crops. The second highest source of income was from off-farm activities which were estimated to be at 
$ 417 per household/year which was corresponding to 25% of total income.  The third highest formal 
income generation activities were mainly generated from forest product collections, includes the 
collection of NTFPs include resin, rattan, honey and others. Specifically, the collection of NTFPs was 
estimated to be at 12% which corresponding to $ 199 per household/year. Consequently, based on 
indicator objective No. 3, in order to increase income by 50% at the life of the project suggests that the 
potential source of income can be significantly increased are from agriculture and the collection of forest 
products and other off-farm income. Therefore, it is concluded that the at the baseline stage, the main 
formal source of income, on April 2013-April 2014, estimated to be at $ 1,658, and at the end of life of 
the project, the incremental income increased by 50% which were corresponding to at least at 829 
$/household/year, in other word, a total income at the life of the project per household per year at least 
meeting at $ 2,487 per household/year for PLL landscape. 
 
 
 Summary for for PLL, the total baseline value for average formal income is $1,658 $. 

o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least 829 
$/household/year. 

o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $ 2,487 in PLL. 
 
5.1.2. Income Generation for EPL 

The average formal income per annum for those household respondents estimated to be at $ 1,404. 
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The primary source of income was derived from agricultural activities which were estimated to be a $ 
707 per household/year which was corresponding to 50% of total income. Similar to PLL, the main 
income from agricultural activity were including livestock raising and crop cultivations, such as, rice, 
vegetable, and other cash crops. However,, the second highest income generation activities were 
mainly generated from forest product collections, such as, the collection of NTFPs (e.g.: resin and honey 
and others), while a total forest products collections estimated to be at $ 351 per household/year which 
was corresponding to 25% of total income. . Meanwhile, the other sources of income for those 
household respondents from EPL were from off-farm activities which were estimated to be at $ 346 per 
household/year which was corresponding to 25% of total income.  

Consequently, based on indicator objective No. 3: to increase income by 50% at the end of the 
project suggests that the potential source of income can be significantly increased is from agriculture 
and the collection of forest products, and off-farm activities. Hence, the total formal income at the stage 
of baseline estimated to be at $ 1,404, and at the end of life of the project, the incremental income 
increased by 50% which were corresponding to at least at 702 $/household/year, in other word, a total 
income at the life of the project per household per year at least to achieve at $ 2,106 per household/year 
for EPL landscape. 
 
 
 In summary for EPL, the total baseline value for average formal income is$ 1,404. 

o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least at 702 
$/household/year. 

o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $ 2,106 in EPL. 
 
5.1.2. Income Generation for both PLL and EPL 

Across two landscapes of PLL and EPL, a total average formal income per household respondent 
per year was estimated to be at $ 1,573. The primary source of income is agricultural activity which was 
estimated at 930 and it was corresponding 59% of total income. The second highest income was from 
off-farm activities which consisted of $ 393 and corresponding to 25% of total income. The third main 
sources of income were derived from forest product collections, which were estimated at $ 250 per 
household/year which were corresponding to 16% of total income. 

Consequently, across two landscapes, total formal income sources at the baseline stage were 
estimated at $ 1,573 by excluding informal income from forest product collection. Therefore, and at the 
end of life of the project, the incremental formal income increased by 50% which were corresponding 
to at least at 787 $/household/year, in other word, a total income at the life of the project per household 
per year at least to achieve at $ 2,360 per household/year across two landscapes of PLL and EPL. 
 
 In summary: Across the two landscapes, the total baseline value for average formal income 

is $ 1,573. 
o Based on this figure, the incremental income increase of 50% is at least $787 

$/household/year. 
o Total formal income per household/year at end of LOP should be at least $ 2,360 per 

household/year across two landscapes of PLL and EPL. 
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Table 5.1: Income Generation from Formal and Informal Activities 
 
 

Category of 
Landscape 

Source of Formal Income 

Total Formal 
Income ($) 

Source of Informal 
Income 

Total 
Informal 
Income Agricultural 

crops 
Livestock 

Total 
agricultural 
income 
(Agricultural 
crop + 
livestock) 

Forest 
income 
(NTFPs) 

Off Farm  Wildlife Timber 

PLL ($/hh/year) 329 713 1,042 199 417 1,658 49 246 295 

PLL (%) 20% 43% 63% 12% 25% 100% _ _ _ 

EPL($/hh/year) 341 366 707 351 346 1,404 14 265 279 

EPL (%) 24% 26% 50% 25% 25% 100% _ _ _ 
Averagel for PLL & 
EPL ($/hh/year) 333 598 930 250 393 1,573 37 252 290 
Average percent for 
PLL &EPL(%) 21% 38% 59% 16% 25% 100% _ _ _ 
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5.2 Household Assets 
 
The following are used to summarize the key household assets of household respondents across the two 
landscapes of PLL and EPL. As self-reported income figures are notoriously unreliable, the following types 
of household assets provide an alternative measure of economic wealth in target communities. Changes in 
household assets over the life of project can be used as another way to measure project performance. 
 
5.2.1 Land Tenure 
 
Land is one of the productive assets for households to 
generate wealth and create food security. Total landholding 
for PLL and EPL is 2.47 ha and 3.04 ha, respectively. 
Overall, the average landholding across both two landscapes 
is 2.66 ha. The land holdings are mainly divided into three 
categories: residential land, rice land, and chamkar land. 
 
 
 
5.2.2Resin Trees 
 
Resin trees can be considered as capital assets in local communities, because they are covered by 
customary user rights. Table 5.3 shows that 19% percent of households in PLL own resin trees, which are 
slightly lower compared to EPL (23%). For both landscapes of PLL and EPL, 20% were estimated to own 
resin trees 
 
Table 5.3: Percentage of Respondents Owning Resin Trees 
 

Landscape 
Owned 
resin 
tree 

Not 
owne
d 

Total 

PLL (%) 19% 81% 100% 

EPL (%) 23% 77% 100% 
Average for PLL & 
EPL 20% 80% 100% 

 
 
Table 5.4 shows the average number of resin trees owned by households in PLL is 391 trees, while on 
average households in EPL own only 84 trees. 
 
Table 5.4: Average number of Resin Trees Owned per Household 
 

Landscape 
Average number of resin trees 
owned 
(No. of trees /household) 

PLL 391 

EPL 84 

 
 
  

Landscape 
Total land 
holding (ha/HH) 

PLL 2.47 

EPL 3.04 
Average for PLL & 
EPL 2.66 

Table 5.2: Land Holdings of Household 
Respondents 
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5.2.3 Type of House Roof 
 
Table 5.6 reveals that for PLL, the majority (53%) of houses has 
roofs made of zinc, while for EPL 80% of households have zinc 
roofs, significantly higher than PLL. Meanwhile, for PLL and EPL, 
20% and 6% respectively were made of thatch, indicative of poor 
living conditionsfor those whose may be from the poorer socio-
economic segment.  
 
 
 
5.2.4Type of House Wall 
 
About 80% of household respondent across 
the two landscapes of PLL and EPL made 
house walls from wood/timber: 71% in PLL 
and 91% in EPL. The second largest group is 
houses made of bamboo. It is worthnoting that 
most timber/wood is collected or logged from 
the forest, and some of this timber/wood may 
be purchased from other loggers. 
 
 
5.2.5Other Household Capital Assets 
 
Table 5.8 indicates that the majority of household respondents from PLL and EPL hold productive and 
valuable asset. For instance, most of them have a motorbike, which can be used as a transportation means 
and for other business activities. All household respondents own a cellphone, which provides effective 
communication for business and other social activity. About 33% of total respondents from PLL and 
EPLown a koyun (motor trailer), which can be used for transporting timber and wood, in addition to other 
uses. 
 
 
Table 5.8: Number of Other Capital Assets Owned per Household 
 

Category of 
asset 

Number of assets per HH  Grand total / average 

PLL (total 
no. owned) 

PLL (% 
of HHs) 

EPL (total 
no. 
owned) 

EPL (% 
of HHs) 

Total ( No. 
owned) 

Average (% 
of HHs) 

Automobile
s 0 0% 12 6% 12 2% 

Trucks/vans 4 1% 3 1% 7 1% 

Motorcycles 326 78% 265 126% 591 94% 

Boats 56 13% 3 1% 59 9% 

Bicycles 93 22% 47 22% 140 22% 

Koyuns 144 34% 63 30% 207 33% 
Electric 
generators 29 7% 59 28% 88 14% 
Specified 
others 14 3% 0 0% 14 2% 

Cellphones 442 105% 274 130% 716 114% 

Batteries 247 59% 125 60% 372 59% 

Type PLL  EPL  
Averag
e 

Zinc 53% 80% 62% 

Tile 15% 2% 11% 

Thatch 20% 6% 15% 

Fibro 12% 11% 12% 

Type  PLL(%) EPL (%) 
Average(PL
L &EPL) 
(%) 

Bamboo 18% 8% 15% 

Brick 0% 0% 0% 

Other 5% 0% 3% 

Thatch 5% 0% 3% 
Wood/timber 71% 91% 78% 

Table 5.6: Types of House Roof 

Table 5.7: Types of House Wall 
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TVs 51 12% 74 35% 125 20% 
 
5.2.6 Poultry and Livestock Activity and Income 
 
Household respondents across both landscapes often raise poultry and livestock in a traditional way: free 
range and without vaccination on residential land. On average, households in PLL raise almost twice as 
many chickens (24) as those in EPL (12). In addition to poultry, respondents raise livestock including pigs, 
cows, and buffalo.  
 
Across both landscapes, households raise an average of 2.71 pigs (2.28 average in PLL, more than in EPL 
with a 3.57 head average).Cows and buffaloare capital assets raised as draft animals and transportation 
means, as well as for sale. Table 5.9 shows that across two landscapes, the average raised cows and 
buffalo is 2.71 and 1.63 heads/household, respectively. 
 
Table 5.9: Average Number of Head of Animal Raised 

Category of Landscape 

Average Head of Animal per Household (no.) 

Poultry Livestock 

Chicken Duck Muscovy Pig Cow Buffalo
No. of 
heads 

No. of 
heads 

No. of 
heads 

No. of 
heads 

No. of 
heads 

No. of 
heads 

PLL 24.71 0.16 0.08 2.28 3.08 1.85 

EPL 12.31 0.74 0.37 3.57 3.57 1.19 

Average (PLL & EPL) 16.61 0.35 0.18 2.71 2.71 1.63 
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CHAPTER 6: RECOMMENDATIONS 
AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The recommendations and conclusions proposed here are based on the results of this baseline study, 
existing studies developed by SFB partners, and other relevant studies used as references.  

 
Recommendation 1: Harmonize SFB activities with activities of other 
development stakeholders working in EPL and PLL using an integrated 
livelihoods program-based approach 
 
Development partners and NGOs have been actively working and supporting the PLL and EPL landscapes 
already. For instance, two main partners work in PLL: SFB and HARVEST (only in Kampong Thom 
province) under USAID; and additional organizations also work in the area using funding from the EU. 
Although these are independent projects with various funding sources, their program interventions are fairly 
similar: NRM, CF legalization, and livelihood development for forest-dependent communities. 
 
During FGDs and KIIs for this baseline survey, PLL local community members reported they are confused 
about the similar activities and programs offered by different key stakeholders in the past; particularly those 
involving CF development and legalization, business development, and small grantinitiatives for supporting 
NTFP enterprise-based development.  
 
Moreover, in some sites selected for SFB funding, SFB project partners have been working with different 
sources of funding (including SFB funding) to support the same target communities. Therefore, it is 
recommended that all development partners harmonize their efforts using a project-based approach, in 
order to enhance cost effectiveness, efficiency and synergies. Programs and activities should 
complementary, rather than competitive or overlapping. 
 
It is recommended that the SFB team use a Participatory Strategic Planning Process (PSPP) to achieve 
this harmonization and to design integrated livelihood activities. This approach can be exercised with SFB 
partners that have been included in the participatory consultation process; and also with strategic partners 
and other key stakeholders working on cost-effective and sustainable NRM and conservation at the target 
sites.  
 
