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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Mekong Integrated Water Resources Management Phase Ill project (M-IWRM Ill) was
implemented between 2017 and 2022 to enhance Cambodia’s capacity to sustainably manage its
water and fishery resources in the northeast of Cambodia. Component 1 of the project (Support for
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Management in Northern Cambodia, by IFReDI/FiA) was focused on
i) developing Community Fisheries (CFi), including fisheries management plans and demonstration of
supplementary livelihood activities, ii) strengthening public sector fishery management, and
iii) providing support for local government capacity building and rural infrastructure. 8,862 households
in 70 CFl in Kratie and Stung Treng Provinces received project support.

A baseline survey was conducted in late 2017 and an endline survey was conducted in early 2021. The
present document is focused on assessing the outputs and benefits of the project.

Background. A relatively small percentage of CFi household members (21%) consider themselves to
be full-time fishers. All CFi households report that the main sources of household income comes from
a mix of fishing (25%) and agriculture practices (crops 35%, orchards 29%, livestock 27%), although CFi
households report slightly more income from agriculture practices than fishing. The respondents
reported an increase in doing aquaculture and in processing fish.

Improved Community Fishery governance. CFi governance clearly improved over the course of the
project, with 90 to 97% of CFl now having by-laws and internal regulations; identified boundaries and
map of the community fishing area; a community fishing area agreement; registration and recognition
by MAFF; a community fishing area management plan; rules and regulations against illegal fishing; and
having a conservation area. The two points remaining weaker are i) an activity plan for the next six
months (84%) and ii) a mechanism to resolve conflicts (62%).

Respondents are very positive about improved CFi governance, as illustrated by an increase over time
in the number of meetings per year, an improved coordination with the Commune Council and
Fisheries Cantonment, better networking with other CFi and organizations, more engagement in fund
raising, more success in fund raising, diversification of funding sources (especially from NGOS), and
transparency of financial records. The respondents were also well satisfied with CFi management,
reporting an increase in participation in CFi activities, well managed finances, elections open to
everyone, and transparent decision-making over the baseline. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of
respondents also report that the local administration was helpful for assistance and conflict
management.

Socioeconomic and food security benefits. One hundred percent (100%) of interviewees report that
the CFi benefits them both socially and economically. The share of fishing in the household income
deceased in the past 5 years (from 32% down to 25%) but was compensated by livestock farming (from
19 to 27%). CFi households also report that less of their protein intake now comes from fish, and that
the fear of not enough fish or food to meet their family needs has deceased. Interviewees also flag a
need for assistance for better methods for processing fish and more technical training on aquaculture.

Resource management. During the baseline survey, 42% of households consulted described the
condition of fish stocks as bad; this figure had dropped to 32% in the endline survey. Similarly, 10% of

respondents estimated that fish stocks were good at the beginning of the project, and they were 23%



at the end. Respondents felt that conservation areas are good and that fisheries conflicts have been
reduced. Ninety-one percent (91%) report that the CFi has improved the fish stock. Seventy-six
percent (76%) reported that the CFi has good and sustainable fisheries management. Ninety-seven
percent (97%) feel that the CFi has improved fish habitats. Among CFi households, 84% expect that
the fishery will maintain its current level of productivity over the next five years. All in all, 2017 and
2021 surveys show a reduction in the percentage of respondents reporting that fish catch had
decreased in the last five years, but this did not translate into a perception that the catch had
increased.

lllegal fishing and threats to the resource. The CFi households have reported that there has been a
significant decrease in illegal fishing over the life of the project, with 87% of respondents reporting a
perceived decreasing trend in illegal fishing. A vast majority of the CFi households report that the
government (97%) and CFC (99%) are taking action to address illegal fishing. Ninety-seven percent
(97%) of respondents felt that there was good enforcement. This could be attributed to increased
patrols due to the provision of boats and equipment for patrolling, training, and funds to conduct
patrols. However, bomb fishing and illegal fishing in the breeding season and in prohibited areas
continues to be a problem. In addition, while illegal fishing has been reduced and enforcement
improved, respondents felt that the CFi was less able to punish offenders, either formally or
informally, at the end of the project. The main threats to the fishery in the endline survey include
illegal fishing gears and practices, natural issues such as climate change, and population growth/more
fishers. The suggested approaches to improve fisheries management include prevent illegal fishing,
more conservation areas, and more patrolling and enforcement.

Gender and ethnic minorities. There has reportedly been a slight increase in the number of women
members of the CFi and CFC. However, these numbers may not be reliable as other project reports
indicate a much higher percentage of women participating in the CFi and CFC. The ex-ante / ex-post
study also reflects the effective training conducted and exposure that has improved respondents
understanding of gender; there is now a high positive perception about the active participation of
women in the CFi. Yet CFi households report that participation of women needs to more supported
and encouraged through more education and training on gender and participation of women. CFi
households also indicate that participation of indigenous people needs to be further supported and
encouraged.

Conclusions and recommendations. Overall, the respondents in the endline survey felt that the
project was beneficial to them. This was reflected in overall improvements in the CFi and CFC
operation and administration, and in governance and resource management. The respondents also
reported overall social and economic benefits from CFi membership. The following are key
recommendations to maintain and enhance the project outputs and benefits:
1. Ensure that each CFi has a financial sustainability plan to achieve long-term CFi viability and
sustainability;

2. Enhance capacity; through, for example, technical training; to continue to diversify livelihoods of
all CFi households as fishing is a livelihood and income source for a decreasing percentage of the
households and all households rely on a mix of livelihood and income sources, such as agriculture,
fish processing and aquaculture;

3. Utilize the Stung Treng fish hatchery to enhance aquaculture as a household livelihood option
through provision of production inputs and technical assistance;



Strengthen CFi and CFC capacity to manage the fisheries and to serve its member’s needs, through
training and technical assistance, on administration (i.e. funding, roles and responsibilities),
fisheries and ecosystem management, conflict management, and compliance and enforcement;
Illegal fishing is the most important fishery issue; continue capacity building and put resources
into enforcement and compliance activities such as patrolling;

Improve capacity to punish offenders of fishing laws and regulations through both formal and
informal ways;

Enhance the participation of women and indigenous people in all CFi activities and as members of
the CFC through encouragement and support and education and training;

Improve coordination and cooperation among government, non-governmental organizations and
donors on support and activities to CFis and CFCs.



1. INTRODUCTION

The objective of the Mekong Integrated Water Resources Management Phase Il project (M-IWRM lll)
was to enhance Cambodia’s institutional capacity and infrastructure to sustainably manage its water
and fishery resources in the northeast of Cambodia, and thus more effectively engage in trans-
boundary water management. The project was implemented in the Mekong River Basin in Northeast
Cambodia and the implementation duration of the project spanned over 5+1 years (2016-2022).
The Project consisted of two components:
e Component 1: Support for Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Management in Northern
Cambodia managed by IFReDI/FiA as Implementing Agency.
e Component 2: Support for River Basin Management in the 3S sub-basin and 4P sub-basin and
Coordination with riparian Countries in Northern Cambodia managed by CNMC as
Implementing Agency.

Component 1 had the following general objectives:

e establishment of community-based fisheries management organizations including
development of fisheries management plans and demonstration of supplementary livelihood
activities;

e strengthening public sector fishery management including monitoring, enforcement of
regulations, and supporting indigenous species aquaculture and stocking.

e  Providing support for local government capacity building and rural infrastructure.

Among natural resources in the Mekong River, capture fisheries are of particular importance for the
communities along the Mekong and its tributaries. With the river’s large flood pulse, abundant
wetlands and estuaries, fisheries in the Mekong have been productive, and have always been the main
livelihood for the local population. Based on Mekong River Commission (MRC) estimates, capture
fisheries in the Mekong are valued at USD 2-3 billion. Reportedly, more than two-thirds of about 800
fish species migrate between the Mekong Delta in Vietnam and northern Lao PDR, and all species are
significantly affected by flow regimes and water quality. In this context, fisheries management is
considered to be a part of the larger water resources management in the Mekong Basin.

Component 1, managed by IFReDI/FiA, aimed to establish sound fisheries management in the
mainstream Mekong between Kratie and Stung Treng in Northern Cambodia where a significant
number of critical habitats are located.

The key stakeholders involved with this component were: The Fisheries Administration (FiA), The
Ministry of Water Resources and Meteorology (MOWRAM), provincial FiA, community fisheries (CFi),
technical institutions, community groups, and civil society organizations.

In order to assess the overall performance of the project, a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system
was put in place. This M&E includes a component on the impact of the project activities on
socioeconomics, governance and ecological performance of Community Fisheries (CFi). This implies a
comparison of the situation in each CFi at time to in particular at the beginning of the project and at
time t, in particular at the end of the project. A baseline survey was conducted in late 2017 and an



endline survey was conducted in early 2021. The present document is focused on project intervention
benefits. The main objective of the questions asked during the baseline and the endline surveys was
to compare for each CFi assisted by the project the situation at the beginning and at the end of the
project.

This report includes four sections. The Method section (section 2) below describes the methodology
for data analysis. This is followed by the Results section (section 3) where individual questions and
answers are detailed. Section 4 is a discussion of governance, threats, and recommendations. The final
section consists in conclusions and recommendations.

2. METHOD

The baseline survey was initiated in September 2017. It included the following steps: i) preparatory
activities; ii) development of questionnaire, coding, and database creation; iii) training of interviewers
(19 provincial fisheries officers) and questionnaire pre-test; iv) field data collection (October to
December 2017); v) data encoding (January to April 2018); vi) development of a book of questions for
data analysis; and vii) data analysis (June to September 2018). That analysis resulted in a first
assessment report released in October 2018 (Fisheries Administration 20181).

The baseline assessment targeted a sample of 1200 households randomly selected in the two
provinces, including both CFi and non-CFi member households. This included households that would
and would not be selected for assistance by the project. A total of 1,181 households were surveyed in
117 Community Fisheries (Table 1). The baseline survey was shaped by: i) the objective to provide an
overview of the socioeconomic situation and fish-related livelihoods in the two provinces in order to
guide CFI selection, ii) the intention to also produce enough data to potentially allow an analysis of
project impacts later on; and iii) the constraint of having to implement a large scale survey without
knowing, at that early stage, which would be the CFlI and households selected later on for project
assistance. Thus, this survey covered 762 community fishing households and 419 non-community
fishing households.

1 Fisheries Administration (2018). Baseline Survey of Fishing Households in Kratie and Stung Treng Provinces.
Report for the project “Support for Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Management in Northern Cambodia”.
Fisheries Administration and Inland Fisheries Research and Development Institute, Phnom Penh, Cambodia.
69 pages.



Table 1: Villages and CFi surveyed

Province District Commune Community Fisheries Village
Seam Bok 6 16 16
Thalaborivat 6 25 27
Stung Treng IEVAEN 4 5 11
Seam Bang 2 1 3
Stung Traeng 1 4 3
5 19 51 60
Kratie 3 3 6
Sombo 7 27 27
Chet Borey 6 11 12
Chhloung 5 5 11
Snuol 4 5 6
Preak Brosob 7 15 20

6 32 66 82
11 51 117 142

The project implementation resulted in the selection of 70 CFl among 117 to receive infrastructure

support (64 CFi that existed before the project and 6 newly created during the project). This
corresponds to 4,263 households in 35 CFi in Kratie Province and 4,599 households in 35 CFl in Stung
Treng Province. Thus, in total 8,862 households were registered as CFi members in 70 CFi of both
provinces during the project implementation.

The endline assessment was conducted in 32 CFi in the two provinces. That coverage of 32 CFi was
decided as the maximum doable sampling effort given financial and logistical constraints, while
representing 50% of the 64 existing CFl initially supported. The survey was implemented in February
2021 by 26 surveyors from IFReDI, CFDD, PITs in Kratie and Stung Treng, and two consultants. The
method and questionnaires were the same as those used for the 2017 baseline survey.

