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Overview

Rapid development and urbanisation in Phnom Penh is altering the landscape in Cambodia’s capital city.
The ongoing changes are an effort to “offer unlimited opportunities” primarily through investment in
business, infrastructure, services, and tourism,! with three quarters of total investment in Cambodia
concentrated in Phnom Penh.?

Though such development is often necessary on the path to prosperity, it often transpires that local
residents, most notably those of urban poor communities,® disproportionately bear the consequences
of development — at least in the short to medium-term. Eviction is one the results of development in
Phnom Penh and the efforts made to ensure a smooth relocation still require improvement: “Forced
removals are disastrous for livelihoods of the poor, as they give little or no forewarning of the move to
residents, and not enough time for households to prepare and seek out practical adjustments to their

existing livelihood strategies”.*

From STT’s previous research,' the two most problematic concerns with forced eviction are (1) lack of
appropriate compensation (financial or otherwise), and (2) unsuitable relocation sites (when offered).
This research focuses on the latter. Several studies find that when relocation sites are offered to evicted
communities, they are at a significant distance from their original community.> Additionally, relocation
sites can struggle to offer a similar quality of life for those relocated there, as there may be reduced
access to: employment, education, healthcare, and utilities (e.g. water, electricity, and sanitation).

The following research identifies the placement of relocation sites in and around Phnom Penh, and
determines the living standards and opportunities of residents at these relocation sites.

"Household surveys with urban poor residents, including Boeung Kak Lake and Boeung Tompun Lake communities, undertaken
in 2016 and 2017 respectively.



Objective

In December 2012, Sahmakum Teang Tnaut (STT) released the 21 ‘Facts and Figures’ report, ‘Resettling
Phnom Penh: 54 — and counting?’ It found that 54 relocation sites were established between 1982 and
2011, and predominantly housed evictees from Phnom Penh’s four inner Khans. It also concluded that
relocation sites were being established further away from Phnom Penh city each year.

The objective of this report is to determine the living standards of residents who have been relocated,
and their ability to access basic utilities (water, electricity, sanitation), services (education, healthcare,
markets), and employment opportunities. More precisely, this research aims to:

e Update and build on previous research of a similar nature.
e Determine the current living situation at these relocation sites.

Methodology

The findings presented in this report are compiled from research that was conducted at 54 relocation sites
around Phnom Penh in October 2017."

STT intended to conduct its primary research through telephone interviews with the village
representative/chief at each relocation site, however, not all sites could be contacted. Therefore,
primary data was collected through the following ways:

e Telephone interviews at 18 of the 54 relocation sites. Two STT researchers contacted community
representatives to undertake each interview, which lasted approximately 35 minutes each. Some
information was collected and/or verified by community chiefs.

e Field visits at 36 of the 54 relocation sites. Two STT researchers would use GPS co-ordinates of
the sites location (collected in 2011) to find each relocation site. Each interview was conducted
with a village representative and lasted approximately 30 minutes. Results were then verified with
local authorities.

e To collect information for the case studies, two STT researchers visited relocation sites and
collected data using a questionnaire. In addition to this, further data was collected, and verified,
over telephone call with village representatives.

Limitations

Poor infrastructure at these target communities, as well as flooding due to heavy rain, made accessing
some communities a challenge and more time consuming than was initially anticipated.

i Additional information was gathered during unstructured conversations with interviewees post-questionnaire.
i Using contact information from STT’s previous survey in 2011



Key Findings
1. Community Size
A. Occupied Households

Out of the 54 relocation sites in STT’s target group, some residents in 47 of the sites moved again to a
different community after being initially relocated. The number of residents leaving their community post
eviction varies from community to community. In most communities, there is an average decrease of 64
occupied households when comparing the number of occupied households at initial resettlement, and
the number of occupied households during STT research on 2017. The largest number of people to leave
their relocation site was in Sen Sok, where there were 3,631 occupied households initially relocated in
2000. In 2017, however, only 300 remained, a decrease of 3,331.

Figure 1 depicts the percentage decrease in occupied households between initial relocation and
conducting STT research for 53" relocation sites.

Figure 1: Percentage decrease in occupied households:
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Note: in one relocation site, Aphiwat Thmey, there was an increase (percentage decline <0) of 28 occupied
households, though the reason for this is unknown.

v The change in occupied households for Toul Rokar Koh is unknown due to the community choosing not to participate in any
research and STT being unable to confirm any data.



Figure 2: Number of currently occupied households in each relocation site:
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* Data could not be accurately obtained.