This includes, among others, USAID, the EU, NGOs, D&D, FA and MAFF. The outputs would be a 
comprehensive logframe including:a workplan; objectives, outputs and outcomes; indicators and activities; 
action planning processes; and other necessary parameters for M&E. Tools used for the development of 
PSPP may include a SWOT analysis and a mapping of surveys and other existing materials. SFB’s hiring 
of a livelihoods consultant in July 2014 to work with all stakeholders and guide development of a 
comprehensive strategy for Objective 3 is a great step towards this process. 
 
An Integrated Livelihood Project-Based Approach (which includes NRM and agriculture, as well as services) 
can be used to design the selected activities. This process can be described as follows:  

1) Assess, conduct and validate the market chain and/or value chain approach for agriculture, 
NTFPs and other forest products before implementing livelihood program-based approaches. 

2) Design agricultural conservation and agricultural market niches.  
 
Both landscapes may need to implement the program with a consistent methodology aimed at ensuring 
effectiveness, efficiency, and synergy. SFB project partners in EPL have developed livelihood programs for 
a long time, and some of the approaches could be piloted and replicated at the PLL landscape.  
 
The integrated livelihoods described in the following recommendations are suggested targets for this design 
approach. 
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Recommendation 2: Design integrated livelihood activities around community 
livestock banks, expansion of Ibis rice, ecotourism, NTFP enterprise 
development, home gardening, and sustainable logging 
 
Based on the analysis of results from this baseline study, the main sources of livelihoodsin EPL and PLL 
are agriculture, livestock, NTFPs and other forest products, and off-farm activities. In this regard, the SFB 
livelihood program (Objective 3) may beflexibly designedso thatlivelihood activities and income generation 
projectsdirectly and indirectly contribute to forest and biodiversity conservation.  
 

 
Recommendation 2.1:Develop community livestock banks 
 
Develop community livestock banks, especially to support cattle and buffaloo raising, based on results from 
the household survey showing livestock raising is already common in target communities (with average 
household ownership of 2.71 cows and 1.63 buffalo). Cow bankslead to increased wealth and income for 
individuals, and increase community capital assets and social capital. This leads in turn to increased 
individual and community assets and may reduce pressure on forests. In addition, having more livestock in 
the community increases the availability of animal waste that can be used as inputs for biogas, 
createshousehold bio-energy, and reduces the consumption of fuel wood collected from the forest (see 
Biogas Initiative recommendation below). Another important step is improving village veterinary services 
through mobilizing government resources or private sector initiatives. 

 
 
Recommendation 2.2:Expand and replicate the Ibis rice model 
 
Based on KII interview with NGOs reported that this model has been implementedby SFB partner, WCS, 
andhelps reduce pressure on the forest, especially to avoid further forestland clearance through adapting 
and adopting agricultural concervation. This model has already developed marketing chain models from 
the forest to consumers. Therefore, it is recommended to explore an opportunity to expand and possibly 
replicated where possible in both PLL and EPL Landscape.   

 
 

Recommendation 2.3:Develop further ecotourism enterprises 
 
Initiated by WWF and WCS,this modality has been widespread across EPL (for instance at DeyEi 
Community Conservation Forest inMondulkiri province). Therefore, the feasibility of replicating these 
successful ecotourism projects could be explored within EPL and PLL. This could help to contribute to 
household income and increase the intensity of forest and biodiversity conservation. 
 
 
Recommendation 2.4: Develop further NTFP enterprises 
 
Community-based enterprise development reflects social enterprises widespread across Cambodia and 
the SFB project target area. Certain NTFP products – such as honey,resin, rattan and bamboo and other 
products – have been well-linked from the forest to the market in both PLL and EPL. Analysis from the 
household survey suggests that across the two landscapes, 8% of community forest-based management 
members arealready registered with NTFP enterprise-based development schemes. Likewise the 
WWF/NTFP-EP approach –including sustainable harvest methods and practices, processing for value-
addition, and market linkage from the forest to market - have been well developed.  
 
Methods based on trainings, workshops, and field exposurehas potential for replication in both the PLL and 
EPL landscapes. Meanwhile, Information Education and Communication (IEC) materials may need to be 
developed to ensure that illiterate people can be accommodated because based on the result from 
household survey reported that there were 43% of household resondents were not able to read and write. 
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Recommendation 2.5:Develop home gardening programs 
 
Reducing cash spent on food can be a useful strategy to reduce pressure on forests. Target households 
would harvest less forest products for sale to earn income to buy food items (like vegetables). Of particular 
concern, data analysis on household expenditure shows that each household spends $215 per year to 
purchase vegetables and fruit for home consumption. Thus the development of a home gardening program, 
in areas where the target community can easily access water, would help to increase vegetable home 
consumption while reducing household’s cash expenses and improving food security and nutrition too. Both 
residential and chamkar land can be explored to pilot home gardening-based food. 
 

 
Recommendation 2.6Support legalized sustainable logging within CFs in PLL and EPL 
 
Among certain household respondents across PLL and EPL, informal income generation includes logging, 
which may occur using unsustainable practices.  However, there is the option to legalize sustainable timber 
harvesting through the Community-Based Forest Production model, whereby income is shared equally 
among CF members. This model has beenpiloted successfully elsewhere in Cambodia. For instance, in 
2001 MAFF and FA (Blomley et al, 2010) allowed some CFs in Siem Reap province to log poles to earn 
income for supporting the CF and its members. 
 
 
Recommendation 3: Support distribution of low carbon emission technologies 
and reduction of household fuel wood use 

 
Recommendation 3.1: Introduceimproved cook stove distribution 
 
Improved cook stoves with low carbon emissions can help to reduce pressure on the forest. Analysis from 
household survey data indicates that across both landscapes, 96% of respondents utilize fuel wood as the 
main energy source.  
 
Traditional cook stoves have high rates of fuel wood consumption. The GERES36improved cook stove is 
already widespread across Cambodia and it is recommended that SFB explores options for promoting 
distribution in its target communities. Combining a traditional stove design with a modern knowledge of 
combustion and thermal exchange, the improved cook stoves appeal to the community and at the same 
time use 22% less fuel wood. 
 
 
Recommendation 3.2 Introduce biodigester distribution 
 
For both PLL and EPL, cows and buffalo are still important capital assets. Saving manure or dung for 
converting into biogasor organic fertilizer could bring multiple benefits to rural households and also reduce 
carbon emissions and pressure on the forest for fuel wood.  
 
The National Biodigester Program (NBP) was initiated by the Cambodian Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fisheries (MAFF) in collaboration with SNV Netherlands Development Organization, and markets 
locally-produced domestic biodigesters to rural farmers. Credit loans are provided to those who want to 
build one. The SFB project could explore this opportunity, perhaps connecting the supply and demand side 
as a pilot for futurereplication. 
 
 

                                                           
36According to GERES, 10 million Cambodians use wood as household energy for cooking. Continuing to utilize wood from the natural forest in 
Cambodia will lead to severedeforestation. GERES designed the cook stoves to consume and/or burn less wood.( http://www.nexus-
c4d.org/news/news-updates/43-geres-cambodia-reaches-1million-stoves) 
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Recommendation 3.3: Support enforcement of internal rules for fuel wood collection 
 
Based on 18 FGDs across both landscapes,mixed tree species are declining, partly due to the majority of 
household respondents collecting fuel wood from community forests with no respect to sustainability. 
Specifically, 44% of participants say mixed species have decreased greatly, and44% say they have 
decreased somewhat. SFB may consider strengthening community committees to enforce internal rules 
and regulations, for example to ensure just the thinning and pruning of some tree species permissible for 
fuel wood. 
 
 
Recommendation 4: Help communities to secure customary user rights 
 
To secure the livelihoods of local communities while at the same time ensuring the sustainability of forest 
products is fundamentally important for the SFB project under Objective 3. Data from household surveys 
indicate that 10% of household respondents have lost resin trees due to illegal logging and ELCs, while at 
the same time there were about 20% of household respondents for both PLL and EPL who is still own resin 
trees and most of them were actively tapped resin trees for income generation activities. However, the main 
issue is related the secure this type of customary user right . In connection to this, WCS has been 
developing plans to tag roughly 0.5 to 1.0 million resin trees, in collaboration with the local FA. This can 
help secure customary user rights and therefore leads to more sustainable income generation for resin 
tappers. In connection to this, there is a possibility to offer resources for supporting resin tree tagging in 
Protected Areas and Prey Lang Proposed Protection Forest, as well as “watchdogs” and/or monitoring of 
illegal activities. 

 
 

Recommendation 5: Review licensing and transportation permits for NTFPs and 
lobby for changes to this process 
 
These licenses and permits effectively create trade barriers for small-scale NTFP businesses, which 
ultimately leads to trade inefficiency. Based on KII interviews with resin traders across the two landscapes 
of PLL and EPL, the regulations are extremely difficult to comply with, and the process is time consuming 
and costly.As a result, most NTFPs aretransported and traded informally.  
 
Reviewing or eliminating the licenses and permits would align with the RGC policy of increasing and 
promoting SME development toreduce poverty in rural remote areas. 

 
 
Recommendation 6: Support a co-management-based approach for PLL 
  
Prey Lang Landscape is in the processof becoming a Protected Area under the Forestry Administration 
(FA), Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF).However, therresources to implement this need 
to be further explored in order to facilitate effective and efficientnatural resource conservation and 
conservation.  
 
Household survey data, FGDs, and informal group discussions with the Prey Lang Network in PLL indicate 
that the livelihoods of local communities primarily depend on the collection of forest products (e.g. resin). 
Existing key stakeholders have already put in a great effort to promote conservation, the sustainable 
harvesting and trading of forest products, and the fair implementation of the law. NGOs and civil society 
have been actively enhancing the conservation and protection capacity of local communities, as well as 
sustainable forest management. Private sector companies are working on tourism development and trading 
forest products.  
 
Developing aco-management framework for the Prey Lang Landscape, withall key stakeholders included 
and represented on executive committees, could help to overcome the resource constraints. It would also 
helpensure the accountability and transparency of forest management and conservationand offer social 
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accountability,leading to win-win outcomes for all key stakeholders concerned with protectingand/or utilizing 
natural resources. 

 
 

Recommendation 7: Support reforestation in PLL and EPL 
 
The SFB project can be implemented with resource mobilization from key government stakeholders and 
partners.For example, based on KII interviews with the local FA, tree-planting programs could be supported 
in CF areassincethere arealready seedlings and sapling stations available to local institutions through 
Forest Triage. The task of the SFB project wouldbe coordinating to mobilize these resources from FA to CF 
committees and members.  
 
Another potential reforestation program involves rattan planting as implemented by SFB partner WWF. It is 
possible to replicate this elsewhere within the SFB target sites. 
 
 
Recommendation 8: Support the development of a new conflict resolution 
mechanism 
 
Based on FGDs across both landscapes, the majority of conflicts can only be resolved between community 
members and other local people in relation to NTFPs and wildlife and timbers. However, conflicts between 
community members and rich/powerful individuals or ELCs over the use of timber and forest conversion 
have rarely been resolved in the past. For instance, for PLL, about 9% of respondents from FGDs suggested 
that most of these types of conflicts remained the same or unresolved. Specifically, based on the result 
from FGD for committees/representative CF reported that the villager/CF cannot solve the conflict with ELC 
and rich and powerful individual or ELC, without assistance from SFB, therefore, to bring those issues to 
dialogue would be important topic, and thus, this new approach or mechanism may be helped to facilitate 
to resolvethese types of conflicts, especially to engage different key provincial and national stakeholders to 
participate in dialogue. 
 

 
Recommendation 9: Training support to target beneficiaries to fill existing gaps 
 
Almost 90% of respondents had attended forest management training in both PLL and EPL. Meanwhile, 
40% of respondents from PLL had attended training on agriculture and livelihoods, significantly higher than 
in the EPL landscape (20%).  
 
To maximize SFB’s impact, trainings should be designed to ensure they are beneficiary-oriented and cost 
effective, while avoiding overlap and/or providing redundant information already provided by other existing 
NRM projects.  
 
