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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

I. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF TIHE REPORT
 

This report, is a final, revised edition 
of a working docurment
 

that provided the bsis2 r discunnisns at the "Intern tonil Conference 

on National Parks and Protocted Areas Developrrient. in Thail and" durin 13 

-15 February 1987 in Piukt. The report ha s boeul prepared for di -:tribiu ­

t io; t.Okey ,overnmout and 1)10 nencien, in Thailand and abroad, that 

are directly or indirec tly concerned with protected areas policy, 

planning and management. 

The ultimate purposes of the report are 

a ) o prelpar a a 2 ic rumma ry assessment of' the accomp I shments 

to date, the srirrrnt. itnatin and plans for future d velopment, and 

the principa l problesrr and isnues Qicing devolopment anrd maintenance of 

national parks and equivalert reserves in Thailand. 

b ) To est abi ish a common understand inig of' these is suIIes and 

problems, both among rusponsible ofFicials of the Royal Thai Government 

(RTG) and arnong key representatives of potential donor agencies. 

) To idenLi.Fy a realist;ic agenda for collaboration with foreign 

park and sanctuary rrlanangcrorrt agrencies and with interested donor agen­
cies for addreci:rg issues of muita interest and capability. 

TI . BACKGROUND TO THE PROJECT 

This projpot, evolvet from discussions held by the United 

States Agency for irl -'rii;itiornI1)(,volopilent with agerlreins r'en r r2 ii'Ib[o 

for protected area policy and admiistration in Thailand. The Faculty 

of Forestry, Kasetsart University was subsequently contracted to produce 

a report to meet the objectives stated abo-. 
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III. PROJECT ORGAtIZATICN
 

Preparation of 
Lhe working document was initiated in May
 
1986 and completed in January 1987. 
 This final edition was prepared
 
in March 1987 incorporating comments and pertinent information received
 
during the international conference. 
 Report preparation involved four
 

major steps:
 

a) An Pxhaustive review of Thai 
and English publications concern­
ing Thailand 's protected areas system and related fields.
 

b) Interview with senior government officials directly and
 
indirectly involved in 
protected area administration and policy formula­

tion.
 

c) Preparation, distributioii, and collation of a survey distri­

tuted to 
all nation park and wildlife sanctuary superintendents to
 
discern major issues and constraints in protected area management as
 

perceived by field staff.
 

d) Incorporation of comments received from conference parti­

cipants.
 

The study team included:
 

1. Surachet Chettamart 
 Ph.C. (Outdoor Recreation)
 

Assistant Professor 
 Principal Investigator
 

Faculty of Forestry 
 and Project Coordinator
 

Kasetsart University
 

2. Utis Kutintara 
 Ph.D. (Wildlife Biology
 

Assistant Professor 
 Forest Ecology)
 

Faculty of Forestry Investigator
 

3. Seri Vejaboosakorn 
 M.S. (Outdoor Recreation)
 

Director 
 Investigator
 

Office of Protected Areas
 

Plnnning
 

Royal Forest Department
 



4. Kornol Praktong M.S. (Forest Management)
 

Chief 	 Investigator 

Community Forentry 

Subdivision
 

National Forest Lands 

Mnagement Division
 

Roya l Forest Department 

5. 	 Surin Vivajnirin M.S. (Outdoor Recreation) 

Chief' Investigator 

Natural and Water 

Desouroees ,uvdIvision
 

Environmental Policy
 

mnd Planning Division
 

Office of tlii,
thC i onal
 

Environment Board
 

IV. REPORT FORMAT
 

The report is organi7.ed into three major parts presenting: (i) 

objective information on the evolution/development of Thailand's pro­

tected areas system and the system's current status; (ii) major trends 

in protected areas administration and development; and (iii.) major 

issues/constr-ints and reeommend:_ions. Project con'ept papers, based on 

the recommendations presented, are annexed to the report.
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Project funds were supplied by the United States Agency for
 

internatinal Development-Thailand. Mr.Wil] Knowland and Mr. Kasem Srinian 

of USAID/Thailand, exfended support for many aspects of project imple­
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provided by Dr.Somsak Sukwong, Dean of the 
Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsar 
University, and Mr.Pong keng-Ee, former Director 
of the National Parks 
Division; both men also provided critical ldministrative support. 

Ms. Noppawan Tanakan jana and Ms. Chatpet Dumrongkijkaset
 

served as project ansistants and made important contributions in all 
phases of' report, preparation. We thank all the park and sanctuary 
superintendents who responded to the report questionnaire and supplied 
insights based on their experiec0es in the field. We wish to express 
our gratitude to the many individuals in the 'loyal Forest Department, 
the National Environment Board, and others, without whose assistance 
the report could not have been completed.
 

Vina IIy, tho study team 
 would like to thank Mr. Robert 
Dobias for his valuable advice and superb translation of the original 
Thai report to English.
 

VI. SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

Presented below 
is a summary of major issues and recommenda­
tions from 
section 5 of the report. Each of the recommended actions
 

are prefaced by 
a letter code indicating:
 

a) action that can be implemented immediately 
with minimal or
 
no 
increase in planning, budget/manpower, and/or technical 
inputs;
 

b) action requiring moderate to substantial planning, budget/man­

power, and/or technical inpuits;
 

c) action major
requiring planning, budget/manpower, and/or
 

technical inputs.
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A. Budget
 

Isszjes and Constraints 

1. Limi-ed government allocations for protected areas adminis­

tration -rid management are hnimpering efforts to provide enhanced benefits 

from protected arcas to loca!, regional, and national development.
 

Recommended Action
 

1. (b) Develop and apply beneficial use analyses to qualify 

and quantify the role protected arens play (or can potentially play) in 

Thailand'r s(cineconomic development, and to demonstrate how this role 

can be Further strengthened through adequately funded activities. 

2. (b & c) Help ensure ao.-e efficient and effective use of 

available funds through improved adinistration and management (see L, 

B, Personnel
 

Issues and Constraints
 

1. There is a serious shortage of existing senior staff
 

trained in fields relevant to protected areas administration and manage­

ment.
 

2. Servi'es su -h as housing provided to field staff are very 

inadequate, affectinfg, staff morale and thus work effectiveness. 

3. Senior level staff strength is less than half that deemed
 

appropriate for proper protected area management.
 

Recommended Action
 

1. (a) Revise the NPD and WCD selection process for new
 

employees by emphasizing skills directly related to protected area
 

requirements.
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2. (b) exempt NPD and WCD from the government ceiling on 
hiring of civil .ervarnts. 

3. (c) Appreciably increase field staff' housing nnd amenities. 

4. (c) Establish two national training centers, one located 
at a major national park and the other at a major wildlife sanctuary.
 

C. Protection 

Issues and Constraints
 

1. Levels of poaching and encroachment remain high despite
 
emphasis on law enforcement. 

2. Guard s,,tations are experiencing debilitating shortager of 
essential miiterials. 

3. Guards nrn provided virtually no work incentives despite 
the hardships and risks the position entails.
 

Recommended Action
 

1. (a) Provide baric incentives to guards: (i) a hierarchy of 
ranks to reward productive workers; (ii) uniforms as a symbol of pride 
and identity; ([ii) annual awards to the "outstanding guard station" at 
each protected area.
 

2. (b) Develop comprehensive protection strategies that
 
include law enforcement, provision enhanced offor flow benefits Fron 
protected areas to loral communities, grass roots conservation education, 
and increased pirticipatian of local people in protected area management. 

3. (c) Appreciably 
 increase supplies of vehicles, radios, 
weapons, and field provisions to guard stations at major parks and 

sanctuaries.
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D. Tourism, Recreation, and Education
 

Issues and Constraints
 

1. llih-density tourinm has had adverse ecological impacts in 

some popular parks, and this will soon become widespread with expected 

increases in visitaticn volune. 

2. No park or, non-hunting area contains quality interpre­

tive/educational programo, thus missing an opportunity to provide conser­

vation education to a -;ubstntmnial proportion of the Thai population. 

Recommended Action
 

1. (b) Enforce a moratorium on devel'-pment or bungalows and 

other visitor scrvice -otructures at all parks until zoning, carrying 

capacity, and tour'isu volume projections are determined. 

2. (b) Establish and staff with trained people interpretation 

sections at all major parks and non-hunting areas. 

3. (b) Establish recreation, education, and public relations 

programs at appropriate sites along park peripberies, especially at or 

near guard stations. 

). (b) Prepare EIAs before any major development activity is
 

approved and implemented.
 

5. (-) Develop model interpretive/educational programs at one
 

terrestrial park, one marine park, and one non-hunting area followed by
 

support to other popular parks and non-hunting areas.
 