The average number of households in these relocation sites is 106. Chhoeun Loeun community is the
largest remaining community to have been relocated, with 413 currently occupied households (524 were
originally relocated in 1992). Toul Sen Chey community has the smallest number of occupied households
with only four in the community — five less than the nine that were originally moved from Stung
Meanchey, 54 kilometres away, in 2008.

Many of the communities that faced relocation joined existing villages with non-relocated families, but 11
communities were moved to areas where no other families resided. Tnaut Chrom V community relocated
in 2002, and joined the largest village, with 775 families.

B. Relocation Site Size

The physical size of each site varies, and ranges between 1500m? and 812,698m?. The average size of a
relocation site is 50,394m?, or 5 hectares.

Figure 3: Size of relocation site:
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2. Eviction, Relocation, and Compensation
A. Eviction and Relocation Details

Two communities — Tang Khiev and Ponleu Pich — have faced eviction and relocation twice. Tang Khiev
was first evicted from Dey Krahorm community to Borei Santepheap Il without formal reason. The second
time, people living in the previous community without land titles were evicted. Those with land titles were
not evicted. Ponleu Pich residents were initially evicted from Sambok Chab after their homes were
destroyed by fire and temporarily relocated to Prey Sar for one and a half years. They were then forced
to relocate to Ponleu Pich by the government, who bought land and gave it to the affected residents.

53 out of the 54 communities responded that within a period of one year they had received formal notice
of eviction, were evicted, and then relocated. One community — Kriang Angkrang | — were notified of their
pending eviction in 2000, then evicted and relocated in 2001. Time spent at the original communities
varies, with an average time of 9.3 years in a community prior to eviction and relocation. Residents now
living in Samrong Meanchey Lech community had been settled in their previous community (Building
Chbar Ampov, Phum 14, Tonle Basac) for 20 years, the longest settlement prior to relocation out of STT’s
54 target communities. Residents of Building Chbar Ampov community had only been settled for one year
before being relocated to Anlong Kong Thmey in 2011.

Figure 4: Distance of relocation site from original community:
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The reason for eviction and relocation varies. While local and central authorities forcibly evict many
communities to make way for construction and development, some residents are relocated due to fires
in their communities that destroy homes, or to relocate away from residing in slum areas. Figure 5 details
the reason for eviction and relocation.



Figure 5: Reason for eviction/relocation:
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Most communities were evicted to make way for development projects. Six communities were forced to
relocate after fires destroyed their communities and homes, and three communities were offered land
purchased by NGO's, charities, and in one case, by the government. Those with “other” reasons for
relocation include living on Pagoda land, or by a lakeside, or on a plot intended for possible development.

B. Compensation

All communities in the target group — except Ruessei — reported that they did receive some form of
compensation for being forcibly evicted. The most common form of compensation was land, with 47 out
of 54 communities receiving this. GK Rafaella, which was previously located in Prek Tol village, and Chivit
Thmey, which was previously located in Damnak Thom 1 village, did not receive any compensation from
the government.

Table 1: Type of compensation received by each community for being forcibly evicted:

Compensation Communities Communities
type received (#) received (%)
Land 48 88.89
Housing 1 1.85
Money and land 4 7.41
No compensation 1 1.85

Table 2 displays the details of the land that was received as compensation (including the 4 communities
who received land as well as money).



Table 2: Size of land received as compensation:

Factor Land size (m?)
Average 76.97
Minimum 20
Maximum 144

The one community that received homes as compensation were offered houses measuring 3.5 meters by
5 meters (17.5m?). Finally, the four communities that received financial compensation in addition to land
were given values ranging from USD $500 to USD $8,000 per family.

3. Land Titles

100% of the communities that faced eviction and relocation did not have land titles at their original
community. Since being relocated, 40 communities (74%) have obtained “hard” land titles (which are
nationally recognised certificates of ownership of land), while the remaining 14 communities (26%) only
have “soft” land titles (which are locally recognised certificates of possession of the land). Residents in
Roung Damrei community, for example, have 443 hard land titles, offering them greater security and
bargaining power in the event of further eviction. Unfortunately, all 40 communities who have some level
of land title cannot remember who it had been signed by and are most often not in immediate possession
of the land titles as they are being used by money lenders as insurance.

52 (96%) of the relocated communities are now situated on privately owned land, while only 2 (4%) are
on state-owned land.

4. Living Circumstance

A key focus of this report is to determine the living standards, social environment, and hazards present
within the relocation sites.