In both landscapes, trainings related to NTFP and forest product enterprise development, tourist 
development, and business skills were fairly marginalized or overlooked. For a livelihood program-based 
design, the feasibility of incorporating these into the training curriculum could be explored. 
 
 
Recommendation 10: Ensure social accountability in the selection of SFB 
beneficiaries 
 
Among the two target landscapes, only about 11% of household respondentshave a management or 
coordinating position in the target village and/or community forest-based management committee. Thus, 
the livelihood program design or other planning activities may need to take this into account to ensure social 
accountability and inclusion of wider segments of each community. 
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Recommendation 11: Gender Mainstreaming in Decision Making Process in 
Community-Based 
 
Based on FGDs across PLL and EPL and data analysis from the survey indicate although the women were 
participated in the community-based with various activities, however, the women were marginalized from 
the decision making, including NRM, by-law and regulation, and the use of fund, and especially the final 
decision process for the use of money from the sale of forest products were sound likely male dominated. 
In this regards, SFB project should consider to provide support for gender mainstreaming through training, 
workshop, and action planning process in all step of project activities and planning in order to ensure that 
the voice of women were heard and actively participated in the decision making process for all SFB project 
activities. 
 
Recommendation 12: Formal income-based approach to measure PMEP income 
indicators 
 
Based on the survey result reported that the main incomes of households in PLL and EPL arederived from 
agriculture, off-farm activity, and forest product collection. Of particular concern is the proportion of forest-
based income derived from logging and hunting wildlife, which should be considered informal income. In 
this context, SFB should measure the indicators for Objective 3 based principally on total formal income, 
as project activities should not be expected to increase informal income by 50% while still achieving SFB’s 
forest conservation goals. Across both landscapes, the baseline survey found formal income sources to 
average$1,573. Therefore, at the end of life of project, the incremental income increase of 50% would be 
equivalent to at least at $787/household/year, for total average income of $2,360 per household/year. 
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ANNEX 1: SAMPLE SITES SELECTED FOR SURVEY 
 

No
. 

Land-
scap
e Province District Commune 

Juridictio
n CF name 

CF 
Size 
(HA) 

Name(s) Villlages 
Selected 

1 PLL 
Kampong 
Thom Sandan 

Dang 
Kambet         CF Prey Kbal Ou Thnong      2892 Sre Veal & Khsach 

2 PLL 
Kampong 
Thom Sandan Sochet            CF Lbos Sral                      1123 Rong Khnay 

3 PLL 
Kampong 
Thom Sandan Mean Rith       CF Ou Kra Nhoung               1131 Chorm Svay 

4 PLL Kratie Sambo 
Kampong 
Cham         CF Prasat Teuk Khmao        5665 Tounsor Thlak 

5 PLL Kratie Sambo Vattanak         CF Vattanak                       700 Vathanak 

6 PLL 
Preah 
Vihear Rovieng Reab Roy CF Prey Lang Senchey         1986 Sre Veal & Bankon 

7 PLL 
Preah 
Vihear Chey Sen Poutrea CF 

Prey Khlong Trapeang 
Saang           1709 Poutrea 

8 PLL 
Preah 
Vihear Rovieng Reab Roy CF Reap Roy Sen Chey 2136 Reab Roy 

9 PLL 
Preah 
Vihear Chheb  Chheb 2 CF Dang Phlet 388 Dand Phlet 

10 PLL Stung Treng Siem Bouk Siem Bouk      CF Samaky                         2431 Siem Bouk & O Lang 

11 PLL Stung Treng 
Thala 
Borivath 

Anlong 
Chrey         CF Kiri Soksan                    1787 Anlong Chrey 

12 EPL Mondulkiri Keo Sema 
Senmonoro
m           ICT Andoung Kralang ICT      1434 Andoung Kralang ICT   

13 EPL Mondulkiri Koh Nhek Srae Huy CCF Sre Huy CCF 5346 Srae Huy 

14 EPL Mondulkiri Keo Sema Srae Preah     ICT Pou Cha (ICT, CBPF) N/A Pou Cha 

15 EPL Mondulkiri 
Senmonoro
m           Romonear       CF Pulung CF                     2511 Pulung 

16 EPL Mondulkiri Pichreada       Srae Ampum   CF Pukrouch CF                   1231 Poukouch 
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17 EPL Mondulkiri Pichreada       Pouchrey CCF Dei Eiy CCF 1164 
Pouchry Chong 
Phang 

18 EPL Mondulkiri Koh Nhek Sok San CPA Sre Thom CPA 3000 Sre Thom 
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ANNEX 2: HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
I. Respondent Profile  
 
1. Telephone No. ______________________________ 

2. Date of interview:__________________ started time: ___________ended time: 

_____________  

Instructions:  

 Please enter the first and last name of the interviewee(s) on the lines below. 

 Write the FAMILY Name in capital letters so which name is first and which FAMILY. 

 The primary person responding to the questions should be interviewee #1. If there is 

a second person responding (e.g. the husband or wife of the first interviewee) please 

write their name. 

 

3. First and FAMILY name of interviewee(s): 

1)__________________________ 2)_________________________ 

 

3.A. Type of interview 

1. Husband/Male head of household 2. Wife/Female head of household 3. Couple  

 

4. Address: Village …………………, commune…………………………, district………………….. 

Province……………………..  

Instructions: 

 Complete this section after the interview is completed. 

 Use Village Profile sheet for geographic data. 

 Insert total number of members in interviewee’s HH from Table II in HH demographics 

section. 

 

5. Total number of members in interviewee’s HH:____________ 

6. Community Forestry Type:1.CF, 2.CBPF, 3.CCF,4.CPF,5.CPA, 7. Other….(Specify) 

7. Community location: Village_____,Commune_____,District________Province___________ 

8. SFB Landscape (EPL or PLL):1. EPL, 2.PLL, 3.ohter______ 
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II. Household Demographic 
 

Instruction for the Question and Table: 
 

 First in list should be the interviewee. List all members of the household.  
 For the purposes of this survey a household should include all people living currently 

living in the home and any children living elsewhere if they still receive money from the 
household. A household could be more than one family, e.g. newly married children may stay 
in the same household as their parents. ONLY include children living elsewhere if they still 
receive money from the household – DO NOT include children living elsewhere if they give 
money earned elsewhere to the household. 
 

 CODE A: 1: Male, 2: female 
 

 CODE B:1-household head, 2-husband or wife,  3-son or daughter, 4-parent,  5-other 
 

  (CODE C): 1-Married, 2-Single, 3-Widow/widower, 4-Divorced 
 

 CODE D: 1.Literate, 2.Numerate, 3. Both literate and numerate, 4. None at all (if 4 skip E)  
 

 CODE E: Enter highest grade completed by each person. For members who are studying at 
university please enter how many years of study they have completed like this: 1YU, 2YU, 
3YU. 

 
CODE F: 1.Khmer, 2.Bnong, 3.Kouy, 4. Tom Poun, 5. Other......... 

 
 
N0 Gender 

(CODE 
A) 
 

Age 
(year) 

Relationship 
with 
interviewee 
(CODE B) 
 

Family 
status 
(CODE C) 

Educational 
Capacity 
(CODE D) 
 

Highest 
grade 
completed 
(CODE E) 
 

Ethnicity 
(CODE F) 

1.        

2.        

3.        

4.        

5.        

6.        

7.        

8.        

9.        
 

9. When did your family settle in/return to this village? (DD/MM/YYYY)_______________1.Do 

not know. From 

where?:______________________________________________________________ 

10. When was your household formed (i.e. when did you become head of household or household 

head’s spouse) (DD/MM/YYYY)?____________________________1. Do not know 
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11. Do you or anyone else in your household hold a position of responsibility in the village?  

1. yes , If yes specify:_____________________________________________ 

2.no 

 

12. SFB Meetings or Trainings Attended/Partner Brand Recognition 

Instruction for enumerators:  
 Use local partner name rather than SFB since local people do not know the SFB 

project. 
 See Village Profile sheet for the list of meetings/trainings held in that community and 

SFB partners working at that site. 
 

12.A.Have you or anyone else in your household attended any training by [local partner name]?  

1. yes  

2. no, (if no, skip to Q15C) 

 
12.B. If Yes, What topics were included in the training (Select all that apply) 

1 conflict resolution 2 land use planning/titling 3 business skill 

4 forest management 5 indigenous community land rights  

6NTFP (Bamboo, resin, honey etc.)7 biodiversity monitoring  

8 community patrolling  9 community based production forest 

10 exposure visit 11 ecotourism development 12 agriculture livelihoods training 

13 other (please specify……………………………) 

 

12.C. Have you or anyone else in your household attended any meetings sponsored by local 

partners? 

1. yes  

2. no (if no, skip to Q16) 

 

12.D If Yes, What were the meetings about? (Select all that apply) 
 
1. REDD 

2. CF/CBPF/ICT,….etc.  

3. Commune Council 

4. Public forum  

5. Other meeting with government (MoE, FA, MoA, MoI) to discuss problem/issue 

6. Other meetings sponsored by NGOs (NOT SFB partners). 

7. Other (please specify)__________________________________. 
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12.E Do you know these organizations: 

1. EWMI  
2. RECOFTC 
3. WWF 
4. WCS  
5. Winrock International 

 
12.F Have you heard about the Supporting Forests and Biodiversity Project? 

1. Yes  

2. No 

12.G Do you know that there is a project at this site paid for by the American people (USAID)? 

1. yes  

2. no 

 
III. Household Assets 
 
13. Residential land: ______________m2  (Width  _________m  x Length ___________m) 

14. When was your house built? _____________________________________________ 

15. How was your house built?   1 Byyourself  2 Inherit  3 Buy 4 other, 

specify___ 

16.What is the size of your house? ____m2 (Width  __m  x Length _____m) 

17.How many rooms do you have in your house? ______________rooms 

18. Roof type: 1 fibro   2 thatch  3 zinc    4tile  5 other (specify) 

____________________ 

19.  Wall type: 1 wood/timber 2 brick 3 thatch 4 zinc  5 bamboo 6 other (specify) 

_______ 

20. What land did your household use to grow crops between April 2013 and April 2014? 

 

Note:  

 If multiple plots list all. Yield data to be collected in most appropriate units (eg number of rice 

sacks (bay) for rice yields or kg for cassava). Sizes of all units should be checked locally. 

Remember to ask about fallow land that may not be under current cultivation but which the 

household have customary ownership rights over. If land was bought or is rented, record the 

price paid. If a gift or inheritance, record the person who gave it. 

 Code A: 1= Cropping on residential land, 2= Chamkarland, 3= Rice land, 4=Fallow, 5=Other 
(specify)_________________________________ 

 Code B:1=Cleared, 2=Bought, 3=Rent in, 4=Rent out, 5=Inherited, 6=Gift, 7=Other 
(Specify)__________ 
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21. Did you buy any land from April 2009-April 2014?  1.Yes 2. No (skip toQ 22)  

23.1. If yes, what size? ________________m2 (Width  _________m  x Length 

___________m)  

23.2. If yes, What price? __________________________ KHR. 

22.  Did you sell any land from April 2009-April 2014? 1. Yes 2. No (skip to 

Q 23) 

23.1. If yes, what size? ________________m2 (Width  _________m  x Length ________m)  

23.2. If yes, What price? __________________________KHR. 

23.3. What was the land used for by your household before the sale?__________________ 

 

23. Has your household been affected by any companies or any individual claiming your land 

from April 2009-April 2014?   

Land:   1 Yes   if yes, how much did you lose? __________ha 

   2 No,  

No Kind of 

land(cod

eA) 

W 

(m) 

L 

(m) 

Land 

size 

(m2) 

Year  

land 

claimed 

Kind of 

crop  

Access 

to land  

(Code B) 

Year  growing 

crop before 

Apr., 2014 

1 
       

2 
       

3 
       

4 
       

5 
       

6 
       

7 
       

8 
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24. Has your household been affected by any companies or any individual claiming your 

resin trees from April 2009-April 2014?   

Resin tree:  1.Yes   if yes, how much did you lose? _____________Tree___ 

   2. No,  

25. Type of assets in the household up to April 2014 (Select all that apply) 
 
Type of asset Number 

owned 
(No.) 