E. Administration and Management
 

Issues and Constraints
 

1. NPD and WCD administrations are highly centralized.
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2. Management at most protected areas tends to be ad hoc, 
lacking clearly stated objectiven and long-term programs. 

3. The national Park Act and 
the Wild Animals Reservation
 

and Protection Act 
 appropriately address
do not present and emerging
 

national conservation needs.
 

Recommended Action
 

1. (a) Prepare "statements of management" 
for all protected
 

are&s nct scheduled to prepare management plans by 
1988.
 

2. (a) Provide for annual independent monitoring of manage­
ment plan implementation at 
each of the 23 protected areas schedules
 

to prepare plans.
 

3. (a) Thailand should ratify the World 
Heritage Convention
 

and the Ramsar Convention without further delay.
 

4. (b) Prepare NPD and WCD policy statements.
 

5. (b) Rire one research coordination officer for each major
 

protected area.
 

6. (c) Relocate NPD and WCD to 
a new, autonomous department
 
independent of RFD, with each division maintaining its separate status
 
under the new department.
 

7. (c) Decentralize NPD and 
WCD by establishing at least
 

four regional 
centers for each of the two divisions.
 

8. (c) Prepare regional (macro) management plans.
 

9. (c) Amend NPA and WARPA to reflect present and emerging
 
conservation needs, especially 
as concerns protected areas' role in
 

national development.
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F. 	 Integration of Protected Areas Management with Socioeconomic
 

Development
 

Issues and 	Constraints
 

1. Althouigh parks, sanctuaries, and non-hunting areas provide 

many important, inherent benefits, strategies to maximize existing and 

potential benefits have been virtually ignored. 

Recommended Action
 

1. (a) NPD should divest itrelf of profitable accommodation 

services, giving priority to local people either as concession operators
 

or as employees.
 

2. (a) Allocate a set percentage of park entrance fees to
 

,rmall-scale rural development projects and other community services.
 

3. (b) Explore ihe feasibility of expainding rural development/ 

conservation programs such as those at Phu Khieo and Ban Sap Tai, 

11. (b) Hire one community affairs officer for each major
 

protected areas.
 

G 	 Expansion of the Protected Areas System
 

Issues and Constraints
 

1. There 	is no acquisition policy for protected areas.
 

2. Few if any suitable new areas will be available for
 

inclusion in the protected areas system within a deca6e or so.
 

Recommended Action
 

1. (a) Upgrade forest parks, forest ieserves, and non-hunting
 

areas where appropriate.
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2. (b) Continue to acquire new areas, 
but within the framework
 
of an acquisition 
policy derived from preparation 
of policy statement.,,
 

one 
for each division.
 

3. c) The g,overnent's policy of preserving forests on 15 
percent f Tha ilarld':- a ind arca should rely prima rily on acqruis-it ion of 

parks and sanctutariesnew in coordination with the Watershed Classifica­
tian System and Land Use Measures. 

VII. RECOMMENDED ACTIONS OF HIGHEST PRIORITY 

The following are recommended actions considered to be of 
highest priority and deserve urgent attention. They are listed in order 
of importance. Section 5 presents more detailed discussions of these 
recommendations.
 

1. Prepare NPD and WCD policy statements. 

2. Develop and apply beneficial use analyses to qualify and 
quantify the role protected areas olay In Thailand's socioeconomic 

development.
 

3. 
 Develop comprehensive protection strategies.
 

4. Establish 
national training 
centers, 
one 
at a national
 
park and 
the other at a 
wildlife sanctuary.
 

5. Develop mode] interpretive 
programs 
at one terrestrial
 
park, one marine park, 
 and one non-hunting area.
 

6. 
 Enforce a moratorium 
on development 
of bungalows and
 
other visitor service siructures at all parks until zoning, carrying 
capacity,and tourism voiume projections are determined. 

7. Relocate NPD and WCD to a new, autonomous department 
independent 
of RFD, wLth each division maintaining its separate status 
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under the new department.
 

8. Exempt NPD and WCD from the governement ceiling on hiring
 

of civil servants.
 

9. Amend NPA and WARPA to reflect present and emerging 

conservation needs. 

10. increase supplies of vehicles, radios, weapons, and field 

provisions to guard stations. 

11 . NPD :should di vest itself of profitable accommodation 

services, giving priority to local people either as concession operators
 

or employees.
 

12. Establ ish arnd stsff" with trained people interpretation 

sections at all major, parks and non-hunting areas. 

13. lire one conmmunity affairs officer for each major, protected 

area.
 

VIII. LIST OF ACRONYM USED IN THE TEXT 

FAO United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization
 

IUCN riternational Union for Conservation of Nature and 

Natural Resources 

NESDB National Economic and Social Development Board 

NFLMD National Forest Land Management Division 

NP National Park 

NPA lational Park Act 

NPD National Parks Division 

ONEB Office of the National Environment Board 

RFD Royal Forest Department 

RTG Royal Thai Governemt 
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TAT Tourism Authority of Thailind 
WARPA Wild Animals Reservation and Protection Act 
WCD Wildlife Conservation Division 

WFT Wildlife Fund Thailand 

WS Wildlife ranctuary 

WWF World Wide Fund for Nature; World Wildlife Fund 



1.1 

1. INTRODUCTION AND DEFINITIONS
 

There are several dl f',rent categories of protected areas in 

Thailand and each serves vanriou.r fnnctions according to its respective 

enabling legislation and operating objectives. Therefore, as a guide to 

the reader, this openinf sect ion pr-eents an overview of' the major 

characteristics which distinguish each oatogory of protected area. 

National Park and Forest Park
 

The dnfinition or national park differs among countries depend­

ing on the r:ountr'y's conservation history and needs and on its environ­

mental and socioeconomic status. The salient definition of national park 

in Thailand is presented below. 

a) The National Parks Act or 1961 states that a national 

park is: 

"iand. which means the surface or the 
land in genera and includes mountains, 
streams, swamps, canals, marshes, basins, 
waterways, lakn s, islands and seashores 
wi-ich has been declared a national park 
under ti Act. The features of the land 
should be of natural interest and must 
not be owned or leg aly possessed by any 
party other than the public body. This 
land is preserved in its natural state 
for the benerit of public education and 
enjoyment."
 

b) The National Parks Division (NPD), which was created to 

administer and manage national parks, has established the following 

guiding principles for parks administration: 

"National prrks are lands preserved For 
protection cf the environment., especially 
Forests, w~Id Ii fe and unique scenery, 
which impresses the viewer as worthy of 
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prenervatinn in its rnatul Pt. Nalional 
parks. nba)l ,o f't(t t rr Ioilproterte d rIl . 
alternatiwve :;re irl i ifl'iirnnmpa tiblo artiv ­
t. ies so thnt 'uture 1enera ions nay onjoy
and situd y these rnr, tre(,,I:nr int.ura I 
per'petui ty. 

r) Pt'of'on:-or 'Tii ;m Khrrl.ris, f rtlmeP Donn of' l" I ty of? Forestry, 
Kanetsnnrt lhni vii-,y, Di ro ter (;nern of? the loyal lern t l'epirtiie-nt 
l )l" -Id, wh i: o,,eur,,IIv 'o 'ofitd-d 'is the f"'ilhor f? iI ei,i 'lr'or-t y i)i'vsL 

Thailand p resrit,ed his por-eptionur o!* nat;ion'il pnrls in "Fore sttry in 

Tia i arid", (03: 

'Na tional parks are Ianido ertab inhd to 
oontelve'n r-areas a Cci]ond it. i ons of' 
natural beauty, inr]ldini, wildl ife. TheS 
a1r') irett ,etod by lo'- as1,on' ign;t i oi 
nat ion I parnk . flt i laI pa;rks are areas 
which al low tihe |,l ie to onr)oy anrd study 
the rlltur ll'l olVi l'OliliiO t. ill e'rj ,otiit-y." 

[i .iilrmhii II. ''y, -!iihi. :itea f d lhat, t iofrile par'k, in Thailand 

r- _-_ ,_ ,.
 ,_ and pro e , Lrhr 
: I rvri il l . 'o r'ia Iv f: ti h P1, ,;o()I +(ill <)i: i'erret -r 

Lon -Ind tourim) 

,
A: for "I"erp:t. ",,-'rlkh the t'oItowing dei'initiotr, were stated
 
by [hianm Khomkri:i (lr '1):
i 

"l'oirtp or hi 1;I , o Itta i n a ttract i vesreneiry and developed fo'orpublic reerea-
Lion. They are too ITI;tll or ino'ltulion an 
national 
parks, but mangfem tnlaimsnre 
nimilar. i"orest p.ark bemay lpgraded to 
national, park lt-atti iF nnd when RID has 
nlifPiejnt nrien ifie knowledge, budget
 
ard manpower to do no."
 

