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Transition of approaches in conservation

R BARENEOMN >R F-D-K
Period Conservation approaches Relevant keywords
19505~70s HFAEEER L EE ikt
Private property regime Private property rights
19605~70s MRBHHZ LS by T OEE EAPREL National Conservation Laws
Central government control KEEFE  National legislation
19805~ W37 1 ZEALER ey
Local level management Community-based
1990's~ SMBEE  Participatory approaches SHLRER Various actors
HEE®E Co-management IEH)EHE  Adaptive govemance

Source: Toko (2016)

Summarized from Gordon (1954); Scott (1955); Hardin (1968); Cheung (1970); Johnson (1972); Berkes (1989); Ostrom (1990); Pinkerton &
Weinstein (1995); Baland & Platteau (1996); Folke et al. (2005); Olsson et al. (2004); and Plummer & Fennell(2007)




AARREFENDEE 1

Historical transition of conservation approaches 1

—
1950’s 1960’s 1970’s 1980’s 1990’s 2000’s

Private-property regimes
(FAHIFT B HEICKSEHE) Government-controlled

VLD BRERITTAR management
A TN - Lz

/E&ﬁ!:otér&ﬁIJEnanrO)ﬁ&ﬁ&
VERICEDFERSE
v itig = — X D EFR
v it RO FF DR D EER

Local-level, Community-based

management
FNEhOFIEDEE (Mg FARDEIE)
challenges VIS 1 = F AN L— JLVEY (2R BR
VEIE . AMBEEDORE

VHOO—N\YE—a vt LBEE



A REFIEDEE 2
Historical transition of conservation approaches

WMEDOFELZZA  Main streams of recent years

1990’s = 2000’s

* Co-management (17 &1 & I8) b
< Participatory management (S N8 & ~ Government

% Adaptive governance (TS I8)

& Mgz T —ZFF{KELT,
ZRIETOI—NDSH

Involvement of local community as a main
actor, and

collaboration among different stakeholders ~ #%:#&
Academic

' Business
ﬂi’.i?ﬁ:IE:L:?_'f
Local community



B EADSME BRERETERGT

Key issues of community-based, participatory approaches

g aSa =T FERELS LT
VESICBEARAREDA T4 DBHSEHH

Ve ihh BRIREE L ESAREM, HRMAYI
NépHh

When a local community is a main actor:

v'Is there any incentive for them to be involved in
conservation?

v'Can they get more economic, social benefits if they are
involved in conservation?



Higk A TEML TLOSERIREDRE

Challenges of community-based conservation

¢ERHGREET R SESAEOEEM
Lack of financial resources Fund-raising

O CHITHAAMERAFARE SRNFEFE. REHE
Lack of human resources Capacity building

e—BitTHLMmEEORRE TN
= T A IR

o Sustainability of
Sustainability of economic benefit.

conservation projects / areas social capital



— BT, IaYV—1)XLElE

On the other hand, ecotourism is

The birth of ecotourism:
JUCN 37 World Park Congress, in 1982

ARREDEEHREICHENELTRIBSNT:

expected as an effective tool for fund-raising for conservation

¢ EARRELMF IS AT/ ADEZEZHIFT S
Avoiding negative impacts on natural environment and on local
community

¢ BEARREL MBS 2 =T A ADEFHOFBD/NTURZELED
Providing a tool to balance conservation and economic benefits
for local community



ARREFIENDLEE 1
Historical transition of conservation approaches 1

—
1950’s 1960’s 1970’s 1980’s 1990’s 2000’s

Private-property regimes
(FAHIFT B HEICKSEHE) Government-controlled

vVELDBEREIRITFARY management
B TEHEL .

R A (PREFFIZEDEE)
VBRI KBTI EERET DR
VERICKSERE

v ithigi = — X D AR Birth of
L ARIREL.  Ecotourism

Local-level, Community-based

management
FhEhDGIEDRE (i FADEE)
challenges VIS 2 = F A AUL—IILYEY 1T ER
VB, AWEBEOTRZE

voO—n\)E—1avIlkEHE




IOYV—)XLDESE
Definitions of ecotourism

@®IUCN (EfEBAREES)

IOV—YRXLIT. REBENICEEHAITEEELLESIEAL T, I
BARMIBOP T, TOEARPCTNIZEL =L (BEEED
CHADIDEZED)EE LA .HEITHLDOTHY., BIEEHID
DEEZHIBLENS, ZNIZE->TEHAREDREL, Higd
ARDBF-HAESHGHREDHASSMEIRHEITHIEDTHS,