Year asset 
was 
acquired 

Value per 
unit 
(Average) 
in KHR 

Total value 
(KHR) 

1) Transportation     
1.1)  Automobile     
1.2) Truck/van     
1.3.) Motorcycle     
1.4.) Bicycle     
1.5.) Boat (hand paddled canoe)     
1.6.) Boat with engine     

1.7.) Hand tractor     
1.8.) Other     

2) Household electronic 
compliances/ electrical 
devices  

    

2.1.) Electric generator     
2.2.) Mobile phone     
2.3.) Regular telephone (Land 
line) 

    

2.4.) Battery     
2.5.) TV     
2.6.) Radio      
2.7.) Other 
(specify)____________ 

    

 
26. What is the main type of cooking fuel used by the household? (Select all that apply) 
 

1 = fuel wood; 2 = charcoal; 3 = other vegetative biomass (shrubs, leaves, agricultural 
residues);  

4 = dung; 5 = biogas; 6 = coal; 7 = kerosene;  
8 = liquefied petroleum gas (LPG); 9 = electricity; 10 = solar; 11 = other (specify) 

 
 
27. If the household uses woody biomass fuel (answers yes for 1, 2, 3 to question 27), please 
indicate the source, weekly cost, collection time, and venue of collection. 

Instruction: 
Woody biomass fuel includes firewood, charcoal, and other vegetative biomass ( shrubs, 
leaves, agricultural residues) 

 
Source of materials 
collected 

Annual collection time Weight/unit of 
volume 

If purchased, 
please estimates 
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(No. of collection times 
per year) 

collected 
( M3/trip) 

the average cost 
( KHR/Year) 

In CF area    
Neighbouring CF area    
Production forest area    
Chamkar/ricefield    
Other (specify)    

 
IV. Income and Cost From Agriculture Activities 

 
28 . Income from agriculture within 12 months from April 2013 to April 2014  
 

Instruction for Questions and Table: 
 

 Before asking details on income, please ask them to list their sources of income 
or livelihood activities. The term of livelihood this does not always mean cash 
income. Then, please ask their annual cash/costed income from these 
livelihood activities 
 

 
 

 No. 

Name of crop Unit Quantity of 

consumptio

n 

Quantity of 

Sale 

Quantity of 

gift 

Average 

price 

(KHR/Kg) 

Total 

(KHR) 

1 Paddy rice       

2 Chamkar rice       

3 Cashew nut       

4 Cassava       

5 Rubber       

6 Vegetable       

7 Beans       

8 Fruits       

9 other 

(specify)______

__ 
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29. Cost of Agricultural Production April 2013 to April 2014 
No
. 

Items Quantity Unit Price per 
unit 

Total cost 
(Riel) 

1 Seeds     

2 Seedlings     

3 Planting material     

4 Chemical Fertilizers      

5 Manure/Green manure     

6 Pesticides/herbicides/fungicides      

7 Draught power      

8 Hired labor      

9 Hired machinery      

10 Transport/marketing      

11 Payment for land rental      

12 Other (specify)     
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30. Ownership of Livestock and other Animals and Income from Sales for a period of 12 months from April 2013 to April 2014 
 
 

1. Type of 
animal  

2. Beginning number 
12 months ago up to 
April 2014 

3.Sold (including 
bartered), live or 
slaughtered  

4.Slaugh-tered for 
own use (or gift or 
share given)  

5. Lost (theft, death)  6. Bought or 
received as a gift 
or as earned 
share  

7. New from own 
stock  8. Normal kept 

in household 
 

9. 
Price 
per Kg 
of 
each 
animal 
(KHR/
Kg) 

10. Total end value  

 

No.ofhe
ads 

Average 
weight 
(Kg.) 

No.of 
heads 

Average 
weight 
(Kg.) 

No.of 
heads Average 

weight 
(Kg.) 

No.of 
heads 

Average 
weight 
(Kg.) 

No.of 
heads 

Averag
e 
weight 
(Kg.) 

No.of 
heads 

Average 
weight 
(Kg.) 

No.of 
head
s 

Avera
ge 
weight 
(Kg.) 

 

No. 

of 
head
s 

Averag
e 
weight 
(Kg.) 

Total 
in 
value 

Cow                   
Buffalo                   
Pig                   
Chicken                   
Duck                   
Muscovy                   
Other 
(Specify) 

                  

 



 

ANNEX 1: Household Questionnaire / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 98 of 145 

 
31. What are the quantities and values of animal products and services that you produced April 
2013-April 2014?  
Type of 
animal  

1.Product/se
rvice  

2. Unit  3. Units 
produced 

4. Own 
use 
(including 
gifts)  

5. Sold 
(including 
barter)  

6. Price 
per unit 

7. Total 
value  
(3 x 6) 
 

Cow        
Buffalo        
Pig        
Chicken        
Duck        
Muscovy        
Other 
(Specify) 

       

 
32. What are the quantities and values of your expenses (inputs) used in livestock and animal 
production April 2013-April 2014? 
Inputs  Unit  Quantity  Price per unit  Total costs 
Feed/fodder  (KG)    
Rental of grazing land  (ha)    
Medicines, veterinary 
services  

(KHR)    

Costs of maintaining 
barns, pens, etc.  

(KHR)    

Hired labor  (KHR)    
Inputs from own farm  (KHR)    

 
V. Natural Resource-Based Livelihoods and Income 

33. Forest Products for Income and Household Use 

33.1 What are the most important forest products that you collect for income generation? __ 

(Select all that apply) 

resin timber bamboo/shoot 

rattan firewood wildlife (hunting) 

vine mushroom no, do not collect anything 

medicinal plants/herbs wild fruits and green 

vegetables 

other (specify) ................... 
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33.2 What are the important forest products that you collect for home consumption? 

(Select all that apply) 

resin timber logging bamboo/shoot 

rattan 
firewood 

wildlife (hunting) 

vine mushroom no, do not collect anything 

medicinal plants/herbs wild fruits other (specify) ................... 

 
34 .Resin Tapping Activity 
 
34.1. For a period from April 2013 to April 2014, were you a resin tapper? 

1.Yes 
2. No  

34.2. If yes, How many resin trees does your household own and tap? _________trees? And 

how many times________________ ? 

No. of trees 

in group 

Length of 

trip ( No. 

days) 

Yield [kan37 

sack/trip] 

(Kg/trip) 

Trips/month 

(dry season) 

Trips/month 

(wet season) 

No. of months 

collected for 

     

     

     

     

 

34.3. If yes, what is the price you sold your for resin fromApril 2013 to April 2014? _____KHR/kan 

(Average) (Min: ______KHR/Kg Max: ___________KHR/Kg) 

34.4. Did you buy any resin trees from April 2009-April 2014 (last 5 years) ?  

1: Yes  If yes, how many? ______trees What was the price paid (total)? ___________ 

KHR 

2: No   

34.5. Did you sell any resin trees from April 2009-April 2014 (last 5 years)?  

1: Yes  If yes, how many? ________trees What was the price paid (total)? 

__________KHR 

                                                           
37 It is a plastic container consisted of 30 litre in volume, however if kan used for package resin, then it contain volume is 27-28 liquid of resin 
products 
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2: No   
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35. Main income from all kinds of products collected from the forest from April 2013 to April 2014 
 

Instructions: If the unit is not standard (kg), ask them to show you the unit and weigh it. Record weights below. 
 
1.Product 
and NTFPs 

Production Cost 9.Income 
per month 
[(6-(7+8)] 

2.Unit 3.Unit 
harvest 

4.Unit sold 5.Mean 
price per 
unit 

6.Gross 
incomeper 
month (4 
x5) 

7.Hired 
labor per 
year 

8.Inputs, 
transport, 
taxes, 
share, etc 
per year 

Resin Kan        
Honey Liter        
Rattan Batch        
Bamboo Stem        
Vine Batch        
Hunting Trip        
Fishing Trip        
Mushroom KG        
Medicinal 
plant 

KG        

Fuelwood M3        
Other 
(specify) 
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36. Gender in NTFPs and other Forest Products Collection 

 
36.1 Who takes most responsibility in collecting NTFPs and other forest products? 
 

1: Elderly male   
2: Elderly female   
3:Youth male  
4:Youth female 
5: other, please specify 

   
 
36.2 Who usually makes decisions about selling NTFPs and other forest products after 
harvesting? 
 

1: Elderly male   
2: Elderly female   
3:Youth male  
4:Youth female 
5: other, please specify 

   
36.3 Who takes most responsibility for managing money after selling NTFPs and other forest 
products? 
 

1: Elderly male   
2: Elderly female   
3:Youth male  
4:Youth female 
5: other, please specify 

   
 
37. Miscellaneous sources of cash fromApril 2013-April 2014. (Please tell us about any kinds of 
income to your household in the last 12 months, cash or in kind, that have not yet been 
mentioned) 
 

Instruction for the Questions and Table below: 

 Please use the code in household demographic 

 Remind respondent of how “household” is defined for this survey. 

 
No. Type of income Total amount received in last 12 

month before April 2014 
1 Renting out of own land   
2 Remittances   
3 Gifts from family or friends   
4 Inheritance   
5 Pension   
6 Support from government  (social pension and 

other form of social security) 
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7 Income from local politicians  (gift)  
8 Support from NGO   
9 Compensation for lost income   
10 Earning from NTFP community enterprise 

development (resin, honey, and etc.) 
 

11 Ecotourism activity  
12 Other (specify) ________   

38. Does anyone in your household have a job?  1: Yes,2: No 

Instruction for the Questions and Table: 

 Please use the code in household demographic 

 

Name  
(code) 

Job title  
With which type of agency? Where  

Salary 
(KHR/month) 

No. of 
months 
worked/year 
( No.) 

  
NGO Public Privat

e 

 
 

 

  
 NGO  Public

Privat

e 

 
 

 

  
 NGO  Public Privat

e 

 
 

 

        

        

39. Does anyone in your household sell their labour? 1. Yes, 2. No 

Instruction for Question and Table below: 

The data reported here will be used to collect NET profits, not gross incomes. If respondents 

are unclear help them first, for each service, to estimate the capital costs, such as buying wine 

making equipment or a generator, and operational costs, such as labour costs, fuel costs and 

input costs (eg ingredients for making rice wine or shop stock). 
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Name 
(code) 

Purpose of labour Wage 
[KHR/day] 

No. of days 
worked /dry 

season 

No. of days 
worked /wet 

season 

Where 
do they 
work? 

      

      

      

      

      

40.  Does your household operate any of the following services within the village?  

No 
Service Yes/No Capital 

costs 

(Start-up) 

[KHR] 

No. of 

employees 

participated 

in the 

business 

(No.) 

Gross 

income 

[KHR/year] 

Operational 

costs 

[KHR/year] 

Net income  

[KHR/year] 



 

ANNEX 1: Household Questionnaire / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 105 of 145 

1 Village shop  yes  no  
     

2 Rice threshing 
service 

 yes  no  
     

3 Rice milling service  yes  no  
     

4 Produce rice wine  yes  no  
     

5 Karaoke shop  yes  no  
     

6 Video service  yes  no  
     

7 Generate electricity / 
charge battery 

 yes  no  
     

8 
Resin trader 

 yes  no  
     

9 Cassava trader  yes  no  
     

10 Cashew trader  yes  no  
     

11 Rubber nursery  yes  no 
     

12 Blacksmith  yes  no  
     

13 Mechanic  yes  no  
     

14 Carpenter  yes  no  
     

15 Rent buffalo for 
ploughing 

 yes  no  
     

16 Rent koyun for 
ploughing 

 yes  no  
     

17 Motorbike service  yes  no  
     

18 Handicraft 
production 

 yes  no  
     

19 Other…….................
...... 
 

      

 

 

 

41. Household expenditure and Consumption and Energy costs  

41.1 What were the energy sources of your household before April 2014? 

 

 (a) (b) (c) 
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Used or 

not used 

Purpose of consumption Cost per month 

1=Yes 

2=No 

1=House lightning, 

2=Cooking 

3=Clean water, 

4= Pump  

5=Washing, 

6=Clothes 

7=Business Consumption, 

8= Other (specify) 

KHR 

Candles    

Firewood    

Charcoal    

Kerosene     

Gas    

Alkaline Battery    

Battery    

Torch    

Owned generator     

Purchased Electricity 
from neighbor  

   

Purchased Electricity 
from private business 

   

Purchased Electricity 
EDC ( Electrity du Cambodge-
State Enterpise) 

   

Other    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
41.2 Other household expenditures 

How much does your household spend on the following items per month? 
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Expense 
Last 
Month 
[KHR] 

Rice (for consumption)  

Non-rice food 

(purchasing for 

consumption) 

Meat/fish 
 

Vegetable/fruit 
 

Clothing 
 

fuel/transport 
 

school fees 
 

medical fees 
 

building materials/repairs 
 

weddings/ceremonies 
 

Other (specify) _____________ 
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VI. Loans and Savings (April 2013-April 2014) 

 
42.  Did your household access credit from April 2013-April 2014?   
 

No 

Loan sources 

Did you 
borrow 
loan in 
last 
year? 