(IPD normally devetops iorent parks Por public recreation in 
areas near population centers. Forest parks usually include limitel
 
attractions such as 
 caves, waterfalln, beaches, most
etc. Because 

forest parks are located in "reserved forest", RFD has full authority 
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to declare and establish these areas under the Forest Reserves Act and 

need not request Cabinet approval.
 

Wildlife Sanctuary and Non-hunting Area
 

a) A wi Idli fe santuary an defined in the Wild Animals 

Reservation and Protection Act (WARPA) of 196(0 is: 

"land deplared for the conserva tion of' 
wildlife habitat no that wi dI ifre ca,i 
freely breed ard incregear their populations 
in the natural Prrv i rontent . This will 
allow a certain proportion of the wildlife 
populations to disperse into areas adjoin­
ing the wildl ife sanctuary." 

The W'ildlife Conservation Division (WCD), which adminis­

minages idI i feters and QWI sanctrar ies ard non-hunting areas, has given 

the following reasons for ostab ihing wildlife sanctuaries: 

"To conserve the habi tat of" various 
wi I(d I fo npev irP , includirig conservation 
of ,5yH5, roimL rou rents sulch as water, 
food, protct-ive !r, I tat, resting habitat, 
breedinq habitat and renripg habitat, as 
well as slt l icks, wallows, dusting 
areas as d ,ri nrg area; no that wildlife 
niay freely ex i st aId prop.Igte." 

Wld i ife snnriLl:rriar, therefolurele lards preserved and protec­

ted from human activity which may disturb wildlife. Tourists are general­

ly restricted to areas designated as "Nature Enucation Center" within 

the sanctuaries. 

In srrnary, both national parks and wildlife sanetuanries are 

establihed primarily to conserve wildlife and wildlife habitat. The 

main administrative distinction is thai recreation and tourirm are 

encouraged in national parks but discouraged in wildlife sanctuaries. 
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b) "Non-hunting Area" is another protected area designation 

and has been defined by WCD as: 

"Areas which hi)e been designuated by the 
government. For protection of certain 
, pec if ied wi Idli Ce spec ie, They are 
dec ignratOd by the rlii tryi -. of' Ajri culture 
and Coo1 e ia .ive; according to ection 26 
of 'WA'IP l-luuoii-huntirig area di rter froni 
wi idli feaaro tunric-; in thcat: (j) they
generally are of' ama her size; ( i) only 
the rpee i fi ed wi Id I fe spec i ar, protee­
ted; and ( ii.i ) other uses su h ais fi,dlirig,
 
lumber in f,ecreation and tourism are 
pernitted. " 

Thus rion-hunting areac are lands designated for the protection
 
of specified wildlife species but. 
 which do not proscribe other human 

activities.
 

Other Protected Area Designations
 

a) "National Forest Rleserves"are areas which have been desig­
nated by the Forest Reserjea Act of 1961 for protection of forests for 
multiple uses. At the pro:ent time fForest reserves are divided into two 
categories, product ion and connervation forests. The latter includes not. 
only national parks, Corest, parks-, sanctuaries, and part-s of non-hunting 
areas but nlso waferuliled naas which have special. provision for protec­

tion tlhrough rhinet ron al utions. 

b) "Botanicia rdera" are: 

"locatiorr: established to collect indige­
nous and exotic plant species that are 
considered rare or have economic value as 
ornamentalsa ind are planted in taxonomic 
order, for purposes of research and disse­
mination. These s pec ie: are propagated
for the benefit of the public and the 
country." (Khokris, 1965)
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c) "Arboretums" are: 

"smalei I On botLieI g rden; and are 
establiihed to col eeL var ion, plant 
species, eperia y r-t il 1 I ly 01-Oe|il 
plants and 1lowui( plarnt n, whicih are 
indietifms to th it,ar'ea. The plants are1 
n, t. arr-miiprot i n tiXt ilfij ovdi asr ini 
botain io:I jrar, eno: , a I thoti a I I planrts 
are habeld. Arboreturirs crotain roads and 
wa lwa yo I.o I onri sm, or i'O< i on and 
r'e.;eoi '. (FiiornIIikr'i , 196(5) 

d) "Bi opharvre s av o ni itowot least well known|eroe r ae arid 

or protected -iri, and wore romtmd by the Mn and ttho Biosphero Int,!r­

nat i onal rn-nrdin ati i mmiitop. The object i vesf or bHosphere reserves 

may he Phatmcrti:Md ."i "ombinin natin rnnorvat. ion with srient Lie 

research, environm oil rloniitoriii,r, training, drrioonst.nt.inn, ernvironlrrn­

ta1l ochicatia and ]ooal pnrl,ioipation. They are inrlnldec isna reties of' 

protecred aireas ]inked thrrmrih :in envJ roeii,,ri;an network to demonst rate 

the vnue of conservation aid its relationship with development. 



2. HISTORY OF PROTECTED AREAS IN THAILAND:
 

EVOLUTION AND DEVELOPMENT
 

2.1 Origins 

The nonopt of "parka" and of "w I Idl i fe conservation" in 

Thailnd dat.,; bark to the 13tih Century Sukhothai Period when King Ram 

Khamihaeng the Grat,. oreated a park known a "[on; ' forin"royal recrea­

tion. The lpiblic was also encouraged to create pnrks near Buddhist 

t;empIe s and othor ret i, in areas; becaise of iuddhist at. ricturn against 

the ;Iki[r o f' I te, thesp park in effoL ar7rved a1 d1a] pur'poae aa 

"lwildlif :;:ir,'t tuia'' Also hu (ring i tikhotlhai Period the rapt.ure oi' 

wild Iepthari I: ,-.,; reeII I dtirL tuo the elephant 'a great economic, 

m i1. Lar, and cuI turn' I value. Thin regnlaion cortinues, in modified 

for'm, to the present day. 

2.2 Establishment of Conservation Laws and Protected Areas 

Ir'oim the end if, tlr :fIlkhro h;tii Perioid to tire 19th Centurypairk 

and conservation were neglected. But in 1896 the Royal Thai Forest 

Department was eatablishted, introdueing modern management practices to 

Foreatry-- eape cially the teak induitry-- though most conservation 

tielrd were trot audronsead. i 19001. f'ter not.icing an alarming docream;e 

in the coiiiitiy'; li I rlltr, Otiptlrl . ion, t;IIe government promlrIgated 

"The law ;n VrI'r i feairvation atf Wi 1(d Itepants". Thus olephrann 

beeiiio the first, wi i f' atpi''r0 to tie proiect;ed by a special law. In 

1921 "The law for lh Cons:ervat ion of Wild Elephanits" was created, 

sipersedinrg the previ cuir Act; thisa was amended in 1960 to provide for' 

levie1. on elephant !aptur'e. 

During the early 191
10a thiere occurred in Thailand a hei ghtenod 

awareness of the need for conservation and protection of nature. Two 

probable factors responsible for this were the deteriorating conditions
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,f :'orezts and the examples set. by America and Canada in ostabi isnipn, 

national parks. riuns RFD began turning its attention conseto rvation of" 

forest areas that offered i nter'st srenery for recrreat. ionnl purpose­

and that provided w ij dIi Fe ha bitat. Unlortunatel y, plans were put in 

abeyance due to the upheaval of Norid War 11. 

toll owi ng the war , RIT'Dintensifi ed efforts to establish pro­
teon ed ar,-Is 1n1o einlr-rae; wildlif'e conservation. The drvivinp fo rce 
behnd this act ion was the rapid increase in the country's population 

result rjn in reeat, mfidifiction and loss of naturral areas and a cOrres­

ponding decrease (,and in s-ome cases complete extirpation) of many wild­

ife population; due to habitat destruction, market hunting and subsis­

rorve huntinjp. tI["there fore rener ted tire governmort to protect several 

fores t areas as at.ienai parks. -,ut because of' lrs., quate budget and 

trained manpower, hese arear, were instead declared forest parks. 

on 1Q8 loTd Sarii. Thans1arshallrat, then Prime Minister, 
dispLayed koen f'ore:;i rht by pere ivirg the importance of nature conserva-

Li orn to r.,re coujntr/ ':;we I fare. As head of the Revolutionary Government 

he directed the iriustries of' Agriculture and Interior to establish 

nationat parks antd other protected arc-.s and to draft enabling legisla­

tion for the areas. 