This 2022 ex-ante/ex-post data analysis is based on (Figure 1):

i) an identification of the households that were interviewed in 2017 as part of the baseline
survey and became supported by the project.

ii) a sampling of 32 CFl based on their rating during the project CFi selection process for
assistance (top/middle/bottom rating corresponding to high/medium/low governance,
socioeconomic and environmental potential; see companion report “CFl selection” in the
same series?). This sampling was meant to ensure that all types of CFi were represented
in the data. The sampling of CFl by ecozone, temporarily envisaged, was abandoned as an
ecozone represents an ecological criterion only.

iii) in each of the 32 CFi selected, 10 households interviewed in 2017 were selected for a new
interview in 2021 (while acknowledging minor variations during the actual survey). Thus,
the endline sampling is based on 320 households in total.

2 Fisheries Administration (2019). Selection of Community Fisheries for project support. Report of the project
“Support for Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Management in northern Cambodia”. Fisheries Administration
and Inland Fisheries Research and Development Institute, Phnom Penh, Cambodia. 39 pages.



iv) an endline survey of 323 households (including 10 in Russey Keo for questionnaire
testing). These 323 households belong to 32 CFl (17 in Kratie, 15 in Stung Treng; see
Table 2). In total, these 323 households interviewed represent 44% of all households
supported. This survey provided the endline dataset of the before/after analysis. Thirty-
five percent of women were interviewed during the endline survey. Along with these, 13%
of interviewees qualified as Indigenous people (IP) were also covered in the endline
survey.

V) a sub-sample of the baseline data with the answers, in 2017, of the 323 household
members surveyed again in 2021 (348 records minus 15 test households). This subsample
provided the baseline dataset of the before/after analysis. These households represented
1,413 persons during the baseline survey and 1,499 persons during the endline survey.

Table 2: CFl assessed during the endline survey and number of interviewees in each

Ampil Teuk / Anlong

Note: Russey Keo was surveyed to test the questionnaire

Kampong Cham veal proloung duong 10 6 0
chet
Koh Khnhaer Anlong Kamnob 11 6 0
Voadthonak Anlong Preah Kou 10 1 0
Kampong Cham Kampong Krabei 10 2 0
Boeung Char Kampong Roteh 10 5 8
Kanh Chor Kanh Chor 8 0 0
Ou Krieng Khsach Leav 10 3 10
Boeung Char Koh Dambang 10 4 10
Boeung Char Ou Krasaang 5 0 5
Prek Prasob Ou Lung 11 3 0
Voadthonak Prek Krieng 9 3 0
Bos Leav Prek Ta Am 10 4 0
Russey Keo Russey Keo 10 1 0
Sambok Sambok 12 7 0
Saob Saob Leu 11 1 0
Sambour Tomnub Pak 10 3 0
Voadthonak Voadthonak 10 5 0
Preah Rumkel Anlong Svay 12 3 0
Ou Rey Anlong Svay 8 3 0
Samaki Anlong Thmor Bang 10 3 0
Thalaborivat g GREm 10 3 7
Kangkngaok
Koh Sampeay Koh Sampeay 10 5 0
Preah Rumkel Kralapeas 12 5 0
Ou Mreah Ou Chralang 10 6 3
Ou Mreah Ou Mreah 10 0 0
Phluk Phluk Meanchey 12 7 0
Preah Rumkel Phum Leu 11 5 0
Ou Rey Pong Teuk 8 1 0
Talat Samaki Rung Roeung 7 1 0
Sdao Sdao2 12 6 0
Thalaborivat Veal Khsach 12 7 0
Ou Svay Veun Sean 12 3 0
Setal . s 112 43



Figure 1: Principles of the ex-ante / ex-post sampling for impact assessment
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Ten classes of indicators were used in this study to analyze the impacts of the project: fishing,
aquaculture and processing activities; income; food and nutrition; CFl governance; gender and
indigenous people; satisfaction about CFI management; and perceived social and environmental
benefits from management.
In total, the monitoring and evaluation was done using 59 indicators:

e Fishing activities: 6 indicators

e Aquaculture activities: 5 indicators

e Processing activities: 2 indicators

e Income: 7 indicators (including indicator about fishing, aquaculture and processing)

e Food and nutrition: 8 indicators

e CFl governance: 13 indicators

e Gender and indigenous people: 5 indicators

e Satisfaction about CFl management: 4 indicators

e Social and environmental benefits from management: 9 indicators

This is supplemented with questions about extension services as part of the FiA’s contribution to co-
management.



3. RESULTS

3.1. Main patterns in activities, income and food security

This section presents results on fishing, aquaculture, income, nutrition, CFi governance, gender and
minorities, benefits of management, satisfaction with CFi management and extension services. The
numbers refer to the numbering of questions in the questionnaire. The questions are those from both
the questionnaire (first) and the book of questions (second) used to direct the data analysis.

3.1.1. Fishing activity

Comparison of the percentage of CFl household members involved in full-time fishing activities
Table 3: CFl households involved in full-time fishing activities

Percentage
Baseline 20.9%
19.0%

Among households of the CFl involved in the project only 21% of household members were involved
in full time fishing during the baseline. During the endline survey this value reached 19%, which is not
considered to be a significant change during the time period.

Comparison of the percentage of CFl household members involved in part-time fishing activities
Table 4: CFi households involved in part-time fishing activities

Percentage
Baseline 15.8%
16.0%

Among households of the CFl villages involved in the project, only 16% of the household members
were involved in part-time fishing during the baseline. During the endline survey, this figure remained
the same.

3.1.2. Aquaculture activities

Evolution in the percentage of households that practice aquaculture
Table 5: Percentage of CFl households practicing aquaculture

Percentage
Baseline 2.7%
14.4%

In the baseline survey, only 2.7% of CFi households were practicing aquaculture. In the endline survey,
the percentage of households that practice aquaculture had increased substantially up to 14.4%. The
increase reflects the project intervention on the development of aquaculture through the provision of
livelihood enhancement grants.



Evolution of the quantity of fish produced per season among households doing aquaculture

Table 6: Average fish production per season among CFi household doing aquaculture

Average fish Average of fish Average of fish Average of fish
production production production production
(Feb - April) (May - July) (Aug - Oct) (Nov - Jan)
Baseline 185.00 30.20 48.70 64.00
Endline 58.96 16.56 27.80 29.93
Difference -68.1% -45.2% -42.9% -53.2%

For CFi households practicing aquaculture, the average production for each of the four seasons
decreased between the baseline and endline time periods. This may be due to an increased number
of households practicing aquaculture and a lower average production per household as they are new
to aquaculture.

3.1.3. Processing activities

Comparison of percentage of households that process fish
Table 7: Households that process fish

In the baseline survey 60% of CFi households processed fish. This number increased to 74% in the
endline survey. This is likely related to the impact of COVID in 2020 and the difficulty for fishers to
export their fish to cities as they had done before COVID, hence the increase in local smoking and
drying to be able to store the fish.

Comparison of the fish biomass processed per week per season per household
Table 8: Fish biomass processed per week per season per household
Average amount of Average amount of Average amount of Average amount of

fish processed per fish processed per fish processed per fish processed per
week (Feb — April) week (May — July) week (Aug- Oct) week (Jan — Nov)

13.7 13.8 7.0 10.9
m 9.9 18.9 8.7 9.1

The production of smoked fish is around 45 kg per household in the baseline survey and has not

changed over the life of the project. Processing varies seasonally, with a minimum during the rainy
season.



By comparison, 2016 data from the WorldFish Valuation project (Mousset et al. 20162) indicate an
average of 59 kg of fish processed by household per year (including fish bought, which is less likely in
the remote CFI of the project).

3.1.4. Income

Comparison of percentage of income by activity
Table 9: Percentage of income estimated to come from different primary sector activities

Activity Baseline Endline
G, 20% 24.8%
321%  35.0%
19.1%  26.5%
27.0%  29.4%
6.9% 4.3%
7.3% 8.2%
15.0%  13.5%

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

H Baseline M Endline

Figure 2: Comparison of primary sector activities in Baseline and Endline surveys

For all CFl households surveyed, fishing and crop production both provided about one-fourth to one-
third of the income. Fishing declined by 7% between the baseline and endline surveys as households
moved to agricultural activities. The source of income that increased over time is livestock production,
from 19 to 26%. Aquaculture contributes around 14% of the income (the Stung Treng hatchery was
not operational yet and could not contribute to aquaculture production increase), with no major
change over time — despite a decrease in the biomass produced highlighted above. The role of
gathering decreased, as interviewees underline the progressive loss of access to wild resources.

3 Mousset E., Rogers V., Saray S., Ouch K., Srey S., Mith S, Baran E. 2016. Roles and values of fish in rural welfare
in Cambodia (welfare data analysis). Inland Fisheries Research and Development Institute (Fisheries
Administration) and WorldFish. Phnom Penh, Cambodia. 101 pp.



Comparison of the estimated role played by fish in households’ income
Table 10: Percentage of CFl household’s income believed to come from fish and fishing

Percentage of income coming from fish and fishing
Baseline 30.0
24.8

A cross-checking of responses confirms previous answers and indicates that CFi households stated
that 30% of their income used to come from fishing, and that this income decreased by 5% to 25%
over the course of the project.

w

.1.5. Food and nutrition

Evolution of the estimated contribution of fish and fishing to protein supply

Table 11: Percentage of CFl household’s protein supply estimated to come from fish and fishing
Percentage of income comes from fish and fishing
Baseline 72.8
69.1

During the baseline, CFl households reported that 73% of the meat (protein) that they eat comes from
fish and fishing. This reportedly decreased to 69% in the endline survey. The reduction of the role of
fish in protein supply reflects the reduced share of fishing in income reported elsewhere and the
increase in agricultural activities.

Evolution per season of the fear that there is not enough fish to meet the family needs
Table 12: Percentage of CFi households that fear there is not enough fish to meet family needs per season
Dry season Flooding season Flood/rainy Flood recession

(Feb—April)  (May - July) season (Aug- Oct) season (Jan — Nov)
Baseline 89.3 91.9 73.2 91.9
15.8 12.3 22.3 12

For all CFi households and over the course of the project there was a substantial reduction in the fear
of not having enough fish to eat from 87% during the baseline to 16% during the endline. This
contradicts the claimed reduction in fish catch, but probably reflects answers related to overall food
security rather than fish-related security only (more availability of poultry following livelihood grants).
This can also be related to increased processing for local storage in the context of transport restrictions
following the COVID pandemic in 2020-2021.

Vo]



Evolution in the percentage of households who worry that in the past four weeks they would not have enough

food or have to cut on portions / quality

Table 13: Number and percentage of households who worry that in the past four weeks they would not have
enough food or have to cut on portions

IEE 36% 52%
| Sometimes [JEYY) 36%
12% 5%
9% 6%

There is a reported improvement between the baseline and endline surveys, respectively, with those
who reported ‘never’ worrying about not having enough food increasing from 36% to 52% and those
who ‘sometimes’ worry decreasing from 44% to 36%. This could be due to the diversification of food
production activities of households.

3.2. Community Fishery Governance

3.2.1. Performance of Community Fisheries

CFi households’ perceptions on CFi governance

Table 14: Comparison of answers from CFl households interviewed about CFi governance
Baseline Endline
CFl having by-laws and internal regulations 84% 95%

CFI having completed mapping of the community fishing areas 66.4% 96.6%
CFl having a Community Fishery Area Agreement 76.3% 93.5%
CFl registered and recognized by FiA 58.6% 90.1%
CFl having a management plan 66.7% 94.9%
CFl having rules and internal regulations for fisheries management 84.3% 95.2%
CFl having rules and regulations against illegal fishing 71.3% 96.6%
CFl having an activity plan for the next six months 43.7% 83.6%
CFl having a conservation area 76.3% 94.2%

CFl having a mechanism to resolve conflicts 35.3% 61.6%

For every topic on CFi governance, there was an increase in the perception of improved governance
from the baseline to the endline survey. This indicates an improved understanding of CFi governance
by households as a result of project interventions such as training and meetings and by increased
participation in the CFi.
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Evolution in the average number of annual meetings between CFC and CFIl members
Table 15: Average number of annual meetings between CFC and CFl members

Average number of annual meetings between CFC and

CFl members

During the 2018 baseline survey, the average number of CFi meetings was 3 per year. This increased
significantly to 11 meetings per year at the end of the project as reported in the endline survey.