Type 
of 
loan  

Type of 
payment

Percent 
interest 
arte/month 
(%) 

Condition: 
Collateral  

Type of 
collateral
(specify 
in 
writing) 

Total 
amount 
(both 
borrowed 
amount 
plus 
interest 
rate 
inKHR) 

1 Saving group Yes ;  
No 

   Yes  
No 

  

2 Rice bank Yes ;  
No 

   Yes
No 

  

3 Private money lender Yes ;  
No 

   Ye
No 

  

4 Resin traders Yes ;  
No 

   Yes
No 

  

5 Relatives/neighbours Yes ;  
No 

   Yes
No 

  

6 MFI Yes ;  
No 

   Yes
No 

  

7 Other (specify) Yes ;  
No 

   Yes
No 

  

 
43. If yes, what are the three main purposes of taking the loan? 

 
1 To buy farm or other tools/implements               9 To buy food/goods for the HH  
2 To buy inputs such as 
seeds/fertilizers/pesticides   

10 To pay for building materials   

3 To buy livestock                                                  11 To pay for health expenses      
4 To pay for hired labour 12 To pay for education expenses  
5 To buy land                                                         13 To pay for debt   
6 To pay rent/taxes                                                14 For wedding                             
7 To start or additionally equip an off-farm 
business  

15 Support migration of a relative 

8 For funeral                           16For NTFP development 
17 For ecotourism development 18 For other enterprise development 
19 Other, please specify:………………….  

 
44.  For your outstanding loan, when do you expect to finish paying off?  

(Date/mm/yy)______________________________________________________  
 
VII. Time of Crisis 

45. Have you faced severe shocks/crises from April 2013 to April 2014?  
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1: Yes 2: No (skip to Q47.3)   

45.1. If yes, what was the main reason for the crisis? 

 1. Flood  2.Drought   3. damage caused by pests   4.Family illness/death   

 5.Loss  NTFPs products 6. Storm 7.Other...............................................   

45.2. What did you have to do to overcome your recent shocks/crises?  

 (Rank from 1-3 by primary actions, 1 indicates first action) 

a.borrowed cash from relatives/neighbors/money lenders 

b.sold out agriculture land or house 

c.sold out cattle/buffalo or transportation means (eg. oxcart, moto, etc.) 

d.increased number of trips to the forest/intensified forest products collection 

( Where?_________) 

e.got help from NGOs   

f.sold out some/all resin trees 

g.family members sold labor  

h.worked harder on rice/crop farming  

i.other (specify) ................................................................ 

45.3. In looking toward the future, what do you believe are the greatest threat to your livelihood?  

(Rank them 1-3 at maximum, 1 indicates most serious threats, 2 medium, 3 weak) 

a. floods b.droughts c. unpredictable bad event   

d.land grabbing e.Lack of access to NTFPs 

products 

f. lack of cart  

g.restrictions on forest 

accessof cattle 

h.security problems, robberies 

(specify) ........................................ 

i.poor roads          j. other (specify) .................. 

 

VIII. Knowledge of Laws and Regulations for NRM 

46.  Who do you think owns the forest in the areas where you collect NTFPs or forest products?  

 1.villagers 2.common property, everyone 3.the State forest  

 4.ELC  5.CF area   6.other (specify)...... 

47. Have you ever read or learned about forest laws/regulations (rules)? 

 1.yes 2. no (skip to Q49) 

If yes, please answer the question below  

1.yes, know all 2. Know, the majority  3. know some, but not too much  

 4. Know little  5. no, do not know at all   
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48.  How did you get that knowledge about forest laws/regulations (rules)? 

1.from radio/TV  2.from government officials/local authorities  

3.from other villagers 4.from NGOs  5.other (specify) .......................... 

 

49. What are some important rules for using the forest?  Please tell us three if you are able:   

1. ................................ 2. ............................. 3. ............................ 

 

[Do not tell villagers the below list]  

1. not to cut timber 

2. not to hunt/trade wildlife 

3. not clear new forests 

4. not to cause forest fires 

5. report to FAs, village chief, or commune council of any 

damage to forests or wildlife noticed 

6. (forests) customary use is allowed 

7. other (specify) ................................... 

50.  Are you a member of a CF/CPA/CFP/ICT/Others?  

 1.yes 2. no (skip to Q50C) 

50. A If yes, please specify the type of your community membership  

 1. CF 2. CPA  3.CFP  4.ICT 5. Do not know  
 

6. Other…………………………..  
  

50. B [IF YES] What benefits have you received by being a CF/CPA/CCF/ICT member? 
 
(Select all that apply) 
 

 1. Access to training 
 2. Access to credit  
 3. Access to marketing information 
4. Access to forest products 
5. Access to livelihood activities 
6. Access to markets 
7. Other(specify) 

 
50.C. [IF NO] Reason for not being a CF/CPA/CCF/ICT/Othermember? 
 

 1. do not know 
 2. a lot of expense 
 3. did not gain any benefit  
 4. other (specify) 

 
51. Are you currently a member of an NTFP (resin, honey, rattan, and other NTFP Enterrpise?) 

 1 Yes 
2 No (do not need to ask the following questions)  

 



 

ANNEX 1: Household Questionnaire / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 111 of 145 

51.1. If Yes, what are the benefits of being member of the NTFPs enterprise development 
(Select all that apply) 

 
1. Access to training 
2. Access to credit  
3. Access to marketing information 
4. Access to forest products 
5. Access to livelihood activities 
6. Access to markets 
7. Other (specify) 

 
 

Note and impression of interviewer 
 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 
Thank for you time!!! 
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ANNEX 3: FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE 
 
 
 

(For Community Forestry (CF), Community Based Production Forests (CBPF), Community 
Conservation Forests (CCF), Community Partnership Forest (CPF), Community Protect Area (CPA) 

and Indigenous Land Titling (ITC) Committees) 
 
I. Demographic Information 
 
1. Questionnaire No. :_________________________________________ 
2. Date: (dd/mm/yy)  : _________________________________________ 
3. Name of interviewer : _________________________________________ 
4. Community Forestry Type: 1.CF, 2.CBPF, 3.CCF,4.CPF,5.CPA,  6. Other 
5. Village    : _________________________________________ 
6. Commune  :________________________________________________ 
7. District   : _________________________________________ 
8. Province   : _______ 
9. Landscape  :.1. (EPL) 2.(PLL) 
10. Number of members participating in Focus Group Discussion for Committees: 

# Khmer Men  : ____________________ 
# Khmer Women : ____________________ 
# Indigenous Men : ____________________ 
# Indigenous Women : ____________________ 
# IP Youth:____________________________________ 
# Khmer Youth:________________________________ 

 
II. Gender Sensitive Questions 
 
Instructions for the first part of the FGD: 

 Divide group by male and female participants for the first set of questions (those which might 
be gender sensitive or for which men and women might have different opinions. 

 The female enumerator should ask the group of women these questions separately while the 
survey team lead asks the group of men. 

 
 
11. What are the benefits of being a member of the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT? 
 

Type of benefits At the creation of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 

April, 2013 

Male response Female 
response 

Male response Female 
response 

Access to information     
Access to credit     
Access to resources     
Reduced fees for NR 
products 

    

Social status     
Solidarity     
Other (specify)     
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Instructions for the table 
Please tick the appropriate boxes, as many as agreed by the group 
Please ask and mark what were and what are benefits perceived by the Committee 

 
12. Functioning of the CFCF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
 
   12.1. Who was/is involved in the decision making process since the creation of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA? Since [MM-YYYY SFB funding began at project site]? 
 

Type of decision making At the creation of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 

[MM-YYYY SFB funding began at 
project site] 

By 
majority 

By 
consensu
s 

Committee 
leader 

By 
majority 

By 
consensu
s 

Committee 
leader 

Natural resource 
management (resource 
mapping, utilization, and 
demarcation, etc.) 

      

By law and regulation (CF 
statute, fee contribution of 
members, etc.) 

      

Use of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/I
CT funds  

      

 
Instructions for the table: 
Please use the following codes: (1):By consensus means 100% of members having right to vote 
agree; (2) by majority means 50% plus 1, (3) by community leader (s) 

 
12.2. Please ask about and describe what decisions were taken in creation of CF and April 2013 and 
how? 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
13. Conflict over NRM 
 
13.1 Did or does the CF experience conflicts on use of timber? 

Yes  
No 

13.2. If yes, please describe: 
Conflicts At creation of 

CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA 
April 2013 

Type 
(describe) 

# cases 
solved 

# cases 
not solved 

Type 
(describe) 

# cases 
solved 

#cases not 
solved 

a)Conflicts among 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CP
A/ICT members 

      

b)Conflicts between 
members and seasonal 
immigrations 

      

c)Conflict caused by 
powerful individual 
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when use outsiders to 
clear land/use 
resources 
d)Conflict caused by 
rich/powerful individual 
when paid local people 
in the village to clear 
land/use resources 

      

e)Conflicts between 
members of this 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CP
A and neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CP
A/ICT 

      

f)Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CP
A and neighboring 
villages 

      

g)Conflicts between CF 
members and non-CF 
members in the village 

      

h)Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CP
A and ELCs 

      

 
  13.3. Was there any change in illegal timber extraction activities over time? 

Questions yes or no If yes, by how much 

Between the creation of CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT and 
April 2013 

Yes  
No 

 

Between start-up of patrolling activities and April 2013 Yes  
No 

 

 
Instructions for the question:  
Please use the following codes : 1:great decrease; 2 decrease; 3 Neutral; 4  increase; 5 highly 
increase 
If patrolling activities started at the time of CF creation, please do not fill in row b)   
 

 
13.4. Does the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT   have by-laws and internal regulations for use of NTFPs 
and wildlife? 
  

Yes  
No 

If yes, please describe 
No. By-law and regulation (topic) b) Date of set-up c) Level of 

enforcement 
d) Reasons for no 
and low enforcement 

1     
2     
3     

4     
5     
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Instructions for the table: 
 
In Column c), please use the following codes: no enforcement (1), little enforcement (2), fair 
enforcement (3) good enforcement (4) (5) very good enforcement. Please fill in Column d) in case 
of no (1) and little (2) enforcement only 

 
   13.5. Did or does the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT experience conflicts on use of NTFPs and wildlife? 