In 1959 the Cabinet established two committees--the Natiocal 

Parks Committee and the Wild Animals Reservation and Protection Committee-­

to recommend lands for inclnsion in a new protected areas system, to 

rneparc iegi, 'atrin and to advs]e the government on matters retatinj to 
protected arra:s. 'lIre Porrmanerrt Under-Secretary of State for Agrirrll.rre was 

appointed ,hairman of both committees, and each committee contained not 
more than III appointed members, a system which remains unchanged to the 

present day. During this period the International Union for Conservaron 

of Nature and Natural lIesources (IIUCN), following a goveroPnint request, 

provided the services of Dr. George D. o' the U.S.Ruhle National Park 

Service: to assist RFD officers in selecting suitable areas and to offer
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advice concernirig laws to constitute and adminster them. With Cabinet 

approval the Ministry of Agriulture or 7 October 19'59 proposed 14 siten 

totnli r, 10,nbO ,;( <1 for ru i onril park satalir . 

In 1960 the govnrrmrrnt pased the Wild Animals Reservation ard 

Protection Act (WAHPA) and 'h f cIwi ng year, passed the National Parks 

Act (OUPA). ''he Ac,ta provided regulations and procedures for estabiliabhing 

wildlife nanatuariea and non-hunting areas (tinder WARPA) and national 

parks (under NPA). 

As concerns wildlife s.n,'tr aries, Chapter 3, Section 19 of' 

WARPA states: 

"When it aQ deemed appropriate to deter­
mine any area of' 1oid to serve as a haven 
for wildlife for purposes of species 
conservation. the government sab l have 
the power to do so by Royal Decree. A map 
showing the boundary of' the determined 
area shal be annexed to the Royal. Decree. 
The determined area shal] be called the 
"wildlife sanctury," 

As concerns non-hunting arean, Chapter 3, Section 26 of WARPA 

states:
 

"For any area which in government owned 
or which is used by the phblic whether or 
not legally posseso-d, the Minister of' 
Agriculture in empowered to declare the 
said parcel a non-huntinfg area For protec-­
tion of' any wildlife species by including 
it in the governmoit gaZI-tto. After 
gazetting, no person shall be permitted 
to hunt or capture or endanger the eggs 
or nest of the wildlife apecies identified 
in the gazette." 

It should be noted, however, that human activity such as 

fishing, harvesting of plants, etc., is permitted unless proscribed 

by other legislation (e.g. the Forest Reserves Act).
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In addition to defining wildlife sanctuari-!s and non-hunting 
areas, WARPA also prescribes controls and penalties for hunting, capture 
and trade cf specified wildlife spece-s.'Tho species are livided into two 
protected categories. Schedile I lists nine species which are completely 
protected, including unitran Phinoceros, Javan Phinoeoros , Koupre , 

Wi Id Water' ft I',Itl o, El ': Deer, Shnriburr krl(:a Deor, Hog, Dor, Dnrow al1d 
Coral.SehloPle 2 is soD-dividod irito two cCac.es for which hunting, 
ren;;r eroard trrlde arn l[I) i td. The fi r t -lass 0 11ta-- is 206 txa Lhnt. 
are not oiorrni l hootnted rnr mat or sport, or which tire consi dered 
benefi cia ( .. pedalor of' crop pests). Thr ,loclld -ntoFry -otains
 
31) tanx tha tanre t.r:ol it.iliorilly ­hun tled for sea . or :-port. 

And concerning national 
parks, Chapter 1, Section 6 of NPA
 

states: 

"When it is deemed appropriate to deter­
mine any area of land, the natural fea­
tures of' which are of itleo-est. and may be 
maintained with a view to preserving it 
for the benefit of' public education and 
pleasure, the government shall have the 
power to do so by a Royal Decree. A mal; 
showing the boundary lines of the deter­
mined area shall be annexed to the Royal 
Decree. The determined area shall be 
called the "national park." 

Passage of the Acts paved the way for official creation of 
Thailand's first national park, Khao Yai National Park, on 18 September
 
1962. Gazetting of 
three other parks occurred sh-ortly thereafter. The
 
sountry's first 
wildlife sanctuary, Salak Phra Wildlife 
Sanctuary, was
 
declared on 31 December 1965. Also during this period RFD 
established 23
 

forest parks throughout the country.
 

Evolution of Administration and Management
 

Beginning in 1961, administration of WARPA and NPA and 
of the
 

2.3 
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new protected areas was under two "sections" of PFD's Silviculture 

Parks Section was upgraded to "sub-division"Division; in 1965 the National 

status. As their conservation responsibilities rapidly expanded and the 

number of protected areas increased, [FD with Cabinet consent upgraded 

the administrating agencies to the lational Parks Division ( in 1972) and 

the Wildlife Conservation Division (in 1975). Four sub-divisions were 

established in NPD: administration, technical, national park managenent 

and forest.park management. Five sub-divisions were established in WCD: 

administration, technical, extension, law enforcement, and wildlife 

sanctuary. 

The newly formed divisions began operations faced with strin­

gent budfget. and personnel constraints. For example, duri.ng NPD's first
 

year the personnel totaled just. 29 people and the entire division ope­

rated on a mere 6 million baht budget for administration and management 

of 14 national parks and 30 forest parks. Furthermore, there was a 

paucity of professionli ability and experience at all staff levels. Work 

tended toward gaset intic of areas; boundary survey; construction of 

headquarters, worker:;' quarters, roads, bungalows, etc.; and basic protec­

tion. Other importnnI. considra .ions such as preparation of management 

plans to direct activities, development of quality interpretation pro­

grains, provision of adequate upplies and incentives for employees, and 

so forth received little attention. These deficiencies remnain prominent
 

to the present day and negatively af'-0;t NPD's and WCD's abilities to deal 

with important administrative and managerial concerns. 

2.4I Foreign Assistance 

Following IUCN's initial help in establishing Thailand's 

protected areas system there was a lull in significant foreign assis­

tance for nearly two decades. But -in 1975 Thailand's Office of the 

National Environment Board (ONEB) was established and, as part of its
 

coordinating and consulting responsibilities, began playing a role in
 

wildlife conservation and protected areas management. One of ONEB's
 

first major acts in this role was to request and coordinate IUCN assis­
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tance in preparing "Conservation for Thailand-Policy Guidelinlea" which 
was completed in 1979. The guidelines were adopted by the government 
and included in the Fir th Five-Year National Social and Economic Develop.. 
mcnt Plan, 1982-86. The Fifth Plan stressed the need to ubaItantially 
increase the rIlNerr' o prol-rcted areas before the opport 1iny doto so 
passed. Nit no provisions were made for dove oping the admin istrat ive 
struetine or improvinu the qua] ity of manar'orrert and development of 
protected areas. 

In 1982 the United Nattions Development Pro,,ramme (UNDP) and 
the Food rnd Agrieul tire Ornnization (FAO) of the Uni ted Nations 
presented a report titled "National Parka and Wildlife Management-
Thailand: Pro oct Iindincs and Blecommendations" which represented the 
culmination of a one-year r ?view by fm FAO .epresentative. Thia report. 
was signirir.ant as it highligIhted strengttrs and deficiencies of NPD's 
and WCD'n consorvation efforts, and suggested strategies for improvements. 
It also Ion: aipport to ONEB'a requests for developing management 
planniryat and For ?nsablislting a training and research center at Iuai 
Kha Khaeng Wildli te Sanctuary. 

in 1984 World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and 1UCN provided 
financial aid technical support for the "Khao Yai Project" (WWF/CUCN 
Project 3001). One project component was development of Thailand's 
first protected area management plan at Khao Yai N.P., due to be imple­
ierntod beginning in 1,487. Planning team members represented a wide 
range of local expertise and included o"ficials From NPD, WCD, Kasetsart 
University, OIlEB and Mahidol '9niversity. The project also result in 
government financial support for' management plan preuaration at 23 
other protected areas and creation 
of a new management planning sub­
division for NPD and WCD as part of the Sixth Five-Year National 
Social and Economic Development Plan, 1987-91. The project also involved 
elephant research and helped establish a "rural development for 
 conser­
vation" pilot project at a village adjacent to Khao Yai N.P., integrat­
ing development with park conservation. Agro Action, a German donor agency 
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provided funds to implement the development/conservation projcet.
 

Also in 19811 FAO provided 'Mpport to WCD for a pilot project to develop
 

wildlife farming with the goal of ventually transferring this skill 

to villagers living adjacent to protected areas. 