Evolution in the percentage of households reporting that the CFC does coordinate with commune council or
the Fisheries cantonment

Table 16: CFl households that report CFC does coordinate with commune council or fisheries cantonment
“No coordination” “Coordination” “Do not know”

2% 73% 25%
m 0% 97% 3%

In the baseline survey 73% of CFi households reported that the CFC did coordinate with the Commune
Council or the Provincial Fisheries Cantonment. This number increased significantly to 97% in the

endline survey.

Evolution in the percentage of households reporting that the CFC does develop networks with other CFl and
organizations
Table 17: CFl households that report CFC does develop networks with other CFl and organizations
“Yes, networking” “No networking” “Do not know”

51% 8% 41%
m 80% 3% 16%

At the beginning of the project fifty-one percent of the CFi households reported that the CFC did
develop networks with other CFis and organizations; this number reached 80% at the end of the
project.

The increases in the number of the CFi meetings, the coordination between CFi with commune council
and Fisheries Cantonment, and networking with other CFis indicates that the CFi are implementing
their management plan properly in the course of project implementation.

Evolution in the percentage of households reporting active fund raising by the CFC
Table 18: CFl households that report active fund raising by CFC

“Active fund raising” “No fund raising” “Do not know”

39% 14% 47%
m 87% 2% 11%
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Thirty-nine percent of the CFi households reported in the baseline survey that the CFC engaged in
active fund raising (47% not knowing). In the endline survey, the percent of household reporting that
the CFC engages in active fund raising increased significantly to 87% with only 11% reporting not

knowing.

Evolution in the percentage of households reporting that the CFC is somewhat successful at raising funds
Table 19: CFl households reporting that the CFC is somewhat successful at raising funds

“Successful fund “Unsuccessful fund

raising” raising”

29% 19% 52%
m 89% 2% 9%

Twenty-nine percent of CFi households reported in the baseline survey that the CFC was somewhat
successful in raising funds and 52% did not know. In the endline survey, that percentage increased
significantly to 89% with only 9% reporting not knowing.

“Do not know”

Evolution and diversification in the number of sources of funding
Table 20: Percentage of each source of funding according to CFl households

No funding 16.2% 0.2%
1.7% 58.7%

21.6% 35.7%

0.3% 0.4%

6.0% 0.2%

54.3% 2.6%

- 2.2%

At the beginning of the project, 16% of CFl had no source of funding; this figured dropped down to
zero at the end. The sources of CFi funding also evolved, from 2% of government assistance initially to
59% at the end of the project, and from 22% from NGO to 36% at the end. The change also reflects a
reduction of the rate of ignorance about funding among CFl members, from 54% to 3%, and an
awareness of sources of funding increased from 46% to 93%.

Evolution in the percentage of households thinking that the finances record of the CFl are available for all

members to examine
Table 21: CFl households and finances record of the CFl available for all members to examine

“Available” “Not available” “Do not know”

29.3% 7.2% 63.5%
m 89.8% 1.6% 8.7%

In 2018, 29% of households indicated that CFi financial records were available for all members to
examine. This figure increased to 89% at the end of the project.
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Evolution in the percentage of households provided with information from extension agents
Table 22. Percentage of households who received information from extension agents

Information received Information not received Do not know
70.1% 29.9% -
m 84.9% 14.4% 0.7%

At the beginning of the project, 70% of respondents reported that they had been provided with
information from extension agents. This increased to 85% in the endline survey.

Evolution in the percentage of households who feel that the local administration is helpful for assistance and
conflict management
Table 23. Percentage of households feeling that the local administration is helpful
Administration helpful Administration not helpful  “Do not know”
Baseline 88.1% 11.9% -
96.6% 3.4% -

In the baseline survey, 88% of respondents reported that the local administration was helpful for
assistance and conflict management. This increased to 97% in the endline survey.

3.2.2. Gender and indigenous people

Evolution in the proportion of women in the CFI
Table 24: Proportion of women in the CFI

The proportion of women members of the CFl doubled over the life of the project from 4% at the
beginning of the project to 8% at the end.

Note: The number of women in the CFi could be higher. The respondents may not have been fully
aware of the actual number of women members of the CFi. The quarterly project reports indicate that
the numbers of women participating in CFi activities and in workshops, trainings and other awareness
raising events have been more than 50% of the participants.

Evolution in the proportion of women in the CFC (i.e. CFl committee)
Table 25: Proportion of women in the CFC

Despite remaining relatively low at 7%, the proportion of women members of the Community
Fisheries Committees doubled over the life of the project.

13



Note: The project administration records indicate that the actual percentage of women members of
CFC is 24%, not 7% as per estimates of the endline survey. This difference could be attributed to the
respondents not being fully familiar with the number of women in the CFC.

Evolution in the percentage of households that have received training or awareness raising on gender
Table 26: Percentage of household that received training or awareness raising on gender

No gender raining Gender training Do not know”
Baseline 19.5% 53.7% 26.7%
Endline 6.2% 86% 7.7%

Baseline 20.6% 64% 15.3%
CFl households ;
Endline 6.2% 86.6% 7.2%

Among CFi households in the baseline survey, 21% report that they had not received training or

All villagers

awareness raising on gender, and 15% were unsure. In the endline survey, the proportion of CFi
households having received gender training reached 87%, and only 7% were unsure about gender
training received. Proportions are similar among CFl members and all villagers, showing that gender
training benefited to all.

Evolution in the percentage of households who think that women do participate actively in CFl activities
Table 27: Perception about an active participation of women in the CFI

No active participation Active participation of women Unknown

31.8 62.1% 6.1%
m 3.4% 96.9% 0

Over the life of the project, the percentage of respondents reporting that women actively participated
in the CFi increased from 62% in the baseline survey to 97% in the endline survey. This is despite the
low proportion of women in the CFi reported in Table 27.

In villages with indigenous people, evolution in the percentage of households thinking that indigenous
people participate actively in CFi activities

In baseline and endline surveys, 32-38 villages out of 43-44 are characterized by the presence of
indigenous people. The following question is detailed for these villages only.

Table 28: Percentage of households thinking that indigenous people participate actively in CFi activities

“Yes” “No” “Do not know”
30% 41.9% 28.4%
m 40.3% 48.8% 11.0%

In villages with indigenous people, the percentage of respondents reporting that the indigenous
people participated actively in CFi activities increased from 30% to 40% over the life of the project.
However, the percentage of respondents reporting that indigenous people do not actively participate
in CFi activities increased by 7%.

Note: In the Livelihood Enhancement Manual, the project has provided motivation for indigenous
people to participate in the project by adding one additional score for the IP family to receive a
Livelihood Sub-Grant.
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3.2.3. Overall satisfaction about CFI management

Evolution in the percentage of households who think their participation to the CFl operation is satisfactory
Table 29: Percentage of CFl households that think that their participation to the CFl operation is satisfactory

Satisfactory participation to CFI

The percentage of CFi households that feel that their participation in the operation of the CFl is
satisfactory increased from 79% in the baseline survey to 91% in the endline survey.

Evolution in the percentage of households thinking that the CFC manages finances well

Table 30: CFl households thinking that CFC manage finance well
Finance well managed Finance poorly managed Do not know
Baseline 39.5% 8.1% 52.5%
91.8% 0.7% 7.5%

The percentage of CFi households reporting that they feel that the CFC manages finances well
increased from 40% in the baseline survey to 92% in the endline survey. The percent of respondents
that “do not know” decreased from 53% to 8% over the life of the project. The increase in the
percentage of respondents reporting that the CFC manages finances well can be attributed to a series
of training on financial management that the project conducted through the implementation of the
livelihood enhancement activities, small-scale infrastructure, and community fisheries activities
(C-DIET).

Evolution in the percentage of households estimating that elections and re-elections for the CFC were open
to everyone

Table 31: CFl households estimating that the elections and re-elections for the CFC were open to everyone
“Open elections” “Elections not open” “Do not know”
Baseline 78.9% 8.8% 12.3%
96.6% 1.4% 2.1%
The percentage of CFi households reporting that elections for the CFC were open to everyone

increased from 79% at the beginning of the project to 97% at the end of the project

Evolution in the percentage of households estimating that decisions by the CFC are made openly or
transparently

Table 32: CFl households considering that CFC decisions are open/transparent
Transparent elections No transparent elections  “Do not know”
Baseline 71.6% 4.0% 24.4%
97.8% 0.3% 1.9%

At the beginning of the project, 72% of CFl households reported that CFC decisions were
open/transparent. At the end of the project, this increased to 98%. The percentage of respondents
that reported “do not know” decreased from 24% to 2%.
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3.3. Resource management

3.3.1. lllegal fishing and conflicts

Evolution in the percentage of households thinking that the government is taking effective action to reduce
illegal fishing

Table 33: CFl households’ opinion about the government taking effective action to reduce illegal fishing
“Not taking action” “Taking action” “Do not know”

7.7% 92.3% -
m 0.7% 96.6% 2.7%

Ninety-two percent of CFi households reported that the government was taking significant action to
reduce illegal fishing in the baseline survey. That number increased to 97% in the endline survey.

Evolution in the percentage of households thinking that the Community Fisheries Committee works to
reduce illegal fishing
Table 34: CFl households’ opinion about Community Fisheries Committees working to reduce illegal fishing

“Not working” “Working”” “Do not know”

6.5% 90.8% 2.7%
| Endline | 0% 98.7% 1.4%

During the baseline survey, 91% of interviewees felt that their Community Fisheries Committee was
working to reduce illegal fishing; this number went up to 99% by the end of the project. Conversely,
the percentage of unconvinced people dropped from 6.5% to 0%.

Ability of the CFI to punish offenders
Table 35: CFl households’ belief in the ability of the CFl to punish offenders

No ability Yes, formally Yes, informally Unknown

0.8% 24.1% 40.2% 34.9%

m 51.0% 19.2% 7.5% 22.3%

The perception about the ability of the CFi to punish offenders diminished over the life of the project,
in particular the ability to informally punish them (from 40% down to 8%), together with a reduced
ability to formally punish them (from 24% to 19%). At the end of the project, 50% more people

reported that the CFl was not able to punish offenders compared to the beginning of the project.
These results indicate a reduction of informal punishment without replacement by formal punishment
and raises questions about enforcement.

Perceived trend in illegal fishing
Table 36: Perception of CFl households about trends in illegal fishing activities

Increased Decreased Same Unknown

33.0% 349%  21.1% 11.1%

m 4.5% 86.6% 6.5% 2.4%
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During the baseline survey, 35% of CFl households reported that illegal fishing activities had
decreased; that figure went up to 87% in the endline survey, indicating progress in enforcement. This
is not necessarily a contradiction with the previous result, as the number of offenders could go down
but the ability to punish these remaining offenders could have been reduced as well. The percentages
of respondents with no opinion decreased from 11 to 2%.

Evolution in the percentage of households reporting enforcement against illegal fishing (cross-checking)
Table 37: CFl households reporting about enforcement against illegal fishing

“No enforcement” “Some to good enforcement” “Do not know”

14.6% 76.7% 8.8%
m 1.0% 96.9% 2.1%

In 2017, 15% of CFl households reported no enforcement against illegal fishing; this figure dropped
down to 1% in 2021. “Some to good enforcement” against illegal fishing increased from 78% to 97%
during the life of the project. This was due to the provision of boats and equipment for patrolling and
funds to conduct patrols.

3.3.2. Status of the resource

Evolution in the percentage of households who declare that the fish catch respectively increased or
decreased in quantity or value
Table 38: Percentage of CFl households declaring that the fish catch changed in quantity or value

Increased catch Decreased catch

Among CFi households interviewed during the baseline survey, 53% thought that the fish catch had
decreased in the last five years. At the end of the project, this proportion was reduced to 45%.
However, this result did not translate into a perception of respondents feeling that the catch had
increased, with a slight reported decrease (41% during baseline, 34% during endline).

Evolution in the percentage of households thinking that the conservation areas are useful for the
conservation of the fishery
Table 39: Percentage of CFl households declaring that conservation areas are useful

Conservation useful Conservation not useful Do not know
84.7% 5.4% 10.0%
m 96.2% 2.1% 1.7%

Among CFi households, 85% reported during the baseline survey that conservation areas were useful
for the conservation of the fishery and protecting broodstock. This number had increased to 96% in
the endline survey.
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Evolution in the percentage of households considering that the CFl helps resolve conflict in fisheries
Table 40: CFl households considering that the CFl helps resolve conflict in fisheries

“Helps” “Does not help” “Do not know”
38.7% 34.5% 26.8%
m 67.1% 17.8% 15.1%

Among CFi households, 39% reported in the baseline survey that the CFi helps to resolve fisheries
conflicts. This proportion increased to 67% in the endline survey.