Yes  
No 

13.5.1. If yes, please describe: 
Conflicts At creation of CF April 2013 

Type 
(describe) 

# cases 
solved 

# cases 
not solved 

Type 
(describe) 

# 
cases 
solved 

#cases not 
solved 

Conflicts among 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA 
members 

      

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA 
members and seasonal 
immigrants 

      

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA 
and neighboring CF 

      

 Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA 
and neighboring villages 

      

Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA 
and Protected Area/others 

      

 
  13.6. Was there any change in illegal NTFPs and wildlife extraction activities over time? 

Questions 1.yes or 2.no If yes, by how much 
Between the creation of CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA and April 
2013 

  

Between start-up of patrolling activities and April 2013   
 

Instructions for the question:  
In column c) (By how much), please use the following codes: 1:great decrease; 2 decrease; 3 Neutral; 
4  increase; 5 highly increase 
 
If patrolling activities started at the time of CF creation, please do not fill in row b) 

 
   13.7. Who were and are the illegal users in different moments in time? 

Questions At the time of the 
CF/ICT creation  

April 2013 Main product 
extracted/hunted 

Members of the village or 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 

   

Members of neighboring villages    
Members of neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 

   

Poor people from neighboring 
districts 

   

Poor people from other provinces    



 

ANNEX 2: Focus Group Discussion Guide / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 116 of 145 

Government officials    
Others (specify)    

 
Instructions for the question:  
Please tick more than one box if necessary 

 
 
  13.8. Did or does the CF experience conflicts on CF forestland conversion/production forest?  

Yes  
No  

 
13.8. If yes, please describe: 

Conflicts At creation of 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 

April 2013 

Type 
(describe) 

# cases 
solved 

# cases 
not solved

Type 
(describe) 

# cases 
solved 

#cases 
not solved

a)Conflicts among 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/C
PA/ICT members 

      

b)Conflicts between 
members and 
seasonal immigrations 

      

c)Conflict caused by 
powerful individual 
when use outsiders to 
clear land/use 
resources 

      

d)Conflict caused by 
rich/powerful individual 
when paid local 
people in the village to 
clear land/use 
resources 

      

e)Conflicts between 
members of this 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/C
PA and neighboring 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/C
PA/ICT 

      

f)Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/C
PA and neighboring 
villages 

      

g)Conflicts between 
CF members and non-
CF members in the 
village 

      

h)Conflicts between 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/C
PA and ELCs 

      

 
14. Were there any changes in the attitude and capacity of the community in relation to NRM between the 
creation of CF and (April 2013)? 

Yes  
No 
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14.1. If yes, indicate how much? 

Questions Yes or No 
 

If yes, please give the reason 
of change 

If yes, by how much 

 Male 
response 

Female 
response 

Male 
response 

Female 
response 

Male 
response

Female 
response

Was there any change 
in the attention paid by 
CF members to NRM 

Yes  
No 

Yes  
No 

   
 

Was there any change 
in the knowledge of CF 
members about NRM 

Yes  
No 

Yes  
No 

    

Was there any change 
in the capacity of CF 
members to use NRM in 
a more sustainable way  

Yes  
No 

Yes  
No 

    

 
Instructions for the question:  
In column c) (By how much), please use the following codes: 1; Great Decrease;: 2 Some 
decrease; 3 Neutral; 4 Increase; 5 Highly increase 

 
   15. Community cohesion and participation 
 
Participation and cohesion in the village before the reform and now 

Questions At the 
creation of 
CF/CBPF/
CCF/CPF/
CPA/ICT 

April 
2013 

Describe 
reasons in 
case of 
change 

Make an example in 
case of change 

How would you describe the level of 
trust among villagers prior to 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT creation 
and now (April 2013) 

    

How would you describe the level of 
participation of women in community 
affairs prior to 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT creation 
and now (April 2013)  

    

How would you describe change in the 
way women speak in the community 
prior to CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
creation and now speak  (April 2013)  

    

How would you describe change in the 
way women are listened to in the 
community prior to 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA.ICT creation 
and now (April 2013) 

    

 
Instructions for the table:  
 
Please use the following codes: none/not at all (1), little/few (2), fair/some (3), good (4), (5) many 
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Instructions for the second half of the FGD: 

 Bring all participants back together in a large group for the following questions. 
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III. Status of the Community Forestry 
 
16. The area of the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
 

 
Instruction for the Table: 

 The information is collected from SFB project, but ask participants for validate or if they seem 
to agree with it. 

 Please add as many lines as necessary in a separate sheet to include all villages at both 
moments in time 

 Names of villages should be listed to ensure that the number they give is correct. 
 Please reply with 1. Yes or 2. No according to the majority of replies from participants 

 
Please indicate if respondents know the following information 

Areas Size Location Boundaries with 
neighboring areas 

Rules of access, specify 

 
CF Forest 
 

    

ICT 
 
 

    

 
 
17. Community Forestry Committee 
 
17.1. What are the main responsibilities as a member of the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT (e.g. patrolling, 
fee payment, participation in meetings, etc.) 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Instructions for the question: 
Do not make any suggestion of responsibilities unless the group is unable to answer 

 
 
17.2. What information does the Committee regularly make available to CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
members? in April 2013?Why and how?  
 

Type of information (a) Diffused to (b) Reasons for restricted 
diffusion, if the case (c) 

How is information 
diffused (d) 

Legislation on community 
forestry 

   

Internal 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
by-laws 

   

Management plan    
Boundaries    
Marketing issues and/or 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ITC 
enterprise development 

   

Fee collection    
Saving groups    
Illegal logging activities    
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CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT 
accounts 

   

Job opportunities elsewhere    
Other    

 
Instructions for the table: 
In column b): (Diffused to), please use the following code: Access to all (1); Access to only some CF 
members (2); No access (3); Other, specify (4) 
In column d): (How) please use the following codes: Open meetings (1); Word of mouth (2); Posters in 
the village (3); Other, specify (4)   
 

 
   17.3. Has the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ITC developed sub-group of NTFP producers up to April 2013?  

Yes  
No  
 
17.3.1 If yes, how many in total? _________ 
17.3.2. If yes, please answer the following questions in the Table below 

 
a)Type of products b) Amount of 

quantity 
collected per 
year (kg) 

c) When CF 
collected 

d) Amount of 
quantity 
process for 
sale per year 
(Kg) 

e) Total 
revenue per 
year (KHM 
Riel) 

f) What the 
money were 
used for? 

a)Resin enterprise      
b) Honey 
enterprise 

     

c) Malvanut  
(Sleng) enterprise 

     

d) Eco-tourist 
enterprise 

     

e) Other (please 
specify) 

     

 
Instructions for the table: 
In column f) , please use the following code: equally distribute to all CF member and CFMC (1); 
equally distribute to only CFMC (2); used for patrolling and administration cost for CF (3);  Other, 
specify (4) 

 
18. Has CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT applied for REDD+? 
 
  18.1 If No, 
why?_______________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
18.2 If Yes, please describe the benefits and challenges of participating in 
REDD+?_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
III. Law Enforcement and Conflict Resolutions over NRM 
 
19. Does the CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA have by-laws and internal regulations for use of timber? 

Yes  
No 
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19.1. If yes, please describe 
No. By law and regulation (topic) b) Date of set-up c) Level of 

enforcement 
d) Reasons for no 
and low enforcement 

1     
2     
3     
4     
5     

 
Instructions for the table: 
In Column c), please use the following codes: no enforcement (1), little enforcement (2), fair 
enforcement (3), good enforcement (4), very good enforcement (5) 
Please fill in Column d) in case of no (1) and little (2) enforcement only 

 
IV. NRM Management and Biodiversity 
 
   20. Were there any changes in the state of the forest between the creation of the 
CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA and now (April 2013), and if so indicate by how much? 
 

Questions b) yes or no c) By how 
much 

Please explain 
the reason? 

Was there any change in the mix of tree species in the 
forest  

Yes  
No 

  

Was there any change in the quantity of NTFP available Yes  
No 

  

Was there any change in the diversity of NTFP available Yes  
No 

  

Was there any change in the quantity of wild life (specify) Yes  
No 

  

Was there any change in the diversity of wildlife (specify 
species) 

Yes  
No 

  

 
Instructions for the question:  
In column c) (By how much), please use the following codes: 1, great Decrease; 2 some decrease; 3 
Neutral; 4 Increase; 5 Highly increase 
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ANNEX 4: FORESTRY ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL KEY 
INFORMANT INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 

 
 

 
1. Demographic Information 

 
1. Questionnaire No.:_________________________________________________________ 
2. Date (dd/mm/yyyy):________________________________________________________ 
3. Name of interviewer:_______________________________________________________ 
4. Name of interviewee_______________________________________________________ 
5. Age:____________________________________________________________________ 
6. Gender:_________________________________________________________________ 
7. Ethnicity:________________________________________________________________ 
8. Address and cell phone_____________________________________________________ 
9. Community Forest name under you responsibility:________________________________ 
10. Village, Commune, District, Province:__________________________________________ 
11. SFB Landscape: 1.Eastern Plain Landscape (EPL), 2.Preylang Landscape (PLL) 

 
2. Business Information 

 
12. What is your position in the FA?_______________________________________________ 
13. How long have you been working in this 

position?________________________________________ 
14. How many technical staff work in the FA at your level?______________________________ 
15. In the area you cover” or “in the area your office covers, what are the main non-timber forest 

products?_________________________________________________________________ 
 

16. Who and how many people are collecting NTFPs and other forest products? 
 

Type of people collect NTFPs: Estimated 
number 
of people 
per year 
(No.) 

1. Local community  
2. Outsider from neighbouring CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT/Other  
3. Outsider within province  
4. Outsider from different province  
5. Other ( specify)  

 
 

17. What form of permits, rights or concessions do they need to harvest and transport these 
NTFPs and other forest products in your area up to April 2013? 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

18. What are the regulations and quotas imposed by the FA cantonment for trading NTFPs and 
other forest products in your province up to April 2013? 
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______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

19. For what type of NTFPs were licenses and transport permits were requested from your 
office in April 2013 (How much was volume? And how much in taxes were collected for each 
product? 

 
Types of products April 2013 

Quantity Amount 
(KHR) 

1. Resin   
2. Honey   
3. Rattan   
4. Bamboo   
5. Vine   
6. Hunting   
7. Fishing   
8. Mushroom   
9. Medicinal plant   
10. Fuelwood   
11. Other (specify)   

 
20. Among those main NTFPs products, which are being traded in your area, which is traded as 

the raw materials and which is traded with a processing workshop? If Yes, how many those 
shop/wholesalers in your areas covers (up to April 2013)? 

 
Types of NTFPs products Trading Transformation 

(1. Raw materials, 2. 
Processing)  

Number of SMEs for NTFPs 

1. Resin   
2. Honey   
3. Rattan   
4. Bamboo   
5. Vine   
6. Hunting   
7. Fishing   
8. Mushroom   
9. Medicinal plant   
10. Fuelwood   
11. Other (specify)   

 
21. How would you describe the trend of your forest products tax collection in the last five years 

up to November2012? 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Please use the following codes: 1, great decrease; 2 some decrease; 3 Neutral; 4 
increase; 5, highly increase 
 

 
22. Does the FA plan to plant NTFP tree species in the community forest? If yes, what types of 

species of tree did you propose to plan (April 2013)?  
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Type of NTFPs and Tree Planting 
 

Quantity (Number) 

1. Rattan  Yes 
NO 

 

2. Bamboo  Yes 
 NO 

 

3. Resin  Yes 
 NO 

 

4. Tree 1 ( please name it)  Yes 
 NO 

 

5. Tree 2 ( please name it)  Yes 
 NO 

 

6. Tree 3 ( please name it)  Yes 
 NO 

 

7. Other ( specify)  Yes 
 NO 

 

 
23. What are the main constraints/challenges you face in the NTFPs trade business? And how 

do you rate them the main challenges? And how do you manage/overcome these 
constraints?  

 
No a) Types of most challenges in 

NTFP trade   
Rate of 
challenge 

b) How were these 
challenges resolved?  

1.    
2.    
3.    
4.    
5.    
6.    

 
Instruction for the Table: 
 High challenge, 2) Medium challenge, 3) Low challenge  
 In column b) please code: 1) Successfully solved, 2) Partly solved, 3) unsolved at all 

 
24. What are the main constraints/challenges you face in forest product management and trade 

in your forest areas? Please rate them the most challenges? And how do you 
manage/overcome these constraints?  
 

No a) Types of most challenges in 
forest product management  

b)Rate of 
challenge 

b) How were these 
challenges resolved?  

1.    
2.    
3.    
4.    
5.    
6.    

 
 
 
 

Instruction for the Table: 
 In column b) please code: 1) High challenge, 2) Medium challenge, 3) Low 

challenge 
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 In column c) please code: 1) Successfully solved, 2) Partly solved, 3) unsolved at 
all 

 
25. What changes would you like to see in the NTFP and other forest products trade in the 

future for your working area? 
 