In 1986, WWF (International) approved and is now funding a
 

data baso project at Manidol University. The project is expected to
 

significantly affect protected areas through the gathering and analyzing
 

of information. Projects recently approved or pending approval from 

international donor agencies include: (i) a training and research 

center at Iluai Kha Khaeng W.S.; (ii) a socioeconomic evaluation of 

selected protected areas; (iii) a management plan for Tarutao N.P. and 

guidelines for marine park management; (iv) provision for supply of
 

technical information to nvironmentalists; and (v) in-service training
 

for park officials.
 

International Conventions
 

a) Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 

of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). Thailand acceded to CITES in 1984, 

and CITES remains the only international conservation of which Thailand 

is a Party. Through CITES, Thailand regulates export of plants and 

animals and their products. However, imports into Thailand of CITES­

prohibited species are still allowed due to a lack of national legisla­

tion to serve as a foundation for enforcement of CITES. CITES is
 

administered by WCD (for fauna) and by the Agricultural Regulatory
 

Division, Department of Agriculture (for flora).
 

b) Convention concerning the Proteution of the World Cultural 

and Natural Heritage (World Heritage Convention). The World Heritage 

Convention was adopted by UNESCO in 1972 and provides a means for 

idenrifying areas containing cultural -nd natural characteristics of 

universal importance; these areas are placed on the select "World 

Heritage List." The Convention aims to serve as a tool for international 
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cooperation, particularly through sharing of resources and andexpertise 


through 
 building a basic core of' personnel trained in conservation of 

cultural and natural heritage. A "World Hleritage Fund" helps member 

nationas to restore, protect and enhance their World Heritage Sites. 

Although Thailand has for several years considered becoming a Party to 

the Convention and two protected areas-- luai Kha Khaeng W.S. and Thung 

Yai Naresuan W.S.--have been unofficially nominated for World Heritage 

status, little action yetconcrete has 
 been taken. The Ministry of' 

Education would be the responsible agen-y in Thailand. 

c) Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, Espe­

cially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar Convention). The Ramsar Convention
 

is an international 
treaty providing a framework for conservaion of 

wetlands. The definition of "wet.lands" as presented in the Convention is 

quite broad and includes; "areas of' marsh, fen, peatland or water, whether 

natural or nrtificial, permanent or, temporary, with water that is static 

or flowing, f'r'.sh, brackish or salt, including areas of marine waters, 

the depth of which al ,.w tide does not exceed six meters." Coverage may 

also extend to riparin and coastal zones. Contracting Parties are 

obligated to include wetland conservation in national land use planning; 

to designate at least one site for inclusion in a List of Wetlands of 

International Importance; and 1o promote wetland conservation through 

establishment of nature reserves. Thailand has 
several wetlands which
 

would qualify for inclusion in the "List" such as Thale Noi, Bung Boraphet
 

and others. The Ramsar Convention could 
serve as a vehicle for improved
 

conservation of Thailand's wetlands inlgeneral.
 



3. PRESENT STATUS OF PROTECTED AREAS IN THAILAND
 

3.1 Number, Size and Geographical Distribution
 

3.1.1 National Parks and Forest Parks
 

Following establishment of Khao Yai as Thailand's first na­

tional park in 1962, the parks system expanded slowly; only four parks, 

covering 3,581 sq kin, existed by 1972. But the next decade witnessed
 

rapid expansion. There were 16 parks (9,357 sq kin) by 1979 and 45 parks 

(24,222 sq kin) by 1982. As of September 1986 Thailand has 52 national 

parks covering 26,577 sq km or 5.18 percent of the ccuntry (Table 1 and 

2). Of these , 38 are terrestrial (21,851 sq kin) and 14 are marine 

(11,726 sq kim). Sinit'icantly. "16 nnti-nyl parks (6Q nrcent) and 17,220 

sq km (65 percent) of' tile entire parks system has been established since 

1980. 

Tn addition, 15 new terrestrial areas totaling approximately 

8,000 sq kin are pending apprcval as national parks (Table 3). Park 

locationg are presented as Figure 1. 

There are 50 forest parks located throughout the country, 

covering 736 sq kin. NPD administers 22 forest parks while regional and 

provincial Forest offices administer the remainder (Table 4,5 and 6). 

WED has approved creation of 22 new areas (ca. 780 sq kin), but these 

have not yet been established due tc lack of budget and personnel(Table7). 

Locations of forest parks are presented in Figure 1. 

3.1.2 Wildlife Sanctuaries and Non-hunting Areas
 

Selection and gazetting of wildlife sanctuaries and of non-hunt­

ting areas began following passage of WARPA in 1960. Salak Phra became
 

Thailand's first wildlife sanctuary in 1965, and by the start of the
 

Fifth Five-Year National Development Plan (1982-86) RFD had established
 

a total of 24 sanctuaries (19,938 sq km) and 22 non-hunting areas (2,351
 

sq kin).
 



TABLE 1 LIST OF EXISTING NATIO,AL ?;AFKS 

Order 

in which 


Established 


1 


2 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

/' 

Nae of-

Park 

:-2ao Yai 


Phu Kradung 


Khao Sam Roi Yot 


Nam Nao 


Tarutao 


Khao Luang 


Doi Khuntan 

Locatio3/ 

(Province) 


Nakhon Nayok, 

Saraburi, Prachin
 
Buri, Nakhon 


Ratchasima
 

Loei 


Prachuap Khiri 

-Chan 


Phetchabun 


Satun 


Nakhon Si 


Thamarat 

Lamphun, 
Lampang 

3i 
Dat3 

Established 


18 Sep. 62 


23 Nov. 62 


28 Jun. 66 


4 May 72 


19 Apr. 74 


18 Dec. 74. 

5 Mar. 75 

rea 

(ha) 


216,863 


34,812 


9,808 


96,600 


149,000 


57,000 


25,529 

5/ ­
i c a-

raphical 

?rovince 


4.5.1 


L.1O.l 


4.5.i 


4.10.4 


4.7.1 


4.7.1 


4.10.L 

o rest 


ores 

Type
 

Misc
 

everreen
 

Mixed
 

deciduous
 

Forest over 


=-tone 


Hill
 

evergreen
 

pine
 

Moist 


evergreen 


Moist
 

evergreen
 

Mixed 
deciduous, 

Drv 
dipterocarzo
 

e a
 

Remarks
 

Marine
 

park
 

26,300 ha
 

terrestrial
 

123,000 ha
 
marine
 



TABLE 1 (con't) 

irir 
in which 

Esttaalbsee 
Park 

. 2/ 
(Province) 

3/ 
Established 

4/ 
( 
(ha) 

Bioec -' 
r?.-,hal.orest 

Province 

ominant--

Tye 
Remarks 

13Jmto'k Phliu 
(,-:'Iao Sab, 

Chanthaburi 2 May 75 13,-50 *.5.1 :ist 
evergreen 

9 -hung 
Lu-an 

SalaenFg Ihitsanulk, 
Fhetchabun 

13 Dec. 72 026,20. Hill 
evergreen 

10 Phu Phan Sakcn DJakhon, 
Kalasin 

13 7~cv. 72 66,470 4.lo.L Dry 
dinterodarp 

11 Irawan Kanchanaburi 19 jun. 75 55,000 4.5.1 Mixed 
deciduous 

12 Thao Chamao ­
'2'ao Wong 

Rayong, 
Chanthaburi 

31 Dec. 75 8,368 4.5.1 Dry 
evergreen 

13 2ao Khitchakut Chanthaburi 1May 77 5, 70 4.5.1 Moist 
evergreen 

14 Doi inthanon Chiang Mai 2 Oct. 72 48,240 4.10.4 Hill 
evergreen 
Dry 
dipterccarp 

15 Lansang Tak 14 May 79 10,400 h.!0.4 Dry
dinterocarp 



TABLE . (con't)
 

in which 
Established 

16 

Nane 
Park 

Phu Rua 

t c- /:L/-­
(Province) 

Loei 

at 
Established 

26 Jul. 79 

ea 
(h­ ) 

!2,0£L 

- -ominanz­
aRemarks 

-rovince 

.r 

-­pe 

17 

18 

Chaloem 

Ratt nak sin 

(Th Than Tot )Mixed 

Ramkhpenhaeng 

Kanchanaburi 

Sukhcthai 

12 Feb. 80 

27 Oct. 80 

5,900 

34,100 

4.5.1 

4.10. 

aipz erocarp, 
Grassland 

Dr­e 
evergreen, 

deciduous 

DD 

19 Sai Yok Kanchanaburi 27 Oct. 80 50,000 L.5 1 

dip-erocarp 

Yixed 

20 T-haleban Satun 27 Oct. 80 10,68 4.7.1 

deciduous 

'Moisr 

21 M 0 Ko Ang Thong Surat Thani 12 Nov. 80 10,200 4.5.1 

everreen 

Forest 1,800 ha 

over 

limestone 
terrestrial 

0,400 ha 

22 ?ao So? Surat Thani 22 Dec. 80 64,552 5.1 --Moist 

marine 

evergreen 
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TABLE 1 (con't) 