A. Living Conditions

Table 3: Change in living conditions and residency since relocation:

Change in living conditions and Much Much
residency since relocation Worse \orse Samme BEtter better
General living condition 7 16 6 24 1
Housing condition 3 8 12 30 1
Prone to flooding 8 22 10 11 3
Income opportunity 7 22 6 19 0
Employment opportunities 7 23 6 18 0
Food security 4 1 22 26 1
Total 36 92 62 128 6



There was a wide range of responses to each of the questions regarding living conditions. There are 134"
reports of improvements across all areas, but 128" reports describing a decline in living conditions. The
greatest areas where communities reported a worse standard of living were flooding, income
opportunities and employment opportunities. The decline in income and employment opportunities are
influence by being moved further from central Phnom Penh. Research presented in 1995 found that for
poor people who were relocated, “relocation increases the cost of transportation to places of main
employment activity” and places an overall burden on household income.®

More positively, there have been overall improvements in food security, and in housing condition. This is
beneficial since studies have shown that poor quality housing can exacerbate, and sometimes contribute
to, a decline in the health of urban poor people.’

Finally, there is a relative balance of those whose general living condition had declined since relocation
(16 worse and 7 much worse), and those whose general living condition had improved (24 better and 1
much better).

B. Social Environment

Table 4: Change in social circumstance and residency since relocation:

Change in social circumstance Much

. . . Worse Same Better
and residency since relocation better

Relationship with

neighbours 0 ? e > ’
Comn?unlty 0 4 41 9 0
cohesion

Participation in community 0 5 39 10 0
development

Relatlonshlp' with ) 7 10 31 4
local authority

Total 2 18 102 87 7

The change in social circumstance since relocation has, overall, been a lot more positive than the changes
recorded in general living situation. The only reports of “much worse” come from two communities who
feel their relationship with local authorities has greatly deteriorated since being relocated, but 31 (57%)
communities had noticed improvements in their community’s relationship with local authorities.
Combining all categories, there are 94 reports of improvements, the largest coming from improvements
in communities’ relationships with neighbours. Overall, the greatest response to these changes have been
reported as “same”, with 41 (75%) communities reporting community cohesion had neither improved nor
declined since relocation.

V128 reports for “better”, plus the 6 reports for “much better”.
Vi 92 reports for “worse”, plus the 36 reports for “much worse”.



C. Hazards Present

Table 5: Hazards present at relocation sites:

Hazard Frequency ol a-ll. “otal

communities reports
Polluted/dirty water 23 42.6 12.1
Polluted/dirty air 24 44.4 12.6
Piles of trash nearby homes 22 40.7 11.6
Nearby construction sites 7 13.0 3.7
Near to waste from industry/factory 11 20.4 5.8
Alcohol/drug abuse 40 74.1 21.1
Domestic Violence 8 14.8 4.2
Petty crime 9 16.7 4.7
Violent crime 3 5.6 1.6
Gambling 12 22.2 6.3
Flooding 31 57.4 16.3
Total 190 . 100

There were 190 reports of hazard presence in the 54 relocation sites. The most pervasive issue is alcohol
and drug abuse, which affects 40 (74%) communities, and accounts for 21% of all reports of hazards across
all 54 relocation sites. Following that, flooding was reported as being an issue in 31 (57%) communities,
and accounts for 16% of all hazard reports made. Violent crime was the lowest reported hazard in the
relocation sites, but is still a significant issue in 3 (5%) communities.

o

Waste water and trash in GK Rafaella community (Source: STT, 2017)
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5. Access to Services and Utilities, and Infrastructure at Relocated Sites
A. Access to Services

Figure 6: Change in access to services since being relocated:
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The services that were the focus of this research are those that are displayed in table 6. The change in
access to services differs from community to community. 35% of relocated communities reported access
to services had become worse since relocation. 3.7% said access had become “much worse”. Like
employment and income opportunities, this could be a result of moving outwards from the city, where
access to healthcare and education is typically better. Positively, one third of relocated communities felt
their access to services had improved since being relocated.

Table 6: Services accessible and their distance from the communities:

Do the relocated sites Distance (kilometres)
have access to

the following Min Max Mean
Healthcare centre 9 45 0.05 7 2.24
State primary school 0 54 0.03 7 1.5
State secondary school 5 49 0.1 10 3.1
State high school 13 41 0.1 10 3.1
Market 10 44 0.05 10 2.6
Bank/loan service 54 0 0.05 4 1.1

While overall there are more communities with access to each of the services listed above'’, that there
remain some communities without access to these important services is cause for concern. For example,
nine communities do not have sufficient access to healthcare, and 13 cannot access high schools, which
may discourage children from obtaining further education.