1)_______________________________________________________________________ 
2)_______________________________________________________________________ 
3)_______________________________________________________________________ 
4)_______________________________________________________________________
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ANNEX 5: NTFP TRADER KEY INFORMANT GUIDE 
 
 

 
I. Demographic Information 

 
6. Questionnaire No. :______________________________ 
7. Date (dd/mm/yyyy) :___________/_________/_________ 
8. Name of interviewer :______________________________ 
9. Name of interviewee :______________________________ 
10. Age (year )  :______________________________ 
11. Sex   :______________________________ 
12. Ethnicity   :______________________________ 
13. Number of members in interviewee’s HH:_________________ 
14. Address and cell phone:_____________________________________________  
15. Community Forestry Name: 1.CF 2.CBPC 3.CCF 4.CPF 5.CPA  6. ICT 7. 

Other…. 
16. Village, Commune, District, Province:____________________________________ 
17. SFB Landscape (EPL or PLL):1. EPL, 2. PLL 
 

II. Business Information 
 

18. Main occupation  :__________________________________________ 
19. Minor occupation  :_________________________________________ 
20. Your date of starting NTFP trader (dd/mm/yyyy):___________________________ 
21. What products do you produce and sell out:_______________________________ 

In your CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/Other area how many traders do you think are also 
buying and selling NTFPs products like you? :_____________________________ 

22. Compared with these other traders, are you a smaller or bigger producer than 
them? 
 Smaller than them / bigger than them 

 
23. How would you describe the trend in the value of your NTFPs product collection in 

the last 5 years up to April 2013? :______________________________________ 
 

 
Please use the following codes1 great decrease; 2 decrease; 3 Neutral; 4  
increase; 5 highly increase 

 
 

24. How many villages do you serve with your NTFPs trade business? 
 

No
. 

Name of Village Total production 
purchased 
(Kg/year) 

Total sale/revenue 
per year 

(KHR/year) 

Means of 
transportatio

n 
1     
2     
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3     
4     

 
25. Who do you sell your NTFPs products to? 
Wholesaler, Why? : ______________________________________________ 
Retailer, Why? :______________________________________________ 
The combination between wholesale and retail, Why?:_____________________ 

26. Who/where do you sell your NTFPs products? 
 

No. Name of 
business 
partner 
who you 
sell your 
product 

Address Type of 
your 
business 
partners 
1.wholesal
er 
2.Retailer, 
3.Combinat
ion)

Hours to 
transport from 
your house to 
your main 
wholesale or 
retail outlet 
(minute) 

Distance 
from 
collection 
site to 
house 
(Km) 

Means of  
transport
ation 

1       
2       
3       
4       

 
27. [If yes to Q#20 above] Why do you sell to them rather than sell directly to the 

exporter? 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

III. NTFPs Pricing 
 
28. What is the trend for NTFPs products over the past five years up to April 2013? 

a. Are villagers providing more or less 
NTFPs?:_________________________________________ 
 

 
Please use the following codes: 1 great decrease; 2 decrease; 3 Neutral; 4  increase; 
5 highly increase 

 
b. Are there more or less traders in NTFPs trade business over the past 5 years up 

to April 2013:______________________________________________________ 
 

 
Please use the following codes: 1 great decrease; 2 decrease; 3 Neutral; 4  
increase; 5 highly increase 
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c. Is the NTFPs products price is higher or lower over the past 5 years up to April 
2013?:___________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Please use the following codes: 1 great decrease; 2 decrease; 3 Neutral; 4  increase; 
5 highly increase 
 

 
29. Why does the price that you offer NTFPs collectors fluctuate (change) during the 

course of the 5 years up to April 2013?( Please tick all as apply and rating them 
based on code provide below) 
a. Change in transport costs_______________________________________ 
b. Quality of NTFPs change_______________________________________ 
c. Demand-driven shift (such as more demand by consumers at some time of the 

year)_________________________________________________________ 
d. Supply-driven shift (such as greater production at some time of the 

year)_________________________________________________________ 
e. Other 

reason________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Please use the following codes:  Please use the following codes: 1 very low; 2 low; 3 
neutral; 4  increase; 5 highly increase 
 

 
30. Why does the price at which you sell NTFPs fluctuate (change) during the course of 

the 5 years up to April 2013? ( Please tick all as apply and rating them based on 
code provide below) 
a. Change in transport costs__________________________________________ 
b. Quality of NTFPs change__________________________________________ 
c. Demand-driven shift (such as more demand by consumers at some time of the 

year)____________________________________________________________ 
d. Supply-driven shift (such as greater production at some time of the 

year)____________________________________________________________ 
e. Other reason____________________________________________________ 

 
 
Please use the following codes: Please use the following codes: Please use the 
following codes:  Please use the following codes: 1 very low; 2 low; 3 neutral; 4  
increase; 5 highly increase 

 
31. Do you offer loans to NTFPs collectors from various villages where you are trading 

with as part of your NTFPs trade business?  
 No,  
Yes, if yes how many collectors do you make loans to?  
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No. Name of 
village 

Number of total 
outstanding loans 
April 2013 

Average size of 
loans 
( KHR/NTFP 
collector) 

No. of collectors 
you offered loans 

1     
2     
3     
4     
5     
6     

 
26. Do you charge an interest rate? 

Yes, How much interest rate___________%/month 

 No 
 

26.1. What happens if people cannot pay back the loan? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

26.2. What kinds of formal and informal fees do you pay for transport from villages 
to the place of sale (formal fee are fees for which you receive a receipt)? 

 
No. Types of fees Amount paid per 

trip (KHR/Trip) 
Amount paid per 
year (KHR/Year) 

1 License   
2 Local authority   
3 Check points   
4 Other (specify)   

 
IV. Processing 

 
27. What types of NTFPs products do you or your spouse process?  
If not why?_____________________________________________________________ 
 

No. Type of NTFPs products are 
trading 

Do you process 
this product 

If not, why: ( please 
explain) 

1.  Resin  Yes 

 No 
 

2.  Honey  Yes 

 No 
 

3 Rattan  Yes 

 No 
 

4. Bamboo  Yes 

 No 
 

5. Vine  Yes 

 No 
 



 

ANNEX 4: NTFP TraderKey Informant Guide / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 130 of 145 

6. Hunting  Yes 

 No 
 

7. Fishing  Yes 

 No 
 

8. Mushroom  Yes 

 No 
 

9. Medicinal plant  Yes 

 No 
 

10
. 

Fuelwood  Yes 

 No 
 

11
. 

Other (specify)  Yes 

 No 
 

 
V. Alternative Business 

 
28. What would you do if the NTFPs trade business did not exist? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
29. What would be your daily income from that alternative job? 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
30. What are the main constraints/challenges you face in the NTFPs trade business? 

And how do you rate them the main challenges? And how do you manage/overcome 
these constraints? 

 
No. a)Challenges in 

business 
b)Rate of 
challenges

c)How are these challenges 
resolved? 

1    
2    
3    
4    
5    
6    

 
 

Instruction for the Table: 
 

 In column b) please code: 1) High challenge, 2) Medium challenge, 3) Low 
challenge 

 In column c) please code: 1) Successfully solved, 2) Partly solved, 3) 
 

 
31. What types of change would you like to see in your NTFP trade business in the 
future? 
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1._________________________________________________________________ 
2._________________________________________________________________ 
3._________________________________________________________________ 
4._________________________________________________________________ 



 

ANNEX 6: NGO Key Informant Guide / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 132 of 145 

ANNEX 6: VILLAGE PROFILE 
 
 

I. Profile 
 

1. Questionnaire No.:_______________________ 
2. Date:__________________________________(dd/mm/yyyy)  
3. Name of interviewer:_____________________ 
4. Community Forestry Name___1.CF, 2.CBPF, 3.CCF, 4.CPF, 5.CPA, 6.ICT, 
7.Other 

5. Group ( Krom):__________________________ 
6. Village ________________________________ 
7. Commune______________________________ 
8. District_________________________________ 
9. Province_______________________________ 
10. SFB Landscape: 1. Eastern Plain Landscape (EPL),2. Preylang Landscape (PLL) 

 
Instructions: 

 Send one enumerator to the market/local stores to check prices of goods listed 
below during the fieldwork at each site. 

 
II. Price of goods and services 

 
Instruction for the Table 

V: In the village, F: In the full day market 
All information can be collected from national Statistics and from local market; 

otherwise we can ask participants for validating. 
Note: collect the prices of items that are available in the village. If they buy in the 

full-day market, just write “buy in full-day market” or “not available in the 
village”. Then later check in the market to find the price. 
 

 

No
. 

Goods and services Unit 
Expensive season Normal season Where

? 
V-F 

Maximu
m price 

Month 
Normal 
price 

Month 

1 Gasoline Litre      
2 Cook rice Kg      
3 Cigarette (Brand : 

ARA) 
Packag
e 

     

4 Duck egg (Not salty) Pill      
5 Soap (Lux) Bar      
6 Cigarette lighter (Viet 

Name) 
Loaf      

7 Diesel Liter      
8 White sugar Kg      
9 Vietnamese noodle Packag

e 
     

10 Ploughing fee by 
motor-plough  

Hectar
e 
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11 Battery charging (40 
Vol) 

Battery      

12 Battery charging (50 
Vol) 

Battery      

13 Battery charging (70 
Vol) 

Battery      

14 Gas-cook stove  (with 
two stoves using with 
large gas containers – 
14.7Kg)  

Set      

15 Gas 14.7Kg Container  Contai
ner 

     

16 Mosquito net: 1.5m x 
1.8m  

Piece      

17 Battery ( for lighting 
and/or watching 
television) : 40 V/AM 

Unit      

18 Battery ( for lighting 
and/or watching 
television) : 50 V/AM 

Unit      

19 Battery ( for lighting 
and/or watching 
television) : 70 V/AM 

Unit      

20 Big cow for farming or 
pulling cart 

Head      

21 Water jar for keep 
water for 
consumption : 120L 

Unit      

22 Electricity price / one 
lamp  

Month      

23 Electricity price / one 
TV  

Month      

24 Thick blanket  Piece      
25 One set of man 

clothes  
Set      

26 One set of woman 
clothes 

Set      

27 One set of children 
clothes 

Set      

28 Motor-trailer (koyun)  
Note:  

Set      

29 Axe  Unit      
30 Long knife  Unit      
31 Hand pump well at 

home 
Set      

32 Wooden wardrobe 
(Normal quality) 

Unit      

33 Tissue wardrobe Set      



 

ANNEX 6: NGO Key Informant Guide / Baseline Study / 
Supporting Forests and Biodiversity (SFB) Project / August 11, 2014 Page 134 of 145 

34 Home toilet connect 
with sewer or septic 
tank 

Set      

35 Fee for car-taxi 
service from village to 
provincial capital (one 
round trip/person) 

Person
/ 
Round 
trip 

     

36 Motorbike (commonly 
used). Note:  

Set      

37 Roof with zinc sheet / 
tin 
House size:  

Enoug
h for 
one 
house 

     

38 Roof with fibro 
House size:  

Enoug
h for 
one 
house 

     

39 Roof with tile 
House size:  

Enoug
h for 
one 
house 

     

40 Wooden walls for the 
house 
House size: 

Enoug
h for 
one 
house 

     

41 Television (Color TV):  
……………Inch  

Set      

42 VCD/DVD Player (no 
TV) 

Set      

43 Mobile phone 
commonly use: ........... 

Unit      

44 One plot of land to 
build a house in the 
village measuring at 
least 50m x 100m 

One 
plot of 
land 

     

45 One ha of rice 
cultivated land 

One ha 
of rice 
fields 

     

46 One ha of chamkar 
land 

One ha 
of rice 
fields 

     

47 Contribution to 
participate in one 
wedding (riel)  

Weddin
g  

     

48 Contribution to 
participate in one 
ceremony (riel)  

Cerem
ony 

     

49 Cost of holding a 
traditional ceremony 

Cerem
ony 
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50 Electric rice cooker 
(electric pot) 

Unit      

51 Fridge (not cooler box) Unit       
52 Big buffalo for farming 

or pulling cart 
Head       

53 Selling price of live 
fattening pig  

Kg      

54 Selling price of 
chicken   

Kg      

55 Selling price of 
cassava 

Kg      

56 Electric fan unit      
57 Hammock with 

mosquito net 
unit      

58 Plastic tent (common 
use): Size………….. 

unit      

59 Ox-cart Set      
60 Kettle unit      
61 Grass cutting machine Set      
62 Rice milling machine Set      
63 Rice threshing 

machine 
Set      

 

SFB Project Information 
 

Instructions: 
Confirm with SFB field staff to verify the following information. 