Order 

in whicho 
2/ 

Locacion- Date- r e_ 
/ ioge0c Dominant--'l 

Established Park (Province) Established (ha) -o 

35 W',iang Kosa ?hrae, aman 9 Oct. 3- LI r- .h$.J -

-v _-ren, 
:[ixed 

deciduous 

36 Hat Chao M'ai Trang 14 Oct. 81 23,08 4. 5 ..I *e-.--c-ie 9,6 ha 

terrestrial 
13,T22 ha 

marine 

3T Namtok Mee Surin Mae Hong Son 29 Oct. 81 39,660 4.!0.- Dry 
dipoterocarp 

38 Si Nakarin Kanchanaburi 23 Dec. 81 153,200 '.5.iMixed 

deciduous 

39 Thap Lan Nakhon Ratchasima 23 Dec. 81 224,000 4.5.1 Moist and 
Prachin Buri dr-y evergreen 

40 Ton Krabak Yai Tak 23 Dec. 81 14,900 4.1o.4 Semi 

evergreen, 

:.:ixed
deciduous 

IL! Pang Sida Prachin Buri 24 Feb. 82 84,400 4.5.1 Dry 

evergreen 



TABLE 1 (con't)
 

in which 
Established 

Deae of-
Park 

Tocation / 

(Province) 
Datel 

Established (ha) 
Biogeo,-1 
raphical 

zIhvince 
42 F -hao- ao Ya Phatthalunc,-ran- --T '.lay 32 69,0o,- .. 

43 M. 0 Siian Phangnga 1 Sep. 82 12,200 4.5.! 

44 Khlong Lan Kamphaeng Phet 25 Dec. 82 30,000 4.1O.4 

45 Mu Ko Chang Trat 31 Dec. 82 65,00 4.5.1 

46 Laem Son Ranong, Phangnga 19 Aug. 83 31,500 4.5.1 

47 Hat Nopharat Thera-

Mu Ko Phi-Phi 
Krabi 6 Oct. 83 38,996 4.7.1' 

.L/
Forest 

Type 

everreen 
Semi 


evergreen 


Semi
 

evergreen,
 
:.ixed 
deciduous
 

Moist 


evergreen 


oist 

evergreen 


Mangrove,
-
Beach 

'oresz 


Remarks 

1,400 ha
 

terrestrial
 

19,200 ha
 

terreStril
 
5,:-c ha 

marin-e
mr0 ha 

terrestrial
 
26,700 ha 
marine
 
6,40
re00 aha 
terrestrial 

:2,596 ha 
marine
 



TABLE 1 (con't)
 

Order 
 ame 2/_in which aocationr. Date-' .ea- opec' Dcminnti-
Established 
 Park (Province) Established anric alz Forest Remarks 

7rovince 

48 

e
 
Phu Hin Ron K2a Phitsanulo, Loei 26 Jul. . 30,TC4 ._O. 

49 Mu 'o Phetra Satun 31 Dec. 84 49,438 4.7.1 Moist ,600 ha 

everreen 
 terrestrial
 

r",338 ha
 
marine


50 Phu Kao - Phu Phan Udon Thani, 
 20 Sep. 85 32,200 4.10.4- Dry
IQham 
 'aon Kaen 

dinterocarp
 

51 Mae Yom 
 Phrae, Lampang 
 1 Mar. H 45,475 -.20.4 Mixed 

dec-ducus

52 Thao -- - Hat Phangnga
,am Pi 
 14 Apr. 86 7,200 4.7.1 Moist Marine park


Thai Muang 

evergreen
 

Source: 
 1/ 2/, 3/4 / NPD, RFD (1986) 

5/ fram TUC.. (1985). First number (L) = indomalayan Rea-lm; middle number Bic ..... ical :ravince5-lndo-chinese Rainforest, 7-Malayan Fainforest, 10-Thailandian Monsoon Forest;
Eieme ne: 1-Tropical humid forest, 4 final number
-Tropical JrT or deciduous forest.
 
6/ from "%uestionnaire 

(1936). on Assessment of National Parks and Sanctuaries Develonment in Thailand" 



TABLE 2 'UJMBER AND :OTAL LpEA CF NATIONAL PARKS BY REGION. 

1/ oe2/ National arks- / 
Regional:- Forest-Region 
 Area 
 area 
 T' o 

(ha) 
 (ha) oota 
 PerOentage
Parks Area of(ha) Regional Area 


North 16,964,L28.96 8,L12,600 
 15 69o,569.-8 L.7.
 

Central 6,739,869.92 1,722,300 
 6 560,056.99 8.31 


East 3,650,29.

92 799,023.84 
 6 190,187.92 
 5.21 


:ortheast 16,885,433.92 2,L22,40 0 
 8 616,147.93 3.65 


South 7,071,518.38 1,548,500 
 17 600,662 


51,311,501.6 
 14,905,323.84 
 52 2,657,624.82 

-

Source: 
 1/, 2/ Forest Management Division, RFD 
(1985).
 

3/ NPD, .FD (1986). 

centawe
 

-f 

Fegiona-l orest
a 


2.51
 

2381
 

25.L4
 

'.L9
38.79
 

http:2,657,624.82
http:14,905,323.84
http:7,071,518.38
http:616,147.93
http:16,885,433.92
http:190,187.92
http:799,023.84
http:560,056.99
http:6,739,869.92
http:16,964,L28.96
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TABLE 3 AREAS PENDING APPROVAL AS VA'HONA[ PARKS 

Proposed LoraL i on Ara h iogeo- Dom i nant 5 / 
No. Name ('rov inee) (ha ) irnphi ca I Fore.t, 

Prov ince Type 

1. Phu Chong Nayoi Ubon Ratchath:iri 25,1143 4. 10.' Dry evergreen, 

Mixed decidiouls 

2. Si Lannra Chiang Mai 57,632 41.10.14 Mixed deciduous 

Dry dipterocarp 

3. Iluai huat Sakon Nnkhon 92,000 4.10.14 * 

4. Khao [aem Kanchanaburi 56,000 )1. 5. 1 

5. Si Phangnga Phangnga 48,000 4. 5.1 

6. Datli, lIgIll , Ya I a 'i , 7,) 4. 7. 1 

7. Mne Wong IKanphaen, Ph. 50,000 4. 10.11 Mixed deci duonus 

Dry dipterocarp 

8. Su-npai Padi- Narathiwat 30, 150 4. 7.1 Moist evergreen 

Budo 

9. Khao Nam Khang Songklhla 22,000 4. 7.1 

10. ihlong Ph lao Chumphon 141,1170 14.5. 1 

11. Doi Luang Chilanp Mai, 51,1116 4.10. I 

Phayao, lampang 

12. Namtok Chat- Phitsanulok 19,800 4.10.4 Hill evergreen 

Trakan 

13. Mukdahan Mukdahan 1,926 4.10.4 Dry dipterocarp 
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TABLE 3 (con't)
 

I/ 21 A 35 4/

Proposed Location Area Biogeo-
 Dominant


No. Name (Province) (ha) graphical 
 Forest
 
Province Type
 

14. 	 Namtok Limn Ru Phangngi 15,000 
 4. 5.1 Moist evergreen
 

15. 	 Doi Phu Kha 
 Nan 	 4.10. 4 Hill evergreen
 

Total 586,r87 

Note * No information available on forest types 

• 	 Boundary not yet determined 

SOURCE 1/, 
2/, 3/ NPD, RFD (1986)
 

4/ 	 from IUCN (1985), see Table 1 

5/ 	 from "Questionnaire on Assessment of National Parks
 

and Sanctuaries Development in Thailand" (1986)
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TABLE 4 FOREST PARKS UNDER THE NATIONAL PARKS DIVISION
 

No. Name 	 Province Year Established Area(ha)
 