“environmentally responsible travel and visitation to relatively undisturbed

natural areas, in order to enjoy and appreciate nature (and any accompanying
cultural features—both past and present) that promotes conservation, has low
visitor impact, and provides for beneficially active socio-economic involvement

of local populations”



O TIES(EEIaYV—Y X LIHE

« TAV—NXLEE UTDRICEZRSND, DL, HREZRZL, #
BN DER R ZHFL. BIARFEBZ LRITHORGIZERDH
DEEMERBE L0 K3, BARMBANDREESHDHRITITH S,

* Ecotourism is now defined as "responsible travel to natural areas that

conserves the environment, sustains the well-being of the local people, and
involves interpretation and education. Education is meant to be inclusive of
both staff and guests.




gk A TEML TLSERIREDRRE

Challenges of community-based conservation

SEFHGEEN R SESAENEEN
Lack of financial resources Fund-raising

S HIFZIZHITHIAMERFRE —~RNRFE. IREHE
Lack of human resources Capacity building

& — BTSRRI .
— LT BE 14 YN E SR INY =25

o Sustainability of
Sustainability of economic benefit,

conservation projects / areas social capital
BARED it =D m g gy

BLHE FI| 25 81 1 =
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g FADBAREICERT STV X L
Theoretical Hypothe5|s:

Ecotourism contributions to community-based conservation

Community Based Approach for _
conservation Ecotourism
....... |
x . Challenges found: I Purposes in defenition:
I'Local communities are , tackle Funding for conservation
I'Lacking of financial capacity : ; < Financial benefits for local community
| Lacklng of human resources : Educational aspects for hosts and guests

1

Community Based Ecotourism

Effective tool for conservation

Source: Toko (2016)
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Cases in Cambodia

HoRST7TIE.BRD

® 3% MNEMELL

@ 5L 76% NIRRT I ZFES
(XA, 8%IL Kk

(National Institute of Statistics, 2014)

=HMRIIEELEIRTHLIH.
HEBLRRITEAREZ L THFMR
WiE, BAREDLTE. ER
DEFEEZTHLEHM

=90 FE X DNEKHR T LIBE. B
TR

RN TOREDOEF

Cooking style in rural areas



V—2 A ZHBHFMB LUOFFIREEIZRE 1 5

— —®

(2013FT—7A)

H i D

Number of households with forestry and hunting activities by zone, 2013

D

Source: National Institute of Statistics (2014)

RDZ<H,

SREIEZEE->TH

Zone
Number of households
. Phnom . Tonle Plateau/
Cambeodia Penh Plain Sap Coastal Mountain
In thousands
Households with forestry 2,275 6 1,024 713 172 360
and hunting activities
All households 3,162 363 1,237 939 223 401
Percent of all — o
households 72 2<* % 71___/90
#HE FEHEH MED AR LEHE

EELTULNS
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- ERDODEBAREBR~NDEKFES
- BRICKSBARAERDINE
SHFED -6 DB E FFE
c BT ZDEDNEELRR. AMAR. T=FEBZH
SEE EBEENTEREIELD . EEZE.BH

c BT DA EICEAHRAREL R
SHEREDIV Y AVIZEEHEM LR

IO
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Protected Areas

T

oD 5o,

AT
N Tinh Kon 1

LongXuyn i man Glang
2.0

BN 76 S SN

~ ® Multiple Use Management Area
- © National Park
- @ Protected Landscape

Dense Forest

Mixed Forest

Water @ Ramsar Site

Non Forest - ® Wildlife Sanctuary

Cloud = @ Natural Heritage Site
><_ No Data
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elopment CambodiaZ urce: Cambodian government agencies, NGOs



Forest Cover 2014
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HWOROT7DMIBOASa = T2 FARELT-
SME770—FIZ(F25847

2 types of community-based, participatory approaches

@ommumty Forestr tCommumty Protected Areas: L
E&ﬁb\&mu—ﬁé RChyTEDUTIEHSHH . NGOE

EDHR—FEZFHASERT DT HEIZ1 =T«

CFs/CPAs as top-down or so called co- management models
implemented by the government and realized by local actors

mostly with NGOs supports;

){K%}EE’]@:I\:L—T'U[/ JVIZEDWV =20 - EhDFD
5'6&&719&‘?31’@1“{W’C‘ﬂiﬁéh’(%f*:sl_T»ﬂ LHEIR

M}E

Traditional systems as bottom-up models implemented by
the rural or indigenous communities and also realized by

them.