 
III. Status of the Community Forest  

 
11.  Date CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT was created 

(dd/mm/yyyy):_____________________________ 
 
Instructions:  

 DD-MM-YYYY, if possible. If exact date unknown, at least write month and year. 
 DD-MM-YYYY collects from SFB and is just validated with participants, if they seem to 

agree with it. 

 
13. At what stage of CF/CBPF/CCF/CPF/CPA/ICT was this area in April 2013? 
 
Milestones (For CF, CCF, CBPF) Please only report from the stage when SFB fund start 
involve in.  
# Step 

0 
Step 
1 

Step 
2 

Step 
3 

Step 
4 

Step 
5 

Step 
6 

Step 
7 

Step 
8 

Step 
9 

Step 
10 

Step 
11 

1             
2             

 
14. Milestones (For CPA, ICT)  
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Please only report from the stage when SFB funding began [say site specific MM-YYYY]. 
# Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 
1         
2         

 
IV. Partners working at the site 

 
1. EWMI 

2. RECOFTC 

 3. WWF 

4. WCS 
  
5. Winrock International 

 
V. SFB Meetings or Trainings Attended/Partner Brand Recognition 

Instruction for enumerators:  
 Use local partner name rather than SFB since local people do not know the SFB 

project. 
 See Village Profile sheet for the list of meetings/trainings held in that community and 

SFB partners working at that site. 
 

 

12. Have you or anyone else in your household attended any training by [local partner name]?  

1. yes  

2. no, 

 
12.1 If Yes, What topics were included in the training (Select all that apply) 

1 conflict resolution 2 land use planning/titling 3 business skill 

4 forest management 5 indigenous community land rights  

6NTFP (Bamboo, resin, honey etc.)7 biodiversity monitoring  

8 community patrolling  9 community based production forest 

10 exposure visit 11 ecotourism development 12 agriculture livelihoods 

12.2 Have you or anyone else in your household attended any meetings sponsored by [local 

partner]? 

1. yes  

2. no, 

12.3 If Yes, What were the meetings about? (Select all that apply) 
 
1. REDD+ 2. CF/CPBA/ICT etc. 3. Commune Council 4. Public forum  

5. Other meeting with government (MoE, FA, MoA, MoI) to discuss problem/issue 
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6. Other meetings sponsored by NGOs (NOT SFB partners). 

7. Other (please specify)__________________________________. 
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ANNEX 7: NGO KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW 
 

(Only for EPL Landscape) 
 
 
 
 
Location  

 

Mission  
 

 

Where do you work in EPL? 
 

 

How long have you worked 
in EPL? 
 

 

What groups is your work in 
EPL focused on? 
 

 

What is your current work in 
EPL? 
 

 

Who are you working with in 
EPL? 
1. Government 
2. CSOs (NGOs, networks, 
etc.) 
3.Community Leaders and 
Groups 

 

Future plans for work in EPL 
 

 

Contact Person  
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ANNEX 8: FIELD GUIDE FOR FIELDWORK 
 
Socio-economic Baseline Study Focused on Incomes 

and Livelihoods of Engaged Communities in Prey 
Lang Landscape and Eastern Plain Landscape 

 
 
 
Date: 01 May 2014
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Background 

 
 
I.  Sampling at Community Level 
 

There will be three types of interaction at the community level during this 
study:  FGDs for Committees, Village Leader KII, NTFP Trader KII, FA Official KII, 
NGO Interview KII and Household Interview.  

 
It is worthy to note that every interview need to apply prior informed consent 

to comply with ethnically approach in the survey. 
 
 

Type of interaction Number per 
CF/CPA/CCF/C
BPF/ICT site 

Remark 

Household Interview 30  

FGD for CF 
Committees 

1 FGD per CF 
(5-11 persons) 

Some data/information is 
collected from SFB project and 
national statistical database, 
and validating with the 
participants ( Please see the 
detail note in the ANNEX C). 

VKI  1 FGD per 
village 

The majority of data collected 
from secondary sources include 
national statistical database, 
village database information, 
SFB project, and local market 
Please see the detail note in the 
ANNEX E). 

NTFP Trader-KII 1-2 persons In case the village consisted of 
NTFP traders, otherwise 3-6 
NTFPs per provincial site 

FA Official -KII  2-3 persons per provincial site 
 

1. Household Interview 
 

Each CF/CCF/CPA/CBPF/ICT of which one village will be selected for household 
interview, except CF contains multi-village of which 2 villages will be selected and 
accounted for household interview. A total of 30 in-depth and open-ended 
individual/household interviews will be carried out at every site.   
 

 Process: 
1) Get the list of CFs from SFB project for random sampling with participatory 

process with SFB partners. 
2) Since CF had selected, then select village within CF site. 
3) Get the list of village from chief of village and/or SFB for random sampling 

for household survey. 
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4) Random sampling based on list, with an interval: x/30  ( X is total 
household in the village) in the consultation process with village chief 
and/or CF committees. It is worthy to note that gender participation in 
household must be included to make sure that we will have gender voice 
equity and equally. 

5) For multi-village within CF, the process is the same as above, therefore a 
total sample for 2 villages will be 60 households 

 
2. FGD for CF Committees 

 
A total of 5-11 participants will be selected for FGDs at the CF level. A total FGD 

time spending is 1 to 1.5 hours. There should be 2 facilitations who will be conducted 
the FGD : one male and other is female. One should facilitate in order to receive 
information/data while other is making note. Equally important, in order to ensure 
gender response to our themes of FGD, therefore, the FGD will be split into two small 
groups: one Men Group and other is women group. 
 

 Participants criteria 
 
These will be selected as per the following: 

 
 Men committees 
 Women  committees 
 Youth male and female who are sitting in the committees 
 Any special group that may exist in the village, including ethnic minorities 

 
 Tools for FGDs 

There are various tools from SLA will be used for proceeding the FGDs, those 
will be included livelihood analysis, time trend, and especially Vann Diagram. Equally 
important for the 5-scale pints and other scale – the small pies of rock will be used to 
demonstrate the scale.  

 
 Materials for FGD 

 
Meanwhile, the materials used for conducting the FGD are as follow: 

 Pen 
 Pencil and markers 
 Flip Chart 
 Scissor and knife Rubber band (to secure the rolled up sheets of paper) 
 Eraser 
 Stapler and staple pins 

 
 

3. Examples of some of the methods to be used during FGDs and individual 
interviews 

 
 Venn Diagram 
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The most important tool that can be used to analyse the role of and relations 
with different institutions is the Venn diagram.  It is important to remember to start with 
first asking the group to list all the different institutions that play a role in their lives.  
Then they can analyse the performance of the institution as well as the relation they 
have with them by using circles of different sizes, different colours, and placing the 
circle close or far away from the circle depicting the village.  The placement of the 
circle should NOT represent the physical location of the institution.  Instead the 
placement should represent how accessible the group feels these institutions are (i.e. 
it shows the relationship and not the physical distance) 
 
 

 Livelihood analysis 
 
Livelihood analysis at the community level this can be used for analysis during a FGD. 
This method is used to get an overall picture about the sources of livelihood in the 
village.  This can be analysed separately for gender and/or household categories (from 
the well-being analysis, if we have data from ID poor or national statistic). 
 

4. Introduction for the Baseline Survey 
 
A full introduction should be given before starting the fieldwork at any location.  
Sometimes we need to repeat the full introductions before starting a FGD, Household 
Interview, and other types of interview. Introduction should include: 

 
 Personal introductions (names) 
 Purpose and objectives, and how the study results may be used 
 Duration 
 Make it clear that no all information is only used for project intervention 

and development, and equally important all name and other personality 
for those whose participated in the interview process will be treated as a 
highly confidential 
 
 

5. Daily Review and Planning 
 
It is important that the team meets every evening to review the day's work and to 

plan for the next day.  The review should include a discussion on any new issue that 
may have emerged as well as to assess the progress made.  This helps in planning 
for the next day. The team leader must report to WI for every evening for the progress 
of activity and the level of achievement ( no. households interview, FGDs, and others) 
 

6. Site report 
 
Once the fieldwork at a particular location is completed the team leader will put 

together a report based on all the discussions with the community and the analysis 
carried out by them as well as conclusion remarks and recommendations. 
 
II. Estimated Time for Each Set of Questionnaire 
 

Type of questionnaire Number of hours 
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FGDs for CF committees 1.0 -1.30 
VKI village leader including local market survey 1.0 – 2.0 (max.) 
Household survey 1 hour (max.) 
NTFP trader 1.0 ( max.) 
FA Official  0.5 – 1.0 

 
III. Staffing Fieldwork 
 
1. Field Enumerator 
 

The Field enumerator will be supervised by and report to a Site 
Teamleader/supervisor.  The main responsibilities of the field enumerator are to: 
 
 Organize and conduct household interview; 
 Organize and facilitate focal group discussions at village level, if necessary and 

appointed by supervisor; 
 Participate in providing conclusion and recommendation for each study site;  
 Help analyze field data; and, 
 Report regularly and daily to Site Teamleader/supervisor. 
 
 
2. Site Team Leader/Supervisor 
 
The Site Team Leader/Supervisor have the following additional responsibilities, in 
addition to Contract with WI. 
 
 Coordinate the preparation of the village field survey reports according to 

established guidelines; 
 Act as the project liaison with village leaders and WI as well as Partners; 
 Manage petty cash disbursements in the field; 
 Coordinate with partners for baseline surveys; 
 Report daily basis to Team lead consultant and WI on the progress of field activity 

 
3. Name of Field Enumerators and Consultants 
No. Name Sex Position Tel./E-mail 

1 Prom Tola Male Team lead 
Tel: 097 778 1933 
E-mail: tolaprom@yahoo.com 

2 Kim Chhorn Male Site Team leader
Tel: 097 5555 959 
E-mail: chhornkim@gmail.com 

3 HeangSarim Male Site Team leader
Tel: 092 286 383 
E-mail: 
sarimheang@yahoo.com 

4 Sean Prom Male 
Supervisor/Site 
Team leader 

Tel: 097 431 2796 
E-mail: prum.sean@gmail.com 

5 Kim Boryphal Female 
Database 
Manager 

Tel: 097 6666 368  
E-mail:boryphal@yahoo.com 

6 SomDany Female Enumerator Tel: 012 898 189 
E-mail:somdany2002@yahoo.com 

7 CHHENG KEORATHA Female Enumerator Tel: 092 706 980 / 015705360 
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E-mail: keoratha83@gmail.com

8 SiengSovannary Female Enumerator 
Tel: 097-654 4854 (Y) 
E-mail:  

9 SIN SOPHONE Male Enumerator 
Tel: 016 696 360 
E-mail: sophornsin@yahoo.com

10 
Sovan Male Enumerator 

Tel: 097-368 6108 
E-mail:  

11 
Tevy Female Enumerator 

Tel: 097-723 4639 
E-mail:  

12 Sou Sola Female Enumerator 
Tel: 088-580 8999  
E-mail:  

13 
ChoungPhea Male Enumerator 

Tel: 092 799 766 
E-mail: 
phea.choung@gmail.com 

14 Ban Ravuth Male Enumerator 
Tel: 012-823 399  
E-mail:  

15 Hong Sophon Female Enumerator 
Tel: 012-996 585/010 857 138 
E-mail:  

16 ChhunSarorn Female Enumerator 
Tel: 017 542 537 / 097 4 314 410
E-mail: 
chhun_sarorn@yahoo.com 

17 
ChuondDoeun Male Enumerator 

Tel: 017 336 923  
E-mail: chuond@yahoo.com 

 
 