Evolution in the percentage of households thinking that being a member of the CFl has helped them socially
and economically
Table 41: Opinions that being a member of the CFl has helped them socially and economically

CFl membership useful CFlI membership not useful Do not know
Baseline 83.4% 8.1% 8.8%
99.7% 0.3% -

At the beginning of the project, 83% of CFi households reported that CFl membership helped them
socially and economically. This increased to 100% in the endline survey.

Evolution in the perception about the status of fish stocks
Table 42: CFl perception about the status of fish stocks
Very Bad Neither good Good Very Unknown

bad nor bad good
5.8% 42.2% 41.0% 9.6% - 1.5%

m 2.4% 32.2% 41.8% 23.3% 0.3% -

In the baseline survey, 48% of households reported that the condition of fish stocks was very bad or
bad; this dropped to 36% in the endline survey. In the baseline survey, 10% of respondents reported
that fish stocks were good or very good, and this increased to 24% in the endline survey. This is in
contrast to the perception that fish catch has not increased reported above.

Evolution in the percentage of households who feel that the CFl has improved the fish stock in the area
Table 43: CFl households feeling that CFl management has improved fish stock in the area

Stock improvement No stick improvement Do not know
Baseline 63.6% 8.4% 28.0%
90.8% 5.1% 4.1%

In the baseline survey, 64% of respondents reported that the CFi management had improved fish
stocks in the area managed; while in the endline survey, this positive perception reached 91%. The
percentage of respondents reporting “do not know” decreased from 28% to 4%.
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Evolution of CFl households’ perception about fish resource management
Table 44: Perception of CFl households about fish resource management

Fish Some Good Good Unknown
resource not management initiatives sustainable
managed initiatives management
6.9% 64.4% 26.4% 1.2% 1.2%

m - 22.3% 65.8% 11.6% 0.3%

During the baseline survey, 64% of respondents reported that there were some fish resource
management initiatives, 26% that there were good initiatives, and 1% reported good sustainable
management. After project implementation, 66% reported that there were good initiatives, and 12%
of CFl members reported good sustainable management of the resource.

Evolution in the percentage of households who feel that the CFl has improved the fish habitats
Table 45: Percentage of household feeling that the CFl has improved fish habitats
Improved Fish habitats not Do not know

fish habitats improved

78.2% 6.9% 14.9%

96.6% 2.1% 1.4%

In the baseline survey, 78% of households surveyed reported that the CFl had helped improve the fish
habitats; this number reached 97% in the endline survey; with a large reduction from 15% to 1% of

respondents who “do not know”.

Evolution in the percentage of households who expect the fishery to maintain its current level of

productivity
Table 46: Percentage of household who expect the fishery to maintain its current level of productivity

Productivity will be Productivity will not Do not know
maintained be maintained

49.0% 42.9% 8.1%
m 83.6% 10.3% 6.2%

The percentage of CFi households that reported that fishery productivity could be maintained
increased from 49% in the baseline survey to 84% in the endline survey. While those reporting that
fishery productivity could not be maintained decreased from 43% to 10% over the life of the project.
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3.4. Threats and recommendations

Evolution in the top threats reported (several answers possible)
Table 47: Top threats identified at the beginning and at the end of the project
Baseline Rank in

Endline Rank in
survey endline

survey baseline

Electrofishing s09% [ 6.2% 8

lllegal gears 304% BN  201% 5

Population growth/Increase in fishing 18.7% _ 22.6% _

IIIega.I flshmg (in breeding season, in 17.8% 4 35.6%

prohibited area, etc.)

Natural |55}1e (water, weather change, 9.5% 5 325%

deforestation, etc.)
[Dam R 6 12.7% 6

Bomb fishing 5.2% 7 20.4% 4
4.0% 8 3.4% 9
(Weaklaw [N 9 1.2% 11
[Unknown  EEERA 10 3.1% 10
L 2.0% 11 8.1% 7
[ Outsiders  EEEWA 12 0.3% 12

Limited knowledge 0.6% 13 0.3% 13

The respondents were asked in both the baseline and endline surveys to identify the top threats to
the fishery. In the baseline survey, the top percentage threats were electrofishing (51%), followed by
illegal fishing gears (39%), population growth/increase in fishing (19%), and illegal fishing (18%). These
responses changed significantly in the endline survey with the top percentage response being illegal
fishing (37%), followed by natural issue (water, weather change, deforestation) (33%), population
growth/increase in fishing (23%), bomb fishing (20%), illegal fishing gears (20%), and dam (13%). The
increase in the identification of illegal fishing as a threat in the endline survey may be due to an
increase in patrolling and CFi members being more aware of this threat resulting from trainings on
topics such as fisheries laws. The increase in the identification of natural issues as a threat may be due
to awareness raising activities provided by the project and on increased understanding of the
interconnectedness of the ecosystem. It is interesting to note that while respondents reported a
decrease in electrofishing and illegal fishing gears, there was a reported increase in bomb fishing. This
is difficult to explain.
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Evolution in the main types of conflict reported in the fishery (several answers possible)
Table 48: Top conflicts identified at the beginning and at the end of the project
Baseline Rank in Endline Rank in
survey baseline survey endline

13.8% 3 14.6% 3
5.2% 5 1.9% 7
3.2% 6 2.5% 6
2.3% 7 3.1% 5

The respondents were asked in the baseline and endline surveys to identify the top conflicts in the
fishery. In the baseline, the highest-ranking response was “unknown” (52%), followed by competition
(16%), illegal fishing (14%), and no conflict (7%). This ranking changed considerably in the endline
survey, with the highest-ranking response being no conflict (38%), followed by “unknown” (36%),
illegal fishing (15%, no significant change), and competition (4%). The increase in no conflict may be
the result of more action being taken by the CFC to address conflicts and the decrease in competition
may be due to more enforcement by the CFC to keep outside fishers from the CFi fishing area.

Evolution in actions recommended to improve the management of fisheries
Table 49: Top actions recommended at the beginning and at the end of the project
Baseline Rankin Endline Rank in
survey baseline survey endline

53.2% 1 57.3% 1
12.1% 2 38.4% 2
[Unknown  BRIEEE 3 1.6% 8
8.9% 4 22.6% 3
3.5% 5 1.2% 9
2.6% 6 L.7% 7
2.3% 7 5.3% 5
2.1% 8 3.1% 6
| Education R 9 10.8% 4

How could fishery management be improved? In both the baseline and endline surveys, the highest
percentage response to recommended actions to improve management of fisheries was to prevent
illegal fishing, 53% and 57%, respectively. This high percentage of response in both surveys indicates
that preventing illegal fishing needs to be a continued high priority for the CFi. In the baseline survey,
this was followed by conservation (12%), “unknown” (10%) and patrolling (9%). This changed
significantly in the endline survey, with conservation (38%) and patrolling (23%) being the next highest
percentage responses. This increase could be the result of activities undertaken by the project to
establish conservation areas, awareness raising, and support for patrols. Patrolling is an important
activity to prevent illegal fishing and to protect conservation areas. The response “unknown” also
decreased significantly as a result of trainings and action on more management options being
provided to CFi members.



Main problems identified in processing

The respondents were asked to identify the main problems in fish processing. In the baseline survey,
the highest percentage responses were “unknown” (66%), no problem (17%), and limited ingredients
(7%). The endline survey had different responses including no problem (36%), “unknown” (34%) and
problem with technique (9%).

Recommended ways to improve processing

How could fish processing be improved? In both the baseline and endline surveys the highest
percentage of responses were “unknown”, 67% and 55%, respectively. In the baseline survey, the
other highest percentage responses were need for technical training (14%) and standardization of
technology (14%). In the baseline survey, the other highest percentage responses were
standardization of technology (20%) and need for technical training (17%).

Main problems identified in aquaculture

Households surveyed were asked about main problems in aquaculture. In the baseline survey, 97% of
respondents answered “unknown” and in the endline survey it was 89%. In the baseline survey, the
next highest percentage response was limited technology (2%) and in the endline survey it was
problem with fish (5%) and lack of inputs (feed, water, money) (4%). For the 10 households already
doing aquaculture, the highest percentage problems in the baseline survey were limited technology
(40%), problem with fish (30%), and weather (20%). In the endline survey, it was problem with fish
(31%), unknown (31%), lack of inputs (24%), and limited technology (11%).

Recommended ways to improve aquaculture

How could aquaculture be improved? In both the baseline and endline surveys the highest percentage
response, 97% and 88%, respectively, was unknown. The next highest percentage response in both
surveys was technical training, 2% in the baseline survey and 6% in the endline survey. For the
10 households already doing aquaculture, technical training was the highest percentage response in
the baseline survey (50%) and endline survey (42%). This was followed by the response of
standardization of production system in the baseline survey (20%) and 31% in the endline survey.

Recommended ways to improve the active participation of women in the CFI

When asked how to improve the active participation of women in the CFi, the highest percentage
responses in the baseline survey were encouragement/support, education/training, and
meeting/participation/workshop. These three responses were the same in the endline survey
although the order changed to meeting/participation/workshop, encouragement/support, and
education/training.

In villages with ethnic communities, recommended ways to improve the participation of indigenous people
Respondents were asked how to improve the participation of indigenous people in the CFi.
“Unknown” was the highest percentage response in both surveys, however, in the baseline it was 29%,
while in the endline it increased to 61%. Education/training and support/encouragement were the
next highest percentage responses in both the baseline and endline surveys.
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A baseline survey was conducted in late 2017 and an endline survey was conducted in early 2021. The
present document is focused on project intervention benefits. The main objective of the questions
asked during the baseline and the endline surveys is to compare for each CFi assisted by the project
the situation at the beginning and at the end of the project.

Overall, the respondents in the endline survey felt that the project was beneficial to them. This was
reflected in overall improvements in the CFiand CFC operation and administration, and in governance
and resource management. The respondents also reported overall social and economic benefits from
CFi membership.

A relatively small percentage of CFi household members (21%) consider themselves to be full-time
fishers. A relatively small percentage of CFl household members (16%) consider themselves to be part-
time fishers. All CFi households report that the main sources of household income come from a mix
of fishing and agriculture practices (crops, orchards, livestock), although CFi households report slightly
more income from agriculture practices than fishing. The respondents reported an increase in doing
aquaculture and in processing fish. The increase in fish processing may be due to COVID and restricted
access to markets.

The CFi households report that less of their protein comes from fish than in the baseline. However,
the fear that there is not enough fish to meet their family needs during all seasons of the year has
deceased. The respondents reported a decrease in their perception that their household worry that
in the past four weeks they would not have enough food or have to cut on portions. This may be due
to an increase in the household’s diversification of food sources.

The respondents were very positive about CFi governance. There was a reported increase over the
baseline survey in the number of meetings per year, coordination with the commune council and
Fisheries Cantonment, networking with other CFi and organizations, engagement in fund raising,
active and successful fund raising, diversification of funding sources (especially from NGOS), and
transparency of financial records. The respondents were also well satisfied with CFi management,
reporting an increase in participation in CFi activities, well managed finances, elections open to
everyone, and transparent decision-making over the baseline.

The CFi households reported a significant decrease in illegal fishing over the life of the project (87% of
respondents report such decrease). Almost all CFi households also report that the government (97%)
and the CFC (99%) are taking action to address illegal fishing. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of
respondents felt that there was good enforcement. This could be attributed to increased patrols due
to the provision of boats and equipment for patrolling, training, and funds to conduct patrols.
However, bomb fishing and illegal fishing in the breeding season and in prohibited areas continues to
be a problem. In addition, while illegal fishing has been reduced and enforcement improved,
respondents felt that the CFi was less able to punish offenders, either formally or informally, at the
end of the project.
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One hundred percent (100%) of CFi households report that the CFi benefits them both socially and
economically by increasing fish catch, providing alternative livelihoods, and opening up more markets
for their fish catch. Among CFi households, there was a reduction in the percentage of respondents
reporting that fish catch had decreased in the last five years. However, this result did not translate
into a perception of respondents feeling that the catch had increased, with a slight reported decrease
during endline survey. During the baseline survey, 42% of households consulted described the
condition of fish stocks as bad; this figure had dropped to 32% in the endline survey. Similarly, 10% of
respondents estimated that fish stocks were good at the beginning of the project, and they were 23%
at the end. Respondents felt that conservation areas are good and that fisheries conflicts have been
reduced. Ninety-one percent (91%) report that the CFi has improved the fish stock. Seventy-six
percent (76%) reported that the CFi has good and sustainable fisheries management. Ninety-seven
percent (97%) feel that the CFi has improved fish habitats. Among CFi households, 84% expect that
the fishery will maintain its current level of productivity over the next five years.