Source: 1 3E 1 —H KU Meyer (2013)



JRREL M OS A =T D=HICZ

QRO T7 TEMIN TULVS E % Community-based,
participatory approaches:

<>Community Forestry (CF)
<>Community Protected Areas (CPA)
<>Community-based ecotourism (CBET)

The country has 24 provinces and each province is divided into
185 district, which is further divided into communes totaling

1,621. The commune are then divided into villages that are not
in the administrative order.

&€ A Commune with several villages are the major actor
for Community-based activities in Cambodia.

Source: 1 3E 21— KU Meyer (2013)



Protected Area Zoning in Cambodia

1. Core zone: Mfi5573 £ e R . BLUHRMEIEENFE TSIV T T, b2LEEHIGICHREIND
J—y

Management area(s) of high conservation values containing threatened and critically endangered
species, and fragile ecosystems.

2. Conservation zone: EEIFBRERVCERER. KRZHELE-EBARARE T, a7V —VITBET
B —

Management area(s) of high conservation values containing natural resources, ecosystems,
watershed areas, and natural landscape located adjacent to the core zone.

3. Sustainable use zone: EIDFEFHBIZCELWTEELGRFNMEZRE TH5T) 7T, ThZERE
JHETHEAI A —TA PO R REDEER LICERT SV —V

Management area(s) of high economic values for national economic development and
management, and conservation of the protected area(s) itself thus contributing to the local
community, and indigenous ethnic minorities’ livelihood improvement.

4. Community zone: A2 T4 PV HERED U SR FNLEREBEZBIEI )7 T, HoD
FEiF iAok B, REE. GHEEEA TSI ENHSHY —Management area(s) for socio-
economic development of the local communities and indigenous ethnic minorities and may contain

existing residential lands, paddy field and field garden or swidden.

According to Protected Areas Law (2008), Article 11



Fowlon 35

I y : “w“
® Multiple Use Management Area
i - = National Park
N L Tinh Binh Durom,
Nl ® Protected Landscape
4/'-\ -‘.‘;— . Thiau. .
PN . ® Ramsar Site
r.‘nh:'ong THoAakG X .
‘ . ® Wildlife Sanctuary

/ ".IM _“,I,"a . .
) _-‘rlénm)v_a{:ng /3 . Natural Her|tage S|te

NI 6 S i S

() Community Forestry

BARERDEEEFLH LI . TNEIFEFRLL
A2 TA4BERDELIZHAZEN SN



area

rules set in the

iﬂsia'z:l Sa=7« | #BOSa=T« | HEOSa=T4 | ERNRHEA
BRI | NEONBHE | KESERE

*'J
Community BEIRFIH NTFPs* T F| REE I #hi%(2001) SRR =EE T (2003)12
Forestry BREHE A&t HFMEE Ko T, LLEREIRRLVEMZI D D B,
SMI=H>TH | EZAMBICHIT | (EEFEIZEES | Land 15EBDERENMRIESNTHY.
AGEENDE | ZyhhiE ni-Ix#J)L—JL | development TORICEBRREZFIvISNG

_ Withdrawal [ZEDULVT) Forest protection | DS E#HT,

Vlllzlagers should | Nanagement Timber ( based BRI D = E 8= & (L Forest
register Exclusion in the on the harvest Agency

The Land Law (2001) and Sub Decree

management (2003) providing relatively strong
plan) legal basis for tenure security for 15
years, with possible renewal
Community EIRF A NTFPs* HFMHEE 4 (1993) R E#X £ (2008)(Z
Protected (NTFPsH LU Fey YN PeS KO TRRUVNERIZI AN H S,
Area ED KM DHEF Forest SEZEICAZ A= TAMRDF-IL—
SMISH->TH | 7) managementand | L, BEEREKRANRESIN,
AFESNBED | FEEE protection SELSTUWRITRIEHERIZ XS,
- 3% 3 = 35 (1 BT T BB B (EMinistry of
. S GHE Environment
Villagers do-not Withdrawal (only Strong legal basis under the Royal
need to register NTFPs and small Decree (1993) and the Protected
timbers) Area Law (2008)
Management *NTFP (Non
Exclusion in the Timber Forest
area Product)

Source: Meyer (2013)&H & (Z{ERL




Protected Areas + CBET sites in each province

UDOR MEANCHEY.