1. Nantok Ngao Ranong 	 1960 293
 

2. Namtok Ton Sai Phuket 	 1960 96 

3. Naintok Horiphat Songkhla 1962 1,750 

4. Namtok Yong Nakhon Si Thammarat 1967 1,600
 

5. Namtok Huai Yang, Prachuap Khiri Khan 1972 944 

6. Kosam Phi Maha Sarakham 1976 20 

7. Naintok Na Muang Surat Thnni 1977 1.6 

8. Namtok Phaeng Surat Thani 1977 2,400 

9. Namtok Pha Sua Mao Hong Son 1980 400 

10. 	 Namtok Chain Pa- Phayao 1980 192 

Thong 

11. 	 Namtok Pu Kaeng Chiang Rai 1980 1,600 

12. 	 Phu Mu Nakhon Phanom 1980 400 

13. 	 Chi Lonf Maha Sarakham 1980 19 

114. 	 Namtok Jed Sao- Nakhon Ratchasima 1980 80 

Noi
 

15. 	 Pha Kiet flak Phayao 1980 160
 

16. 	 Namtok Phu Sang Phayao 1980 192
 

17. 	 Tham Narn Lot Mae Hong Son 1980 1,000
 

18. 	 Phra Thaen Dong- Kanchanaburi 1982 1,520
 

Rang 

19. 	 Tham Mae Usu Tak 1982 3,100
 

317
20. 	 Pranburi Prachuap Khiri Khan 1982 


21. 	 Hual Mae Takrai Chiang Mat 1982 23,610
 

22. 	 Khao Laem Sing Chanthaburi 1983 1,520
 

Source : NPD, RFD (1986)
 



28
 

TABLE 5 
 FOREST PARKS UNDER REGIONAL FOREST OFFICES
 

No. Name 
 Province Year Established Areas(ha)
 

1. Namtok Sai Khao Pattani 
 1954 300
 
2. Narntok Ka Po Chumphon 1958 96
 
3. Namtok Than To Yala 1960 160
 
4. Ob Luang Chiang Mai 1966 6,500
 
5. Bo Nam Ron Fang Chiang Mai 1969 3,101
 
6. Ton Sak Yai Uttaradit 
 1969 200
 
7. Mon Phraya Chae Lampang 1969 192
 
8. Pa Klang Ao Prachuap Khiri Khan 1974 
 192
 
9. Tham Pha Phuang Khon Kaen 1974 
 500
 

10. Namtok Chi Po Narathiwat 1976 100
 
11. Nayung-Narn Som Udon Thanl 1976 
 2,098
 
12. Tham Pha Thai Lampang 1978 372
 
13. Wang Kaeo Lampang 1978 
 900
 
14. Namtck Khun Korn Chiang Ral 1980 160 
15. Narntok Pong- Chiang Rai 1980 540
 

Phrabat
 
16. Sa Nang Manora Phangnga 1980 29
 
17. Khao Kradonf Buri Ram 
 1983 1,280
 
18. Pong Duat Chiang Mai 
 1983 1,600
 
19. Namtok Pong Pong Pattani 1984 248
 
20. Namtok Raman Phangnga 1983 20
 
21. Namtok Prasart- Pattani 
 1984 400
 

Nang Porn Hom 

Source : NPD, RFD (1986)
 



29
 

TABIE6 FOREST PARKS UNDER PROVINCIAL FOREST OFFICES
 

No. Name Province Year Established Area (ha) 

1. Than Pla Mae Hong Son 1978 50 

2. Tham Pha Tup Nan 1q78 93 

3. Phae Mang Phi Phrne 1981 80 

4. Pa Nong hiua Khu Surin 1982 1,000 

5. Ba luang Khon Kaen 1983 192 

6. Phu Phra Kalasin 1983 10,3811 

7. Phanom Sawai Surin 19811 2,903 

Source : NPD, RFD (1986) 
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TABLE 7 FOREST PARKS ALLOWED TO OPERATE BUT LACKjNG BUDGET AILLOCATION 

No. NaIme Province Area (ha) 

1. Hlat Pak Khlong Phangnga 110 

2. Khao Pong 
 Saraburi 
 96
 

3. Phu Khao Kam Pan Yala 112 

If. Namtck Na Bon 
 Nakhon Si Thamrinrat 1,600 

5. Wang Sam Mo 
 Udon Thani 3,000
 
6. Don Chao Pu U1bon Ratchathani 
 416 
7. Namtok Phra Mai Phai !orckl,1] 8,412 

8. Nqmtok Tat Thong Kalasin 5,500 

9. Pa 
Pung Si Long Mnha Sarakham 27
 

10. Mon llin Lai Chiang Mai 10,500 

11. Phu Rang Ka 
 Nakhon Phanom 7,0115
 

12. Phu Phra Bat Pua Bok Udon Thanl 7,500 

13. Pht Lat Chao Fa Udon Thani 11,500
 

14. Namtok Than Ngam 
 Udon Thani 12,500
 

15. Phu Pha Lek Sakhon Nakhon 4,800 

16. Namtok Kham Cha-I 
 Mukdahan 
 73 
17. Phu Muang Suphan Burl 276
 
18. Thale Song Hong Trang 1,000
 

19. Tham Lom - Tham Wang Sukhothai 1,800
 

20. 
 Ang Manora Kalasin 
 200
 

21. Tham Phu Nok 
 Mukdahan 
 1,020
 

22. Pa lin Ngam Chalyaphum 
 1,000
 

Source : NPD, RFD (1986)
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Under the Fifth Plan, RID was directed to Increase the total 

coverage of wildlife sanctuaries to 20,'180 sq kin. They have actually 

exceeded this, and presently administer 28 sanctuaries totaling 21,638 

sq km or 4.22 percent of the country (Table 8). A further five areas of 

nearly 2,000 sq km have been proposed for Inclusion as new sanctunries 

(Table 9). 

Existing wildliffe sanctuaries are spread throughout the country 

(Table 10). Of the five proposed sanctuaries, two are in the south (1,197 

sq kin) and one each in the north (160 sq kin), 'entral (1511 sq kin) and 

northeast (1100 sq kin) regions. The locations of existing and proposed 

wildlife sanctuaries are presented in Figure 1. 

There presently are I11 non-hunting areas covering a total of 

2,958 sq km (Table 11). Most are located in the southern and central/eas­

tern regions (Table 12 and Figure 1).
 

3.1.3 Other Protected Areas
 

3.1.3.1 Forest Reserves
 

Government policy establishing forest reserves was first
 

enacted in 1916, and enabling legislation was promulgated in 1938.
 

However, this legislation proved complicated and unwieldy; from 1938 to
 

19511 only seven forests, covering 1135 sq kin, were included in the forest
 

reservc system. To expedite inclusion of more forests the legislation
 

was amended in 19511 and, by 1965, the number of forest reserves increased
 

to 194, covering ca. 30,9311 sq km.
 

In 19611, during the First Five-Year Development Plan (1962-66),
 

the legislation was again revised. According to the First Plan the
 

country was divided into two categories, each allotted approximately
 

half of Thilland's land area. One category included land for agriculture,
 

human habitation, public use and other miscellaneous uses. The second
 



-b - 1arhical 
-- ovince 

Fores-t 
Type 

-

-z 

-- ---

26 ay-cn 

5,55 

!A cc)_,O 

. :ixed deciduous 

z.5:'loist evergreen 

7 56,000 -. 0 -ry evergreen 

- se. 72 7h,502 L.Y5 • oist evergreen 

- H-- ---­

- --r 

e -or2 Son 

~i,-k 7i772 

13 Dec. 72 

257,161 

119,Loo h.10. 

:xed deciduous 
Dry dipterocarp 

i ever-reen 

9-m 

--

Sag 

- -h 

MOM-Buri 

Surat Thani 

-k DL Aor.L 

.Tu. -7 

Dec. 74 

320,002 

14 ,470 

11, 

:,.5.1 

.5. 

:!ixed deciduous 

Dry ever.=-=on 

Mixed deciduous 

:,'ixed deci uous 
Dry dit erca'o 
0 -.Moist evergreen 

-O -Phu11-

--

Loei 

-aDcn~ a 

Dec. 

- '-=y 

TL 

7iD 

54,7-99 

18,650 

4.10.-. 

i.!0. 

evergreen 

M:ixed deciduous 



TABLE 8 (con't) 

iewhich :!-e cf:" 
2/ 

Location / 
_rder3/ 
Dae-

L,/ 
Area-

oe mcrinnt 
Fores 

/ 

Established Sanctuar- (Province) Established (ha) -rovnce !rce 

12 .Thao that -rar-, - Sert. . 