The main threats to the fishery in the endline survey include illegal fishing gears and practices, natural
issues such as climate change, and population growth/more fishers. The suggested approaches to
improve fisheries management include prevent illegal fishing, more conservation areas, and more
patrolling and enforcement. The respondents stated that conflicts have been significantly reduced,
and what conflicts there are include illegal fishing and competition. There is a need for assistance for
better methods for processing fish and more technical training on aquaculture.

In all cases, there was a reported improvement in CFi governance with increases in CFi having by-laws
and internal regulations; identified boundaries and map of the community fishing area; a community
fishing area agreement; the CFi is registered and recognized by MAFF; a community fishing area
management plan; rules and regulations against illegal fishing; and having a conservation area.

There has reportedly been a slight increase in women members of the CFi and CFC. However, these
numbers may not be reliable as other project reports indicate a much higher percentage of women
participating in the CFi and CFC. There has been effective training conducted and exposure that has
improved respondents understanding of gender. There is a high positive perception about the active
participation of women in the CFi. The CFi households reported that participation of women needs to
more supported and encouraged, there needs to more education and training on gender, and more
meetings and workshops to encourage participation. The CFi households reported that participation
of indigenous people needs to be supported and encouraged through more education and training on
indigenous people for more understanding and more meetings and workshops to encourage
participation.

There was an increase in respondents getting information from extension agents over the life of the

project to 85%. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of respondents reported that the local administration was
helpful for assistance and conflict management.
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The following points are key recommendations to maintain and enhance the project outputs and

benefits:

1.

Ensure that each CFi has a financial sustainability plan to achieve long-term CFi viability and
sustainability;
Enhance capacity; through, for example, technical training; to continue to diversify livelihoods of
all CFi households as fishing is a livelihood and income source for a decreasing percentage of the
households and all households rely on a mix of livelihood and income sources, such as agriculture,
fish processing and aquaculture;
Utilize the Stung Treng fish hatchery to enhance aquaculture as a household livelihood option
through provision of production inputs and technical assistance;
Strengthen CFi and CFC capacity to manage the fisheries and to serve its member’s needs, through
training and technical assistance, on administration (i.e. funding, roles and responsibilities),
fisheries and ecosystem management, conflict management, and compliance and enforcement;
Illegal fishing is the most important fisheries issue. Continue capacity building and put resources
into enforcement and compliance activities such as patrolling;
Improve capacity to punish offenders of fishing laws and regulations through both formal and
informal methods;
Enhance the participation of women and indigenous people in all CFi activities and as members of
the CFC through encouragement and support and education and training;
Improve coordination and cooperation among government, non-governmental organizations and
donors on support and activities to CFis and CFCs.
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5. ANNEX: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Mekong Integrated Water Resources Management Project (Phase 111)
Component 1
Community Fisheries Survey in Kratie and Stung Treng Provinces
S (FURNEemsS st SISiusl (Bamamus (), i8S 1
ms&gé%%&smﬁﬁésema

[oIHis: Soiegaseline

This Fisheries Administration is undertaking a five-year project to improve the management of fisheries
resources in Stung Treng and Kratie Provinces. We want to understand the socioeconomic
characteristics and livelihoods of village members in the project area, and their perceptions about the
status and trends of their fisheries, and community fisheries management. The findings of this survey
will provide a baseline to inform project activities, monitor project progress, and evaluate project
impact.

To improve this understanding, we need your help to complete a questionnaire. All households selected
for this survey were randomly selected, and all responses will remain confidential. You are able to
withdraw at any point during interview. You are able to withdraw at any point during interview. If you
choose to withdraw, your information will not be used. Your assistance is greatly appreciated.

BOUGURUAGESTARERIINN 5 giiginia mipUphasmstuRuisiiegak
ih Shipiosd iduchwnfiugan: iwgAo ahe fadimaiishiuasiumssisiadanbus
mustlisaiph  Samiwdmivegraiiansmn SuSgmi Ismiusans(i Bami
BUpR wnassSisangs miaidmisminhudis:fagusigud syl diginfmnsan
RYMORNRMUEISIZIS:MAAIR SHNWAIY Rt MUIURBAIERY

ifgfusi smiwnid s dngimis swivsgAR o mAERUHaANTS:Y [BANIFIHHE
BupinsiRafummomigiviis: pios iRafumwicsiviwe§waitadh
impImIgAY  gamoRaismisiGanoamywanfsisauomausy  asinio

n
iiginn dgSwivagnfadspimsif SSWIvAHAR! MSIMauTRNN IR

v

Do you have any questions about the survey? Do we have your agreement to proceed?

ifgnesanigiigiig)aie Aimighudis: 2 dynusgnatidhiminsie

Participant understands role and has given verbal consent (please check)

gAguswiiasd Samsgiminuihmwin (yuf§andu)

During the interview, convert all currency units into US dollars (USD 1 = KHR 4000)

anAginuamas ymamSwian AhsmEanmisTa (USD 1= 4000 1))
Part i3/ S |



Questionnaire for Household Survey

AERAANTMENOMIGREAmUgAnT

1. ldentification MIRANKHFM NN

1.1 | Date of Interview
Igiums

1.2 | Household Identification Number
in the village chief books 1fUSH§
ﬁjr@mmﬁmmmtfﬂﬁmw
]

1.3 | village Name 1 3| :r’jg‘

1.4 | commune Name mgﬂ:u.’q

1.5 | District Name 10U s (U R

1.6 | province 12

1.7 | Name and Telephone number of
Interviewee Tngm‘fg Shinupe
R HAR IS

1.8 | Questionnaire number on this date
e RisAEh R SIARmMUUTIGS
1S

2. History [UI§

2.1

How long has your family been living in this village? Iﬁ[ﬁﬁﬂﬁUfﬂia'ﬁm Siﬁ'ﬁS‘]'ﬁﬁﬁv@i

ISSHEIW U SILIW 2
Years @

3. Household composition fJEIRIAIN{E LT

3.1

How many people are part of your household? (those
living in and those living outside but who send money
to or receive money from home)

IBniaghpauaEAnSiA 2 (Aadiiy
ourasisial SuApAnT (S REATRUIRIMAY
GGUIMALNE:)

O3

Number of people GSSHSAT]...vvvrrrrvvrrnn

3.2

How many male among the household people? iHns
s nrtgiahpan ?

Number of male G$SHS MU




3.3

Gender of the household head 1§ AM QiR ?

1. Male ity () 2. Female & ( )

34 | Ethnicity RSDNAMARG Phnong QX___ Kouy fjt____ Steing
m;jtn_
Mil BRU__ Kroal i{MfU__ Thmom §S___
Khaonh g{M__Tompuonn §QS_ u
Charay 01NW__ Kroeung [ﬁﬁ_ Kavet
Mia___ Saouch ®yG____ LunfUS___
Kachak ’m;ﬂ’r'i_uPraov i
Khmer fﬁi_ Cham g
Vietnamese Iﬂﬁﬂiﬂﬁ_ Lao GNi____
Other 113jR I
3.5

Language spoken and understood M &N SuntsSHwn

Mil BFU__ Kroal i{Mfs___ Thmorn G
Khaonh g{M__Tompuonn G 0s

Charay 01NW__ Kroeung [ﬁﬁ_ Kavet
MG__ Saouch #yG___ LunfUS__
Kachak fi]) ’r'i_uP raov S{f____
Khmer fﬁi_ Cham g
Vietnamese ]80AMY____ Lao §i__
Other 113jR J




4. Livelihood 1018 fiutlia

4.1

What is the percentage of household income that comes from each activity in a year? IR
SN [UolEa IRumSEANuAgmMN YW Iinuugygis:igs 2
Crop Bom: %

Livestock S e %

Orchard Gmi: %

Fishing MIIS N G: %
Aquaculture NTUJAY: %
Gathering MI{UY R UNTIE: %

Fishing related jobs (processing, trading, boat/gear building) MinIMAAgShisang (mitalg, mi

AR, §A /I URIANISANG ): %

Non-Fish-Farm Jobs (Specify) minn{mina s sSQu{h (ugnA): %
Non-Fish-Farm Jobs (Specify) misnn{mina s sSQu{h (ugnA): %
Non-Fish-Farm Jobs (Specify) mini{mins i sSfiu{h (ugnA): %
Non-Fish-Farm Jobs (Specify) mini{minah sSuid (uvgmh) %
Remittance (Specify) mﬁéqmﬁ (anﬁ) %

Other (Specify) 15ji1 9 (Ufl:ﬂ’r'ﬁ): %

5. House and land assets [ ()jfuy R Shil

5.1

What is the construction material of the house? {U1A 9%8‘@: ?

(1 = thatch house i§:#JJi, 2 = wooden house roofed with tin sheets @:ﬁUmLU’r'ﬁtﬁljjﬁ, 3 = Wooden

v

o

c

house roofed with tiles and fibrous cementf3 :aquUﬁtﬁﬂﬁ 8163648, 4 = concrete/brick house i
UGN / R, 5 = others (specify): RN (UENA)evvvrorrvveerereeereereeee




Part IBAE 1|

FISHING, AQUACULTURE AND NUTRITION QUESTIONNAIRE
miisang, hityjay SheonnEnui Jupy

1. FISHING MIIS{N ¢
9.1 How many years have you been fishing? i HA s@mﬁsmgﬁgsg‘iamtﬁw? years @
9.2 How many members of your household are engaged in fishing FULL TIME?
B UNRARNEMNITD SRR UM SITMISANGT{UG) ?
9.3 How many members of your household are engaged in fishing PART TIME?
BN RARN AT SARUDNSITMISAN YR 2
Do you own any fishing equipment with a Number 6%8 Resale Value f‘ﬁgmfw§

value > US$1000 IBHAMIS 2UAIANISANG
Ugs aighiti 1000 B

9.4
9.5
9.6
9.7 What other products do you catch/collect besides fish? Iﬁfi A{UY T EUEI 21l ﬁ[ﬁ ?
Snailsgjid __ Turtles Hm‘:ﬂﬁ_ Crabs MY___ Snakes f §J__ Other 1R I (specify) Ugﬂﬁ_
9.8 | During the last five year has your fish catch: IMIMU{RTUHAARIW: IO EFIGRIMUW:
Increased in quantity by 118§ SIASISTRART %
Remained the same 818G §SHORAYS
Decreased in quantity bymségsﬁwq:ﬁﬁﬁn %
9.9 | Whatis the reason? IR SINGR U Z: ?
9.10 | If fish catch has decreased, how did you cope with the decline in your catch? (Note: answer choices

focus on the livelihood decision to cope with change). (U8 S1TMIIS AN S{AGWGIRHATMISNS
imsmisusSamigag:isminsiiaygaitigie? (Sam: dufa oifw ihatmi
riodaismidfuiia uyjsusmshmmmm)ﬂ

Increase farming activities Utfﬁ Stungm ﬂ“ffi =]

A
Started to farming on rented farm G]Uhg&ﬁﬁ
3
X

Bought farmland & N EfLﬁJfﬁﬁﬁ

1
2
3. Started upland cultivation mﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘:i
4
5. Economic migration of some members (in country or abroad) ﬁ“lﬁﬁﬁﬂmmmﬁ Iwan

1gAg IsnRagwiss (1slakuie s UAluIss)




6. Borrowed money S 3 s

7. Reduced food consumption MAUSWMHH{M UM
8. Other (Please specify) 1RH18)& (AJBUMATHWEGNAT)

9.11 | What percentage of your household INCOME do you think comes from fish and fishing?
idgndatSanispUHAT SMAIWAR Shmisansg 2 %

9.12 | What percentage of the meat (protein) eaten in your household do you think comes from fish?
iligsmaiw isant ([yiafs) MW UISIARE AU RHR, HRAGNMSUAN{R? %

Fishing Income Dry season Flooding Flood/rainy season | Flood recession (Nov.-

San UAMISENS (Feb-APr) (I\ilay:JuIly)a (Aug.-ect.) N . January) .

iﬁuﬁﬁﬂw IIGANSS 18 | IRHINSNGRANSIS IRIGANSSpUn 18
(AY:-IB0N) | (2M-ARR) (ﬁ?Un-ﬁ'[lﬂ) (?ﬁfﬂ-&fﬁﬂ)

9.13 Average monthly
income from fishing

Sanuoietuy
Amisang

9.14 Average monthly
income from fish
trading (retail,

wholesale) f’mpm
woiie thyguimi
AR (UANW,

uhH )

9.15 Average monthly
income from fish

processing Lm“r'iﬁ ANey
wolieiminigh

Do not include the catch of waged labor in fisheries for other people.
Ansupumiotwanuagiiunsiudigiiakicws v uonigngis

9.16 | In your opinion, what are the main threats to the fisheries?

muAlaIu YA, IBFHhmiAnEATNhGYMR AT WR R ?