] STOEUNG RATANAK KIRI

BANTEAY
.. TRENG

MEANCHEY

BATTAMBANG

€)

MONDUL KIRI

PURSAT N\
KAMPONG
CHNANG

Legend

‘ Water body

@ Acasestudy site

KAMPOT

® Multiple Use Management Area
National Park

® Protected Landscape

® Ramsar Site

<

o]

Wildlife Sanctuary
Natural Heritage Site

1694 (16 provinces)

558 A | (55 sites)
T (L Z DN DY A K

1990FE M A A—F
CBETIZEH9 %3AEN
(FEAETNDHEF
B HIRIKZ R
TETLVELY

[ ~ Other two popular 'CJBET sites

S
B4
KAMPORG )
CBET - Natural Resource conservation CBET -Land concessions
Objectives - Additional income for local community Challenges -Lack of community’s vision

-Poverty Reduction
-Cultural enhancement
-Capacity building
-Community’s unity

-Same menu (Less variety)
-Scarce access

-No conprehensive evaluation
-Lack of research




A case study: Chambak CBET
Methods

« S5 #1%X Participant observation
« A2AE 31— Interviews

o FE1&EIET 24— Structured questionnaires
- HEIEHRT—29H GIS

mipeyIdRpAnIn I dud

OFHEDFEHRPLIVEFTRIMNILDEIL
@ FHIErIELLH
Questionnaires in Khmer OSMEBEDHILF

145 respondents SRS~y
HA—)LEE. 1458 Mo EIR BAREADHE




Study site: Chambak commune

W el 0. P - Chambak commune

%Y J Kirirom National Park
—_ 35,000Ha,

TUALENZABOREDEIZLET S 1993,11,01 issued

Chambak commune, Phnom Sruich district, Kampong Speu province, Cambodia.
Chambok is located in the northeastern border of the Kirirom National Park, the
heart of the Kirirom highland in the southwest of the Cardamom Mountains



2002~ CBET Start

Chambak Commune

Kirirom
National Park

@ Community Forestry
National Park

() Ecotourism Zone=Community Protected Area (CPA)



Visitor Center

fssiamoiatsg dses
CHAMBAK ECOTOURISM SITE

Tourlst number

)
| | -

1 Ll EEE] Eaag
T et B T‘!"!-

CBET committee organigram b
Introduction of activities 100()0; g

20000

15000 11|

) ()O()

0



Livelihood before CBET

* Kampong Speul| TIE. EXRLYIRA N KKk D E
ELHRFEN . FBLGRFTDIRATH o1
Charcoal constitutes the main income earning livelihood

strategy with producers claiming it is more profitable than
agriculture in the provinces

« ZMDT=HIZ. Chambak/FATH, KIRHEED=HIZHE
HEIBELVOARIMK RSN, B AEICHZ KGEE
75\ JTL\T:
It was causing serious damage to forest resources of the
National Park because hundreds of trees were consumed

every day to make charcoals in that area

Source: Toko (2016)



*CPATIROTZIL—ILIZEY R DHRE(FFEILESN
RELTW=EXIRTESNT:
REBEZXLLTTIOY—) X L(CBET)ANEA SN
*Internal rules for CPA forbidden the charcoal production
Ecotourism (CBET) is introduced as an alternative income

I TULV == DR B

Abandoned charcoal kiln



CBETIZK A FELURAR

Income generation structure of CBET
®Entrance fee for foreigners: Adults S3 / Children S1
®Guided tour to the waterfalls: S15~

®Bicycle renting: S3 per person

®Home stay: $4 per night

®Traditional dance (by local children): $20 per session
®English guide: $15~

®Food (in the visitor center restaurant): $4 per meal




Income from CBET

CBETALNIT RTHDIYRAIFAZ2=TAICAY, ZDFEWNEIFXIAZT2=ZT(D
BEHEZEERICEOTROLND

All income from CBET directly goes to community, and the management
committee decide how to use it.