Vil Except for bank loans or services, which no relocated community has access to.
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B. Access to Utilities

Figure 7: Change in access to utilities since being relocated:
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The change in access to utilities (e.g. water, electricity) has, overall, worsened. Almost one quarter of
communities (24%) reported that access was “much worse”, and 31% reported access was “worse”. Only
15% commented that their access had improved, but the largest single response"' was “no change”, with
30% reporting access had remained the same since being relocated.

Figure 8: Type of electricity and water available at relocation sites:
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State electricity and water is typically cheaper than accessing these utilities from private sources. For both electricity
and water, most communities have access to state services (93% electricity and 69% water). State electricity costs
approximately 720 riels per kilowatt hour, whereas private electricity is being reported by communities as costing
800 riel per kilowatt hour. State water is significantly cheaper than private water sources, with state access costing
approximately 600 riels per cubic meter, and private costing 4,117.49 riel* per cubic meter.

Vil “Same” was the most frequent single response, but when combining “worse” and “much worse”, the most frequent is an
overall decline in access to utilities.

X There were largest fluctuations in the cost of private water sources between communities. Thus, 4,117.49 riel per cubic meter
is the mean of all costs.

12



C. Infrastructure

Figure 9: Infrastructure available at relocation sites:

12
Suitable transport infastructure [ 6
6
12

Communal street lighting [, «2

33

Waste Collection [N 21

Suitatble drainage/sewage system _ 29

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Yes M No Some

Initial assessment of figure 9 shows that overall, communities are lacking access to suitable infrastructure.
42 (78%) communities do not have communal street lighting in their community. From previous research”
STT learned that residents feel less safe when there are no communal street lights, and communities
believe there is a correlation between lack of street lights and an increase in crime and drug and alcohol
abuse. Waste collection is also an issue in the relocation sites. Previous research® shows that trash
collection in Phnom Penh (and across Cambodia) is currently not sufficient®, and 21 (39%) relocated
communities reported they have no trash collection. Suitable drainage systems are important in
communities as they remove waste water, and help to prevent disease from spreading. Issues with
drainage systems in communities, or absence of drainage systems, increases the chance of disease to
spread and often contributes to flooding in communities when systems block and overflow.

Suitable transport infrastructure is another area many communities are concerned about. Figure 10
assesses the materials used to construct the primary road in each relocation site. Most communities’
roads (37 [69%]) are constructed using dirt, and roads in only 11 (20%) communities use the more durable
concrete.

*STT 2016 Boeung Tompun Communities Survey
X' STT 2016 Trash survey.
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Figure 10: Type of material main community road is constructed from:
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A muddy road accessing in GK Rafaella community (Source: STT, 2017)
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Case Studies

Case Study 1: Chivit Thmey

Commune: Phnom Bat Families: 105

District: Ponhea Lueu Land Status: State Private Land

Original settlement: Toul Ampil Number of formal land titles in community: O
Resettled: 2009 (to Chivit Thmey) Relocation status: Relocated with INGO support
Overview:

Chivit Thmey community was relocated from Damnak Thom 1 of Sangkat Steung Meanchey, in 2009
to Srah Por village of Phnom Bat commune in Kandal Province, through the work of World Vision*,
who provided them with their own housing. Chivit Thmey is a small community located in a
residential area of Phnom Penh. The relocation was supported by Habitat for Humanity and the
Jimmy and Rosalynn Carter Work Project, who contributed funding to build houses, a community
office building, and infrastructure. Government schools and health centres are between 5-10
kilometres away from the community, making the trip to school difficult for children as there is no
bus service. The main methods of transportation are cycling, motorbike riding, and walking. The
community is accessed via a one lane road which presents a significant traffic risk to residents,
especially young children. There is no sewage system in the community and drinking water must be
brought in from outside and then purchased by residents. Electricity is present within the community
but there is no trash disposal service, meaning the trash is typically burnt, presenting a health risk to
young children, especially those with respiratory illnesses. Lastly, there are no street lights within
the community, meaning residents returning late at night face increased difficulty navigating streets
and community members may not feel safe leaving their place of residence after it becomes dark.

Residents Voice:
Residents are proud of their new houses and collaborative work to attain these through their NGO
partners. Further, residents stated that they have good communication with officials and NGOs.