Most important fishing gears 2UAIANISANSIRIAIN SRR

9.17 What is the most important of your fishing gear (Number 1)?
1B UAINNISANSAMYWIRUA NS RO UAMSIES (§F 9) 2 Name: sups............
Examples: “Gillnet”; “Castnet”, “Traps”; “Hook longline/Single” (29‘If.ﬂiﬂfﬂ: Hi, ﬁmmm, Uy, 8§
BISR/UT ) RI TIG) B oo

Dry season Flooding Flood/rainy season | Flood recession
Questions (Feb-Apr) (May-July) (Aug.-Oct.) (Nov.-January)
5001 ial iz | ifanss ie igitagn ignmEn
Ag-Ban | awm-Afm | i fun-gan igm-unn

9.18 During what seasons do you
use this gear? (yes=1, no=0)

iBnaminmizugaiauaan
1822 (% =1/8=0)

9.19 How many days per month do
you use this gear? IOHAIU

quAiAniS:igsigahywie ?

9.20 What is the total weight (kg)
of your catch per week? Include
fishing activity of all household

members IRHATIU M8 U &
A phywaqui? nbumu
mﬁgfﬂn ISENG TURIEIIER
[AANISINH

9.21 How many kilos of catch are
eaten (own use) per week? i U SN

Agmy by (mnd
) Ismi UDSERouD
ui?

9.22 How many Kkilos of catch are
sold per week? 1RUSISAGIMY

NIUUA I8 MIOUMS Ak9
IqUI 2

9.23 What is the total sale value of
fish catch (USD) per week? R

VAR oiuAamt Jani al 9
Ul ? (Faniigia)

*Use only Kilograms; if Tons, convert by x 1000 kg A&t (&.7), yedsibthims [@igon X
90004.7



9.24

What is the most important of your fishing gear (Number 2)?

iBouninnisangamywituastimiiuaURnsids (§ V)2 Name: up:
(Examples: gillnets “mong kang”; fishing rod “santouch bobok”; cylinder trap “lop nhek sre”’; handle
scoop basket “chhnieng dai”; scissor push net “thnorng runh”) QURIANIS AN QLﬁﬁuG‘J ( I?rjﬁ N6 )

fI1 801 (2nian: BRAR, DUA, U, i SRgRIm), 1R 918)A

Questions

IR

Dry season
(Feb-Apr)

il
feny L

Flooding
(May-July)

}ignnss
2M-ARM

Flood/rainy season
(Aug.-Oct.)

mitag

fg fun-gan

Flood recession
(Nov.-January)

isnepn
igm-uan

9.25 During what seasons do you
use this gear? (yes=1, no=0)

iaakmiomin ugadauamn
{827 (NS = 1 MSIV2 0)

9.26 What is the total weight (kg) of
your catch per week? Include fishing
activity of all household members.

BRIy M8 US A.A alywe
QUi 2n0UMUNAEMN  1SANS
TR UNR AR AN S H

9.27 How many kilos of catch are
eaten (own use) per week? ‘iﬁﬂ" SUS

Agymunntuu (midhn)
ahoqul ismInums ?

9.28 How many kilos of catch are sold
per weele? SRUSISAGIMY WU
A9 QUiismIntms ?

9.29 What is the total sale value
of fish catch per week? (USD)

BmIuAR U9 Uialy
UQ18/9 Ul (FaiHiuTA)

*Use only Kilograms; if Tons, convert by x 1000 kg Bath (A.7), {padsiihims [§ignn 90004

A




9.30 What is the most important of your fishing gear (Number 3)?
iBouAIANISANgAMYWIRU A QSHRARUOURNSIES (§ M) ? Name: sups

Dry season Flooding Flood/rainy Flood recession
" (Feb-Apr) (May-July) season (Nov.-January)
Questions RiA feny:- | mifanss i Aug.-Oct. Bidnan
uni e ss
¥ =50 2M-ARM v jGm-yAn

) ol

i fum-gan

9.31 During what seasons do you
use this gear? (1=yes, 0=no)

idanminmigugaiiauann
1S:? (NS = 1 MSIV2 0)

9.32 What is the total weight (kg) of
your catch per week? Include fishing

activity of all household members. if
HAGIUMSUSS A.A alywig? nu
UPUNRYMNISANG 1URIORA
L@%mg‘iﬁﬁf{ﬁ

9.33 How many kilos of catch are
eaten (own use) per week? ifﬁ'ij SIS

Agymun ity (Ml
vl Ismintms ?

9.34 How many kilos of catch are
sold per week? 1BUSISAGIMY

R UUR/9QUISMIIUMS ?

9.35 What is the total sale value of
fish catch per week? (USD) iGN

AR AW Uiaiy
Ugs gh ow@ui? ()

*Use only Kilograms; if Tons, convert by x 1000 kg A&th (7.@), [Uaisiithims [HiAAN 9000A.A

9.36 By whom is fishing done? 1im A1 SEANMIFS ANG{A 2 by women 1w [a] %; meni L
Uity %; HNWASIHN by children % (sum should be FEUYATFHITNS 100%)..rvcoe %



10. PROCESSING miinig

10.1 Do you processes fish? iAHANSIAIGH YES 1l

NO H#

10.2 If yes, by whom is processing done? (sum should be 100%)

wasiius, idminigRpinsidmwsiom ? (FUynRiAath 100%)

Men Ui Percentage: tNMATW %

Women Lﬁ:’ Percentage: M AT %

Children 1f# Percentage: M AT %

Total £JIU Percentage: M AT %
Dry season Flooding Flood/rainy season | Flood recession
(Feb-Apr) (May-July) (Aug.-Oct.) (Nov.-January)

Questions whgl feny:- | 1ianss ie gitagn i nEn
THAN 20M-ARM | 12 Sun-gan igm-unn

10.3 During what seasons do
you process fish? (1=yes, 0= no)
ianginmidugaiminig (f
1822 (M§ = 1 MSIV2 0)

10.4 How many kg do you
process per week? Include
activity of all household

members. IBUSS A.7 IRUHAIT
miiAlgak oqul 2 JBUm
AYMO WNRARANIFIRHAT

10.5 How many kilos of
processed fish do you eat per

week (own use)? 1IRHIATGUSS
Agimy MUY (Ml
o) phowmui?

10.6 How many kilos of
processed fish do you sell per

week? IR{RIRIGURISAGIMY
U ARk 9qUi?

10.7 What is the total sale value
of fish processed and sold_per
week? (USD)
ImIAROSIAIgIUARYW
Ul U9S ah ol ?
(RONIHNIYIA)

*Use only Kilograms; if Tons, convert by x 1000 kg A&th (7.7 ), [UedS1Gtims Fignn 9000

A.nA

10




108 | n your opinion, what are the main problems in processing @hﬁ§ﬁmﬁjaﬁ, iﬁétﬁfﬂﬁgﬂ
uHJﬁnh‘Wi g]f
10.9

GJ{UIET 1GTRARMIRIGH 2

11. AQUACULTURE hilyjny

111

Do you practice aquaculture SiHATENTY]AYIF? YES 1§} NO H

11.2 If yes, by whom is processing done? (sum should be 100%)
weisibms, idminigAgAMMif 2 (Ruyagidat 100%)

Men UifJ Percentage: M AT %
Women Lﬁ:f Percentage: tNMATW %
Children 1f# Percentage: M AT %
Total fJjU Percentage: M AT %
11.3 | what species are you raising i {UIA¢H g HAT Y ?
114 | What is the percentage of your fingerlings coming from the wild? 17 S{RIUHAWARYANGYM S
NSUISMAIW ? %
115 | What is the percentage of your fingerlings coming from a hatchery? tﬁﬁuSLﬁiUfﬂiaﬁ WARYANMI
NUNSUSMAI ? %
11.6 | Do you feed your aquaculture fish with fish from the wild? Iﬁ b Eﬁ Lmﬁﬂ wejo SINRHIGRINIS
Dayhaituyig 2
Yes No
117 | yes, what is the percentage of wild fish in the protein they eat? LUfG’SﬁGJ"m S, tﬁ{ﬁﬁmgmm:
g smaiw gjhay? %

11




Questions
SN

Dry season
(Feb-Apr)
Al fefy

A-tgin

Flooding
(May-July)
gignnss is
20M-ARK

Flood/rainy season
(Aug.-Oct.)
1gien

12 f3UM-Hon

Flood recession
(Nov.-January)

ignmEn
igm-unn

11.8 For each of the past seasons,
how many kilos of aquaculture

fish did your produce? U{HUTH
imulywonghvn  1@mi
§v (A mstgsAgmy?

11.9 How many kilos of the
production are consumed by the

household? 1A SSURS Kg 18
RiUany Hiosifimahw
[BENT?

11.10 How many kilos of the
production are sold? tfﬁ'ﬁ%s Kg

IsMIRUARYRINSUA ?

11.11 What is the total sale value
of aquaculture fish production
for this system per season?

(UsD) thgAARTHuMS
USs phywigi? (§an)

11.12 | 1 your opinion, what are the main problems in aquaculture? i83SIANASAIUEIHA, 1BF1F1M
UENoYRAk mighiyjny ?
11.13 ' 1

In your opinion, how can aquaculture be improved? iﬁtS‘]@hﬁ§ﬁIUﬁJﬁﬁ, iﬁtﬁf
GJ{USEUT ITR AR MIMBENTYAY 2

12




11. FOOD AND NUTRITION HIUMIRRHNUNIURY

Focus on the whole year 1G0T N INMYWE

Is there a season during which there is not enough food to meet the family needs? 1 Si@fr’ﬂ iR U
Fsmsmumiasm SIREInmmuagiMIUAIANIS ?

I INMYWE

Dry season Flooding Flood/rainy season
Focus on the whole year 115 (Feb-Apr) (May-July) (Aug.-Oct.)
miiplie | 1igANSS 18 il

AY-Ban | 2um-ARt | 12 fUm-gm

Flood recession
(Nov.-January)

IiGAtIEnA
1Gm-uAn

12.1 Not enough rice HI5S
[AUTMS

12.2 Not enough vegetable Uf‘%
ES RIS

12.3 Not enough fish {8 S{AU
M8

12.4 Not enough meat fNGos
[AUTMS

Focus on the past month (4 weeks) tﬁ]ﬁt[ﬁfaﬁ§ﬁtﬂ (4 fdg]tﬁ)

Neve
r

S
fU

=0 @

i

Sometimes Often
(1-10 times) (>10

g - | times)
10 {8

Daily

-—
[N

12.5 In the past four weeks = 30 days, did you worry
that your household would not have enough food or

have to cut on portions / quality? GRItW:INUYS U
mul = 30 igifl aﬁmwm@t’ﬁmﬁmmﬁ'}aﬁﬁs
wsHMUNIpUmSyimaugw @A/ &/an
mn?