45,000
40,000
35,000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total Tourist Khmer Tourists Income (USD) Foreign Tourist

Source: Toko (2016)



Benefit sharing for different groups

CPADEELRILEZEE SN, { CBET service }
CBETD R EL 7 HIToTLVS providers

Tour guides, ox-cart drivers,
home stay owners,
dancing group members, etc

WSHG
(Women Supporting

Restaurant workers,
souvenir sellers

[ Conservation 1

The same committee
for Community Protected Area

CBET Management
Income Committee (MC)

Composed of 9 leaders
from 9 villages elected by
all villagers;

! . activities
then selecting 1 community leader
from those 9 village leaders, Forest patrols
which leads to
community democracy { Community fund }
MCODEZBIMNIERICEE ! For supporting

the poorest families



MCTRO N T=A (1)

Internal rules by the MC (examples)

c CBETIREEANDHY. ENOEDNAIDFEYANELL.,
TRTOFNILDSMINE TRYILDOFHFM/\O— )L

* the regulation of the daily wages of the CBET employees; the
ban of driving cars and motorcycles to the waterfalls; the
building of a patrolling group composed of villagers from
every village;

« ZEMHOSERMLTEWAMENTFPO=IZEE T HBHFELIL—
IWFANIZERT=-BOEFTD=DIZESITZ(TDINSUNFr <
NTFPZIRENTES) . RS BRIDIEETZ IE

e clear rules related to the amount of timber and NTFPs that
the villagers can withdraw from the forest, which allow every
family to cut small trees and to harvest NTFP, but both only
for their daily living and not for business




A Z IS T= AN Dl &k

Guidelines for rule breakers

» NPAO—LENBEEREREZR DITHH A EDAHETZEMCIC
MEL. Fr—2V—TLHEDRAEFEIN

* if the patrolling group caught illegal logger, they report the names
to the committee and confiscate the harvest tools like chainsaws.

* LLEICADNBEERFT o -ES ([ MCIEZEDEIZ, ZEEEX
ZERZELGEL, EVDERNEZENED

* if the perpetrators get caught a second time, the committee
makes a signed arrangement with them in which they declare to
stop the illegal harvesting

* TNTHL=ZEBICHFE1IHEISIE. MCIEIMOE(RIZE)Dith s
ITHEICHEL. ERZEFI S
* if the same people get caught a third time, the committee reports

to the local representative of the MoE with the recommendation
to arrest the perpetrators




CBETIZS ML TL S H
*{l-AO) ;ﬂ;ﬁdi ’? Are you involve in CBET?

1

Villagers’ responses

EZ&ENDSS%H . CBETOEAMNE M-I
ER STV

More than 88% of respondents find that
CBET introduction is good for them
and their community

N=145 Yes No No answer Invalid

. . B SMLTLND B SiNLTULVAL = RkEZE = 8|S
CBETEAZDTHUAFENZE L

Any change of financial resources? CBETDEAIFEMNoF=H

Introducing CBET was good for you?
1 1

Yes No . | don’t k;mow
- \DTz = Ihvot-m NSEELY
Yes No answer Invalid No ar%\?/e?t Invaliaﬁ< ot m hhiiil

" Lhot- l""#’)b&h‘ wREE = &MY KA LR 3



CBETZEALTEM oz BSHE
(—HBSESBDEVED)

The strongest reason that you think
introduction of CBET was good

N=145

BRDIADIIEZ = Income for own family
was increased

| :I\:L—T'réﬁ-(@llﬂ]\?b\i Z 1= Income for
the wh reased

WA= TADDEMNYDELZE ST The tie
within the community became stronger

CARaZTADAVITIDEFEINT-
Infrastructures in the community became

better i .
BOSa=T42KISERDI Tz The whole
community became active

B OB AHERIZEH>TESZS Our

community became known in the world

CHRDMSIEISELANERT S Many
people from different countries visit our
communlty

CBSDIZA=TAIZBEBYERFTAHESITHS
7= Came to be proud of our community

~ k[E]%Z Noanswer

M Invalid



Higk A TEML TLOSERIREDRE

Challenges of community-based conservation

¢ EENTHEESE SESHAENEEY
Lack of financial resources Fund-raising
S HIFIZHITHIAMERAFRE ~RNARFE.IREHE
Lack of human resources gaF;;;V building
> 8 ~ W &=k l\x: J # 'b
& — B TIEAREE DB R H
” i kI — DR

=¥t Al ge 1
Sustainability of

Sustainability of

economic benefit,
conservation projects / areas social capital >




SN BERREIZBITSY—vILEYERILDRE

The role of social capital in participatory approaches for conservation

BEMRENoH DS ME BAKREICHETHSCORE]

Outlooks in previous studies about SC roles in conservation

PAEVADERIZEITS T)—34F— DREIBEEER

» Solution for ‘free-riders’ problem in common pool resources
>ERRECEARAEREEICEOLASESFGHBOFEZH U DTS

» Solution for ‘fragmented institutions’ in conservation and natural resource
management

> VU TOAAVAIVRATL IZEITAERELTEE

»Prerequisite public infrastructure for ‘socio-ecological system’

Sources:
Ostrom,1990; 1992; Evans 1999; Parghal 1999; Danks 2000; Pretty,2001; 2004; Bowles 2002;

Fabricius,2004; Folke. 2007; Glover 2005; Rydin and Falleth. 2006; Saglie,2006




AT HRBEE 2T

Awareness for forest conservation has been raised.