The three biggest issues identified by the community are (1) the lack of a sewage system, (2) no trash
disposal system and (3) no state supplied drinking water.

Homes in Chivit Thmey (source: STT, 2017)

i World Vision are an international NGO, working to make the lives of children secure, and free from fear.
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Case Study 2: GK Rafaella

Commune: Dangkor Families: 42

District: Dangkor Land Status: State Private Land

Original settlement: Prek Tol Number of formal land titles in community: O
Resettled: 2006 (to GK Rafaella) Relocation status: Relocated with INGO support
Overview:

GK Rafaella was relocated from Prek Tol, Sangkat Stung Mean Chey, to Dangkor commune, through
the work of INGO GK Youth Australia, who helped the community to build their own houses. GK
Rafaella is a very small community that is also known as the ‘Dumping Site Community’ due to its
proximity to a trash disposal area. GK Youth Australia provided houses but not land titles to
community members. Schools, health centres and markets are all within 2 kilometres of the
community, which is accessible via a two-lane road. The community has a sewage system but there
are frequent issues with it, including blockages and sections ‘not working’. Further, flooding has
occurred frequently over the past 3 years in the community and serious floods, caused by heavy
rains, can inundate the community for two to three weeks. This can affect travel for residents, create
stagnant and polluted water, and poses a serious health concern as the flood waters often contain
waste water from the sewage system. State water and electricity are present in the community.

Residents Voice:
The residents have expressed a strong desire to gain tenure for their land. Other issues mentioned
include upgrading their sewage system and improved infrastructure for their houses.

A view of GK Rafaella community (Source: STT, 2017)
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Case Study 3: Borei Santepheap Il
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Conclusions

Forced eviction and subsequent relocation can be a challenging effect of urban growth and development.
To ensure that those residents facing such challenges transition smoothly from their original community
to the relocation site, all involved parties must make efforts to ensure relocation sites provide adequate
housing, sufficient access to amenities, and are positioned as close to the original community as possible.

The most prominent cause of relocation is to make way for development projects, but there are other
causes of eviction and relocation. Communities that live in slum areas often relocate, and some are forced
to relocated due to fires in their communities.

Each relocation site differs in size: physical size ranges from 1500m?and 812,698m?, while the number of
family’s range from six to 775 (the average number of families at relocation site is 246). The distance of
relocation sites to Phnom Penh City has been a prominent issue with relocated communities. 32 relocation
sites are situated between 11 and 20 kilometres from Phnom Penh, but there are eight relocation sites at
a greater distance. One site, Roung Damrei, is 61 kilometres from their original community in Chey
Chhomnas, Khan Daun Penh.

Previous STT research™ has found that the compensation offered to families who have been evicted is
typically lower than market value or fair compensation. Alternately, sometimes compensation is
completely non-existent. Research for this report found that all 54 of the communities relocated were
offered some level of compensation (land, money, or both), and while this is positive, the level of
compensation continues to fall short of the market value of the land. Land titles are another area of
concern, where 100% of communities did not have any form of land title prior to eviction. This can often
decrease communities’ bargaining power in the event of forced eviction, and lessen their likelihood of
obtaining fair compensation. Since being relocated, 40% of communities have obtained hard land titles,
while 14 have obtained soft land titles (certificates of occupancy).

The change in living conditions in the 54 relocation sites is mostly balanced. Some areas, such as general
living conditions, housing conditions, and food security, have improved since relocation. But likelihood of
flooding, income opportunities, and employment opportunities have, for most communities, become
worse. More positively, the change in social circumstance since relocation has witnessed great
improvements. There are 94 reports of improvements over the four categories, compared to only 20
reports of a decline in social circumstance. Drug and alcohol abuse seems to be as pervasive in the
relocation sites as it was in original communities, and access to services (e.g. healthcare, education,
finance) has declined for 21 communities since relocation. Flooding affects over 57% of all relocation sites,
and pollution and trash is an issue in just under half of all sites.

There are both improvements and deteriorations at these 54 relocation sites, but authorities must ensure
those being forcibly evicted and relocated are offered the same — or improved — living standards at the
relocation sites as was available to them in their original communities. To ensure a smooth transition from
one community to another, authorities, private companies, and communities must work together. During
Phnom Penh’s transition period into a fully developed city, forced evictions will continue to occur, and it
is critical that efforts be made to minimize any suffering felt by those being evicted.

Xl Household surveys with urban poor residents, including Boeung Kak Lake and Boeung Tompun Lake communities,
undertaken in 2016 and 2017 respectively.
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