12.6 In the past four weeks, did you or any household
member increase fishing, especially to get more food

for the household? ARIW:INUYSUPUITRIMU
iS:fgn yneda PannmPATIismisane
infiailigiegumsmunn@ st
BN 2

13




12.7 In the past four weeks, did you or any household
member increase gathering of snails, crabs, shell-fish,
morning glory, water lilies, or wild lotus, especially to

get more food for the household? I INUYS Y
quingh Uﬁts:tﬁaﬁgmmﬁ'ﬁmﬁmmgﬁ
UIRSMIUYUMS o5, MY, gk, (A 1),
®as, e, pmings hiwaiigiegums
MmN stha a2

Focus on the past 7 days. S18160 7 igAghiel

Ask respondents to recall if they ate the following food items over the past 7 days. Items could be
smoked, dried, salted, fermented or have undergone any other preservation technique. Amounts
reported are for the whole household.

agABwannilaigiRimuasiiyamnumgoainmeainw:inn 7 iGahigmu
IOANWMIOM MSTAMT, Bamd, Ry, Faigind[a ynsuigrie uuoiganniih g
19)6 AMYW RN U1EAIFRGUD IRINIIG) B

12.8 Number of days eaten over 12.9 Quantity in (Kg)
Food item BNIENEGULM | last 7 days fsgs%ﬁ%ﬁ (U $GUNS | (Last 7 days in total) UTEI AN

(% w

ARIWINN 7 IG0RIMW 0 (Kg) (891U 7 1§GRIMW)

[V |
1

Fish @

Aguatic animals e.g. Snails,
Shellfish, Crabs and Snakes &jil

1A, my §hne

Need a conversion table from units to kg) e.g. 3snakes =500 g [FIMIMNAUIEARAMIFIMA §]{MY.2 ( N8U 3=
500 [y

14



Part i™§ 111
Community Fishery Survey ﬁ‘lifQﬂUﬁ'fﬂtﬂﬁUStSﬁﬂ%"

Details about the Community Fishery (CFi) ARt SIUERANNAESISANG
13. Are you a member of the CFi? Iﬁa‘ﬁfﬂ AYIRA (.8 2 Yes MG No i¢

14 Description of CF AN
fJ.S
14.1 | \What is the name of the CF? 1
f0.S ISR 2
14.2 | where is it located? i{RENS MR | Village r‘jt?f Commune LU
ﬁzﬁisﬂﬁf&ﬁ m? District [fUfi Province 129
14.3 | Total area of CFi (ha) : ¥ ngﬁ .46 Unknown HARS
IUUS (U.8)
14.4 '[OTAL nlimber of CFi members . .
GSSNWINA §.8 U 1A Unknown H&
-
14.5 | Number ot FEMALE CFi . .
members G§SEUNIA .8 W S1A Unknown H&
I Ra__
15 Management/operation of CFi miLﬁﬁLﬁh/atnj]I
s 0.8
15.1 Has the government (such as fisheries cantonment) | vestns  No #Hii___ Unknown Hﬁﬁa_
provided technical assailstance toothg establishment of
community fishery? IEB1SANUSTIM (HGM
é’ny@mmﬁmﬁm) msﬁn}ﬁ§wUt§ﬁtsmgﬁ
miuifa .8ty 2 |
15.2 Has some organization (such as an NGO) supported | Yes 18 No H&  Unknown H&L &
the community fishery? 1R6NS ANTSIRINIG) A - o
(HGM Hﬁmﬁmﬂi‘:mﬁmm) meﬁLQ Should be
delete ? 80, STRIYIG ?
15.3 If yes, name of organization LUffiSﬂaj'H] S 1funs is
anss
154 Are there CFi by-laws and internal regulations {J.S | Yes®1§____No HH___Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
08 wpé§a: Shusunniah

15




15.6

Have boundaries and mapping of the community
fishing areas been completed? iﬁmiﬁuifﬁ S§ Sk

5§ w.s msuptiiwyisi2

Yest\S_ NoH&__ Unknown H&RE

15.7

Is there a Community Fishery Area Agreement? i
EﬂSﬁgLﬂHiLﬂjﬁﬁfghiSﬁﬂ?ﬁjmﬁﬁé ?

Yest8_ NoH&__ Unknown H&RE

15.8

Has there been registration and recognition of the
community fisheries by FiA and MAFF? RIS M

GeUM) SUSGUANN (.S W ID RGN
SupyhAeAYitiug ?

Yest'S__ No#H&__ Unknown HARY

15.9

What year was the CFi registered? i5 fU.S (VIVE
U 181@nm 2

Unknow HEER

15.10

Is there a Community Fishery Area Management
Plan? M1 SIRSMI{RU[AN fu.8 IR1YIe 2

Yes1S___ No#H&__ Unknown HARY

15.11

Avre there rules and internal regulations for fisheries
management in CFi? 18GNU 8% ugunn igak
UTNUTAUTAR RURUAR (.8 IR1UIe 2

Yes1S___ No#H&__ Unknown HARY

15.12

Avre there rules and regulations against illegal
fishing? IR SGNUSHUGUENURINERISANG
g ugnUIRIYLS 2

Yest1§_ NoH&__ Unknown H&HRE

15.13

Does the CFi have an activity plan for the next six
months? 15} {8 MISIRSMIAYMNU{NY D18

AL RIEACY

Yest18_ NoH&__ Unknown H&HRE

15.14

Does your CFi the conservation area? i 8.8 TULS
HAYISATghHAIR?

Yest18_ NoH&__ Unknown H&RE

16.15

What is the size of the conservation area? Iﬁ’rﬁ’csvh
HARMSSUIligS 2

ha. Unknow HAL Y

15.16

Is the conservation area useful for the conservation
of the fishery? IR ATSUHAIIN STUIUNRS WU
MIHAIRIRURUIRIYIG ?

Yest1S___ No#H&__ Unknown HARY

15.17

Are there conflict over fisheries, fishing area and
other resources in the area? {AH SRIAN IS

ISENG U)RU ATH, AIgUISENG ShESMSIRY
1g)aisinhAusisainiyie 2

Yest'S___ No#H&__ Unknown HARY

15.18

What types of conflict? iRt SHIRN:Hg: ?
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15.19 Ddoes the CFl has a nlecDanism to refolvel conflicts? | Yestns  No#&___ Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
10 .S BISWSMINYIN I PNWE IS ?

15.20 | Does the CEi help to resolve confli::t in Ithe .. Yes 1S No#H&__ Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
fisheries? 10 £U.8 JUIHN[fNWE AR W
Retiaie 2 |

1521 | How does the CFi normally resolve conflicts? i
CFi fngmi: pwRig i LUﬁUjUﬂm ?

1522 | |5 jllegal fishing a problem? {AMIISANG SAIGNY | Yes 1S___ No HA__ Unknown HARR___
Athugmig 2

1523 | What type of illegal fishing occurs? IHMIISENG
EUTNUHg: IRAYISASHYA?

15.24 | What percent (%) of total anrlua}l fish harvest comes %
from illegal fishing? MEMIM SN SR UTAFITU
wolgims valmisangggnt mistgsma
w?

1525 | Isthe government taklng effectli\ie actiono toreduce | None HE (0%) Someg: (50%) A great deal
illegalfishing? tmgnf"lwmmmﬁimsmﬁﬁmmls WeGgmn (100%) %
urggman Q:hﬁ“li MAUSWMIS N GZITGNU ?

15.26 | Does the Community Figheries CorL]mitt(ie \Lvorklto None Hii (0%) Someg: (50%) A great deal
reduce illegal fishing? Iﬁl ’ﬁﬁJS ITMIBRY] M LUfﬁ'gﬁ‘m (100%) %
URWMIIS NG 3UGNUIRIYTG ? Unknown S&5%4

15.27 | Does the CF do regular patrolling? i 8.8 G Yes tS__No Hﬁ_ Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
NNETIGRNF? Sometimes g:___ Often MigJAAGE

15.28 | Have illegal fishing activities? 1R 61 SMAUGIFYRA | Increased 1ASIG]H__ Remained the same
iSangunBamin 2 ISIRIRAU_ ory decreasedSWGs_

compared to last year ILUijjU @ioh
I{MU? Unknown HARYE__

15.29 | Is there any enforcement of the rulesa and internal None Hii (0%) Some 2: (50%) A great deal
regulatior:s agailnsi illegal fisr:ing? TﬁEﬂnS mjﬁgf:rj [JUfG’gﬁ“l N (100%) % Unknown
MY ISGNU SﬁUGUqﬂiﬁgﬁ U@ SRMI HaSy
1ISANGZIUGNU ?

15.30 | Can the CFi punish those who break the rules and Noi§

regulations? 18} §J.8 MG AN IR UHAAMIRY
msiguany 8k usugnigah 2

Yes, informally@ ¢, S{FIRIMI
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Yes, formally@ ¢, Migimi Unknown

HERR

15.31 | what type of punishment? S MITNA S ﬂéﬂﬁg‘fUU
am?

Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_

15.32 | Does the CF know what to do when poachers are
caught? 1 fu.8 RADFIRURHTISINUIR A .
aomsasifa? Unknown HERA___

15.33 | What was the compliance with fishery rules FIVE No one obeys the fisheries rules
YEARS AGO? 1Iamui{gigiys miududmy | HSSIMMYAIMINGNUR RIS
GNURUR U DS UM NEGIEGIRI 2 Some people obey the rules

USAYWESSIMINGNUR U
Everyone obeys fisheriesrules_
YSEAUAIAMINGNURURN___
Unknown H&DS

15.34 | What was the compliance with fishery rules NOW? | No one obeys the fisheries rules
1BUgyjs MIUAUAMY GRURURL NSUmN | MSSIMMPAIMINGNUR RIS
RGINGIn ? Some people obey the rules

YSMIYWESSIMINGNUR YR
Everyone obeys fisheries rules
YSAJAUMIMINGRURUG___
Unknown H&DS

15.35 | Are there indigenous people (non-Khmer) in the Yes 1S NoH&  Unknown HELH
village? iRt Sisthimafic (Ssiusigr) 1s1nh
adiniyie 2

15.36 | If yes, are there indigenous people members of the | vas 1S No H&  Unknown HELH
cri? [usiins /v snstdvmaRoitu
SasnRals CFifRiyie 2

15.37 | Is your participation to the CFi operation Yes 1S NoH&  Unknown HELH
satisfactory? i MIGHUIBIUETHAGIN S[URURMI
t0.8 B tiyig 2

15.38 | |5 corruption an issue in the CFl management? 18 Yes 1S__No Hii___ Unknown Hfﬁﬁh_
minAYWAHUIISIaMIAUARIUN &.8
iRiyie 2

15.39 | Have CFi members received any training or Yes 1S NoH&  Unknown HELH

awareness raising on gender concept, gender issues
- ] S .
in fishery and aquaculture sector? {5 fUBNRA .S

G0V MSMIVAN UM UMIGARNES A1
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wEnafASaws S ugn s s ahiaiwEn
Ry Shhitynyitiyie 2

15.40

Have you heard about FiA’s gender mainstreaming
policy and action plan for the fisheries sector? tﬁaﬁ

@Ug AlmMUSINNWUHUILS S IURIEO UGN
RIU 0 TR Wi sy 2

Yes 1S No HE&i___ Unknown H& ﬁﬁ_

15.41

Do women participate actively in Community
Fisheries  activities?  1A{EIGUIEAINEISIAN
URYMN 6.8 IRIYIe 2

1-GRUIBUERIG NG, 2 nwminhime
ISANG2RUGNU,
3- GeRUNE 4- MP0TEA 5- 1]k

15.42

What are your suggestion to improve the active
participations of women in the CFi? 1BHAHYS

nuuitdifeuinngh  ahmiguBIu
[0 o .S

15.43

Do indigenous people (if any) participate actively in
Community Fisheries activities? 1A% SR AIRYMA

6o grgsthhwngisiahanymn .S yig?