N=145
CBET#R . FMITxt 9 HFBHILEH o= b BREOHZMESFEIREEEESH
Has your recognition of forests changed after Do you think the forest around your

CBET introduction? village should be protected?
< \

4 5

2

N

Yes | don’t think so
\ i ae)i5to) R CES RO
: o interest
Yes No Invalid = BN ALY S [@% No answer

" EHotz mEDLIEL EREIE - EY



BB DOFMRETFOINETIZERSER
(—&HEES3DEVED)

The strongest reason why you think
forests around you should be protected:
Because....

N=145

B CBETIZEDTEET =N Itisimportant
for CBET

HESOEFCIRAICESTERELDDL

It it important for my own livlehood

UHICELKESADEEYMEATILNS

M5 There are many animals living

“ B ABEEA D Itis national park

EGABHAEIRENBELIVNDS It makes

our environment better

B EE R FBZTWRINT HHS It absorbs

carbon dioxide

© Xk[E%Z Noanswer

R Invalid



CBETE ARIDAEFILA

(B LAL "E% Agriculture - BEFEATEGA RS
EMALET) W NTFPODRER NTFPs :E{OtEE%E—&'—%O)%E
B ARNEIARR - S (&

4

SARMDYIYHL Timbers EEICDIT2EHE
BEBEOEE Medicinal plants  Agriculture is always the most
important source for livelihood,
and charcoal was the second

11
12

B S MIRE Rattan

CRER - FHOBIE Charcoal & before CBET introduction
firewood
CEAEMOERE| Wildelife trade
#TEILVTLNS Working in the W CBETRE&E CBET
village
ﬂilﬁflg%' No Answer mEZE Agriculture

W NTFPDIEE NTFPs
S ARMDOYIYHEL Timbers

HEBEDHEE Medicinal plants

-BAHIE. BIZEFMHRNDS
FREL-LONEFDREE
HOTULV=h ., BEARIK
ZTDEIEILFE->TLS
Timber, Charcoal and firewood
were significantly dicreased

B SR DREE Rattan

SRR -EHDRE Charcoal &
firewood
CBHAEMOES] Wildelife trade

CBETEAZDAEFINA #HTEL TS Working i
g in the
(?@ﬁbﬁih\ village

*[E]%Z No Answer

EEMALET)



CBETEEAZD

ARIRENDERK

Contributions to community-based conservation by CBET

Pressures on the forest

>

Properly providing

Firewood

Charcoal Banned

\
\

Ve

Community Forestry

(Community-based natural
resource management ) Awareness

ﬂegal logging and huntingi \\

Regular patrol
& Payments

Community Protected Area

N, \\

Alternative Income

\‘s

—— Hypothesis verification

Direct fund for conservationapy

Financial benefit for
local community

Educational Aspects

Additional good effect

Social capital generation

el
—

—

"t

Motivation for forest protection

CBET

|
Management skills *

!

Water pipeline ’ Social capital

Must be contributing to community based conservation as well

Source: Toko (2016)IZH0%E
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SHEBDEBRE  Further challenges

« IRTEMDManagement CommitteeD'!)—3F —I[L, AN BT 2&RILA
T.AZ2=T/4DEBENEVAY, BORBENENLINEIMN?

Current community leader is the head of the committee since the
beginning. Is there anyone else who can be such a leader after him?

e 22T/ DHTLERHEIX. ZFMHRREREIZH. CBETICHESMTET
LVERLY

It is difficult for poor households in the community to participate in
forest protection and development of the eco-tourism.
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Internal conflicts with several villages involved
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There is also no legal document which gives the committee the right to

fine rule breakers from outside.
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Wat
Although Chambak is regarded as a successful case of CBET in l -
. . . - . . Non Forest
Cambodia, | am still wondering if it really is when we look wider
“conservation” objectives...
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Thank you for your attention
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