Yest1S__ No wa‘_ Unknown H&
Bh_

15.44

What are your suggestion to improve the active
participations of indigenous people (if any) in the
CFi?
AR SHS AN STIRYTIE 6JUIRnE]h akm
gruisainy isusma iumalo (eSS

S) Ak fJ.S

16. Financial sustainability of the CFI 8181/ ntﬁigf;qmdj (4.8

16.1 | Does the CFC seek funding? 18 A.60.8 MSIAH | Yes 91S_ No #A_ Unknown HARH__
AYUshg 2

16.2 Does the CFC get funding? 5 A0S § GIUMIS | YesB1S__No Hﬁ_Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
yruShinye 2

16.3 If yes, how is the CFi financed?

iGedstegums i .8 ¢grumstiimia i
AMYAg: 2

No funding 88 ¢UMSYURTIG
Government INATI__

NGO HRI__

Donor Y RIS Sw__

Peoples (URNNS____

Companies [iBU)S____

Church {sfumi__

Other (specify) 15jid9__
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Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_

of the CF available for all members to examine?
iannamulimin (donu Shdamw) 1w
81,8 MSBjIMBAFaHAT iR ARaEuie 2

16.4 Does the CFC manage finances well? i A.60.8 YestH1S__ No Hfﬁ_Unknown Hfﬁﬁh_
[putphvlimiaiRye ?
16.5 Are the finances record (income and expenditures) | yesthe NoH& Unknown H&E Y

Details about the Community Fishery COMMITTEE (CFC) ARUSIUARAR #.00.8

171 Is there a Community Fisheries COMMITTEE? i | Yestn S__No wa‘_Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
HS ALRU.S?

172 | Areyoua meTber of the Community Fishery Yes 818 No H&__ Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
Committee? INHARBINA F.00.8 ?

17.3 | TOTAL NUMBER of Committee members G§ 8
AR ARON: A MU

17.4 | Any specich quota forl temale forfommitltee Yes 818 No H&i__ Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
member? INNISAANRIUAM AU A.80.8
iRyl 2

17.5 | Number of FEMALE Committee Members ﬂ“%SLf;i
MUNRARAN A MU

17.6 Posit.jons .Of FEMALE committee meLT1bers CFC chief[UMS__ Vice chief[UmS___
GV MLAALN:AY mim[‘ﬁ‘q Accountant AEWIISW]___ Extension

KIORNW___ Patrolling [V
(UNH___ Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_

177 Does the CFC meet/consult CFi members? i84.6J.S | Yes ¥ S_No Hﬁ_Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
RUis /Aims sty wnta 6.8 180
yig?

17.8 ng often q’oesathe CFC meet with m"embers? ___times/year ﬁﬁ/@j Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
10 A.00.S IR UMY WIHIRAU ISR ?

17.9 | Does the CFC report violations? 15 A.60.8 N Yes 1S No HA_ Unknown HARD
minnfamiiina Gmsyis ?

17.10 | Does the CFC coordinate with commune council or | yves 18 No H%&i__ Unknown Hfﬁﬁl’j_

the Fisheries cantonment? 1 &.80.8 I§MIV{EU
g UmYW VDA W yeantutuityg 2
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17.11 | Does the CFC Develop networks with other CFsand | ves 1S No H& Unknown H&E 4
organizations? 1§ &.60.8 UIRAUAMMMNYW .8
Shrpmi flerg)attiye ?
17.12 | Does the CFC engage with women in the Yes 12 NoH& Unknown HEE Y
community? 15 A.60.8 MSGATEENYWIAISinl
UNAYSYIS ?
17.13 | Does the CFC engage in community development YestNS NoH& UnknownHan 4
projects? 1 A.6U.8 MSTUIHARANRHAIYS
N AYSIRIYIG ?
17.14 | Were elections and re-elections for the CFC open to | ves 18 No H& Unknown H&E Y
everyone? IAMNIMIMA Shmumimaig]aim
TN A.00.8 18R SIS agAUMIS 2
17.15 | Does the CFC represent all affected groups in fisheries | ves 118 NoH& Unknown H&LH
management ~ decision-making? RN ﬁﬁ[j:iﬁtj
AT A0S ANMRYR UG SIUATIUISS
fRiyse 2
17.16 | Are decisions by the CFC made openly or [ vest1S NoH& Unknown H&D Y
transparently? IRMIOHGERIMW A.00.8 MSIF
IgiIwanT yammnig 2
17.17 | How fair was the allocation of access rights FIVE Unfair
al o o al 1 a a A
YEARS AGO? MUN{M@IYS 1aMIGUNIG USHISMNYGYIS
ISANSUISMNITIAIUIG ? Some unfairess______
BSHISMNBREYWESS
Completely fair
A o
HISMNUBEE AR
Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
17.18 | How fair was the allocation of access rights NOW? Unfair
al 1 a al a A
SUNUUTUIS IMIRUNIGISAMNGISAMNIIR | BSHISMNUBRYIG
o Some unfairness
gtg ) o A )
BSHISMNBREYWTSS
Completely fair
A o
HISAMNEUYHEE RPN
Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
17.19 | (For female) Do you have any difficulty in

performing your task on the committee? (See the
note) (Female only ﬁJuIﬁJLmﬁfﬁLﬁzmﬁﬂﬂ :AYgM)

() hgamsmismagami Ginma
AGIVRHA Ak AAN:AN MRS ? (IBUAMNG
Samahimy)
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17.20

(For female) What is your recommendation to
improve women’s performance as CFC members?

(ot Rgrnsiuuiiidiaugm
HiR MINIUR (G WA A.8.S?

17.21

(For male) According to you, what are women’s
difficulties in performing tasks in the committee?

(See the note) (Male only &JTRITNUTAYIN)
(UTNUUIN) TUNRIFIMUTUNUIURHATR R
mismA A g mingminnsighaan:
AYIMI?

17.22

(For male) What is your recommendation to improve
women’s performance as CFC members?

hgnvsHg A SERYiRuymESigua]g
MUHRA CFC?

Note: mention

Work load USAMINI

Household work load (involved more in domestic work). USAMUNIANE:  ( fﬂﬁmﬁﬁg

i§s Samini ahigan)

Lack of support from other CFC members. §meﬁ'°1L9ﬁﬁjmﬁﬁ A.0J.8 ﬁf‘.}ﬁ}]fﬁ

My voice is not heard 833 URIURI TSI SIU

Lack of support from my family §2ﬁ1ﬁﬁL§ﬁL@ﬁﬂﬁUﬁljé

Culture constraint 2U &5 AT
Other 1Rj11§)@

18

Impact of CF BTN IS &J.8

18.1

Has your access to the river to fish improved as a
member of the CFi ‘Iﬁgﬁ SIWHAN NN §.S

NSUGMINEMNARMIS AN SRRy SR
yig ?

Yest8_ NoH&__ Unknown H&RE

18.2

Do you think that being a member of the CFi has
helped you to socially and economically benefit

rather than being alone? tAHARRIMIHT
NDATUAT 9.8 MSTWHARN MI HSIAURY
SmiRRgyudmhamnsiiang 2

Yest'S___ No#H&__ Unknown HARY

18.3

If yes, please explain how? (&3 S10E1S M Sitwig]uam ?
More fish catch VUM SI{HS More income Q8GN MUILTS
more markets for fish (AN S FRpii(Hs Alternative livelihood 1615 (& &ia
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Other (specify) 1{j1 9 UGNA

18.4 | How would you describe the condition of the fish Very bad mlﬁﬁﬂm &J bad
stock five years ago? IAHAHAMOIMUZMSIE | - either good o badt B ST
Afansmn ISRl mui{nigiys? I o0 0 very qood (U )
AMed Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
18.5 | How would you describe the condition of the fish Very bad mLﬁﬁmf{j bad
stock today? IRAHAHAMGIMUSMSISHAANS o~ either oo o badSTNY
ISRIVA UG ? L "
MA ISHUA UnggtS : U A good 1y very good 1Y
AME&S_ Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
18.6 | Do you feel that the CFi has improved the fish Yes 1S NoH&  Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ
stock in the area? IRHAMISHIIYAND f.8 MSiA
uykuagAR ssindusis:itiyis?
18.7 | What would you say about the management of the | Fish resource not managed
fish resource FIVE YEARS AGO? thnnAAatN: | MSMI{AUANGSMS{RHIS
gowobim:mipUERasmstuRumufipel | Some management initiatives___
o HMSMIAUANYWESS
LD Good initiatives
NSMIAUARY
Good sustainable management
NSMIAUARYUAUIhWEIST
Iy Unknown Hfﬁﬁﬁ_
18.8 | What would you say about the management of the | Fish resource not managed
fish resource Now IAHAARUNURGIYGGIN:MI | MSAMIAUANGSMS{RIS
[AUPRGS M SE VR UARINUUTY]S ? Z:gijn;;niizmg; E‘j“jasﬂ‘s’es—
' ' MIAUTA G
Good initiatives
NSMIRUARY
Good sustainable management
H]Sﬁ"li[jﬁﬁ[:ﬁh LIJLUh“UIﬁﬂLUQgI
mn Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_
18.9 | Do you feel that the CFi has improved the habitats | yes g No H&i___ Unknown Hﬁﬁﬁ_

(wetlands, flooded forests) for fish in the area?
iBHAMISHIYAND .8 MSIFRJUIRngh s
BipA (Austidy Shipndodn) umifis]
alAUSIS:iRiyIg?
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19. Impact of management &ty ISMITAUTAR

19.1 | Do you feel that the condition of the fish resource is | yes the NoH&  Unknown HELH
stable or has improved thanks to management? T T T

IRHANSHIYAN AN SMAISTSMSTURUNS
EUIAMN USAMIUIRIGTR W AN MIATAY
18167

19.2 | Do you expect the fishery to maintain iis cu[ﬁ;nt level | YestnS  No#H#&__ Unknown Hflﬁﬁﬁ_
of productivity over the next 5 years? I HAIN RN A

1SeNg SWIANATARUAMAROUTY]S MSIW:
N dE 21MYsIe)HIe 2
193 |1t no, why? et sifug, a2

19.4 | In your opinion, how can the management of fisheries be improved (recommended action for fish
stock sustainability and better social organization)?

MUINUIUREA IRMIPUERRIUENRInSIANY (vagmniRuasiansipmudig
A0 RUAAR ShHRMIRERATUNSYUIRIRYS) ?
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20. EXTENSION SERVICES Uiy i Rnw

20.1 | How do you usually receive information relating to economic and fisheries management related
activities? (Rank in order of frequency: 1 to 9, noted from rank number 1 for information is often
received until number 9 for information is less received).

mgighifgasguitmsitunasiShungmnmadgfamiatEiugig Shasmsni
RU? (GaMADAMYUMUUE W e 1 R0 99 AnNGUMUAGAMARAILE 1 MU
Ahmsipinsegudngmy Shugunbivanaine 9 i bAanSHImS e guiomitia)

| ]a. Word of mouth (friends and neighbors) ftnagwiginayw (Saaf Shyntask)
:|b. Groups, association, network (CF, Community Base Organization) CBO, and other groups)
ny, Ay, UamMm (9.8, mmﬁaé’&;mgns Sh [ﬁﬁﬁfgt?]n)

[ Jc. Village and commune chiefs/officials Muisi8 SRiw]

| 1d. Village/commune police fﬂtﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁjr’jg §ﬁi§n‘?mqﬁj

| ]e. Provincial and district government departments H§T Shmiun ﬂ'J)UJmHLﬁJIﬁ

1t Ncos HmuAlihAqw

| ]9. Television/Radio §1¢ mjé/?c.ij

:| h. Business people and money Ie'nders HAl VRS ﬁ’WHHUﬁ’WiLmn

| ]i. Other, specify iﬁjﬁtgjﬁU%ﬂﬁ ...............
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20.2

Do extension agents contact you or any women fishers to provide technical information or market
information for your fishing and aquaculture?

ws@ANIRORpwaRsEn yRgmsaegiomgd iidiiunfnsuignisaninsd
w1 upnUminsang ShmiSuiiiuann 2

e« YestNS_

. NoHﬁ_

20.3

In your opinion, do you feel that the local administration is helpful to you if you request any
assistance, especially with respect to CFi conflicts?

islanAfagaiigaiadid nugusu st §Gim:gaieiTy AT AL SWAMYWwh
ﬁm}mmﬁgﬁéﬁm;ﬂ: CFi?

e YesthS__

« No Hﬁ_

20.4

Question to both men and women: f3ANTRIIFIN YT §hLﬁ:J'

What is the challenge FOR WOMEN to access information and services
alo ' a d a o A a
tﬁﬁma’nuqﬂnwmammuwﬁqsgmmsmﬁmssﬁmhﬁg

20.5

What are your recommendations to improve the extension service?
IRYAUYIUNAYUISY IRHAMSHS AN SIURITg: 2
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