S at un 

13 Yoa Dor Lcr Rachathani 1l Oct. Ti 20,255 l.o.I Dr- dipterocarp 

14 ao Ang Fu ai Chachoensao7 -­_ ct. 77 10,310 L.5.1 Dry everrreenW 

15 Phu -'Miang-huong Uttaradit, 31 Dec. 77 54,500 10. __ everzreen 
?hitsanulok Dry e-er.reen 

!6 Ton *-ca ChanF Sonkha, Satun jUly 78 1_ ,O - .7._ :.cis-. everzreen 

17 iaerar zzachi .ahaburi I Aug. 78 1,_3-a-, Seri-everrreer 

18 Mae Tun Tak 10 4ug. 7S 117,300 L.lO.4 Dry direrocarn 

19 Doi Chiang Dao Jnieng Mai 24 Aug. 78 52,100 L.10.4 Hill evergreen 
Dry everzreen 

20 Salawin "ae Hcng Son 24 Aug. 73 87t500 4.10.4 .ixed decidluous 
Dry dipnerocarr 

21 ;, ao Phanomrcng =.ak -i Sa vet 15 Dec. 8 31,600 .- O. M:.ed dec-iucus 
.r--erocar 
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TABLE 8 (con't) 

2'4 
 Doi Pha Chanz 
 Thaya, Nan 
 31 Dec. :0
 
C-
 Chiang %.i 
 19 Aug. 03 

26 Doi Luangz Phrae 1 Oct. 3 ,70 
27 -2nao Sanam =hrianE Kanphaen Phet 1 :ee. 35 10 

28 ',!ae Yuarn Fang -Thwa M.Iae Hong Son i . 9,2 

Note *ay and month established is uncertain. 

Source: 2/,2 3//, 4/ WCD, MrD (1986). 

6, -UCT A985). 
5/ "Questicnnarie on Assessment of National Parks and Sanctuaries 

,1986); "Directory of -ndomalavan Protected Areas: -haiand, 

'/../ame o:--7in w:'e 2af- Locafcin- Date- 6/Are -Estabi shed a
hVInced (ha) raphica Forest 

;rovince -y-pe 
Doi Pha Mu7ng un, pa . :an -23?n onz Phraya :?-abi 12 ;ov. 0 ,53Z.7. .q s erg~2r~ar- ee 

Ia 
 s ever reen 

.... ever-teer 
.00.L dxed dcciducus 

D- :ipterocar_ 

.1. Mixed ecduous 

.i Mixed -:-iduous 

. ,ixed decidious 

Development in Thailand" 
IUC" (1985). 



TABLE 	 9 A'REAS FE::D:UG APPROVAL A-S *.j1'IMYS SANiCTUaMES 

2/ 3 _i e-_'rhic­

Locatilca-n- Area-- Z.io~rat_ cI eak 
-	 (province) (ha) Province Remarks
 

Uphan 	 1._0.4 

2. 	 Sar Lan-.cka Len Buri 15,400 L.5.5 There is as vet no 

3. 	 Sadet :iai V-romaluang Chumnhon 61,300 4.5.1 informanion Cn 

Chiumnhon Park Iorest nynes for 

4. 	 Pa Hia - ?a Bala Narathiwat, Yala 58,400 4.7.1 any proposed 

5. 	 Huai Sala Si -a Ket 40,000 4.10.4 sanctuar 

Source: 	 !/, 2/, 3/ WCD, RFD (1986). 

4/ !UCN (1985) 



TABLE 10 "UR A'- TOTAL AREA OF WILDLIFE SAj5CTTAPIES BY REGION. 

S o 2/ Wildlife 
Region Area Area 

(ha) (ha) nctuaries rneaTota!Area 

(ha) 

North i6,962,i28.96 8,L12,600 1! 722,590 

Central 6 ,T9,260.;2 1,722,800 5 868,249.98 

East 3,650,229.92 799,023.84 3 99,782 

Northeast 16,885,133.92 2,422,400 4 155,304 

South 7,071,518.88 1,548,500 5 317,924.99 

51,311,501.6 
 14,905,323.84 
 28 2,163,850.97
 

Source: 1/, 2/ 
Forest Management Division, RFD (1985).
 

3/ WCD, RFD (1986).
 

/Sanctuearies 

Percentage 
Percentage
o of o

f 
Fegional Area Regional Forest 

4.26 
 3.59
 

11.88 
 50.4
 

2.73 
 12.49
 

0.92 
 6.41
 

4,49 
 20.53
 

http:2,163,850.97
http:14,905,323.84


TABLE 11 LIST OF EXISTIN.G NON-hU74TING AREAS 

Order in which 
Established 

"e °i 
?7on-Hunting Area 

Location=i 

(rovince) 
Date- / 

Established 
Area--

(ha) 
BiC.ecra-.ical 

Province 

Thale Toi :,akhnon Si Thanmarat, 
Fhatt a1nz-, Sonrkhla 

29 Apr. 75 '5,700 .7.1 

2 Bung 3oraphet :akhon Sawan 15 Jul. 75 21,230 4.5.1 

3 Pa £ hru Narathiwat 11 Nov. 75 16,000 4.7.1 

4 "ong Thung -hong Surat Thani 2 Dec. 75 2,956 4.7.1 
5 Wat Tan En Phra Nakhon Si 8 Mar. 76 16 4.5.1 

Ayutthaya 
Ang 1Ke- Nam Chon Buri 8 Mar. 76 1,856 4.5.1 
Bang Phra 

Tham Lawa-Tham 7anchanaburi 8 Mar. 76 4,150 4.5.1 
Daoadu ng 

8 Doi Suthep Special Chiang Mai 8 Mar. 76 1,750 4.10.4 
Forest Reserve 

9 Thale Sap Songkhla, Phatthalung 8 Mar. 76 36,467 L.7.1 
10 Kiao Tha Phet Surat Thani 26 Jul. 77 463 4.7.1 
11 "Wat Ratsattha Samut Sakhon 13 Sep. 77 8 4.5.1 

Krayaranm 



TABLE 11 (ccn't) 

Order in which 
=stablished 


12 


13 


14 

15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


l/  
:lame 


No ­s on-iunting Area 

Wat Phai Lom -

Wat Amrhuwararam 

Sung -Kroeng 

Kawia--:on , I Sap 

- Ko Libang 

Khao Nam Phrai 

i-hao Phra Thaeo 

Nong Plak Phraya ­

?2iac Faya Eang Sa 
Ang Kep Nam Huai 


Chorakhe "ak
 
Ang Kep Man Sanam 


Bin 


Ang Kep Wam Huai 

Talat 


2/ 

Loctio(province) 


Phathum -nani 

Kanchanaburi 


Trang 

Trang 


Phuket 


Saturn 


Buri Ram 


Buri Ra 


Buri Ram
 

D/
 

Date-Established 

29 Au. 78 

1 Jan. 79 

27 Mar. 79 

27 Nov. 79 

8 Jul. 80 

22 Jul. 80 

22 Jul. 80 


22 Jul. 80 


7 Oct. 8o 


Area-
(ha) 


15
 

12 


51,200
 

44,750 


2,080 


2,228 


2,043 


620 


5
571 


709 


-nlgczahcj
Province
 

4.5.1
 

4.1!.L
 

4.7.1
 

4.7.1
 

4.5.!
 

1
 

4.10.4
 

4.10.4
 

4.10.4
 



TABLE 11 (ccn't) 

Order in which 
Established 

Ia-e of-
:on-Hunting 

oame 

Area 

2-! 2/3/ 

Location-L/ 

(province) 
Date-

Established 

4 

Area L 

(ha) 
z2igeogr arhiCal 

Province 

21 ::ong .aeng Chaiaraphum 7 Oct. 0C.10.4 17 

22 :,-1ao .rad:ic.c 3uri a 4 :ov. 80 232 L.10.4 

23 Tham 
'-nao 

akhanz -
zhra .;on 

Ratchaburi 15 Mar. 32 17 4.5.1 

24 Than ?2nez ,2iao -

:Thao Chonc Phran -
Wat Thnao Chong 
Phra. 

Ratchaburi 15 Mar. 82 12 4.5.1 

25 
26 

Pa -rat 
Buig IeQong Long 

Songkhla 
Nong KThai 

9 
29 

Nov. 
Dec. 

82 
82 

412 
1,094 

4.7.1 
4.10.4 

27 Bung Chawak Chai at, Suphan Buri 29 Mar. 83 320 4.5.1 

28 Tham Pha Tha Phon Phitsanulok 26 Jul. 83 284 4.10.4 

29 ;Taao Yai-a.ao Na 
Pha Tang-Khao 
Taphrom 

Uttaradit 8 Mar. 84 2,400 4.10.4 

30 2ilong Lam Chart Trang 8 Mar. 84 5,400 4.7.1 



TABLE 11 (con't) 

Order in which 'Irne of=/ 

EtbihdLocation-Established {on-nunting Area 
2/ 

(province) 
ae// 

3/t4/Established (ha) 

... e . 

Province 

31 Pa Rsang :<ai Fattani 8 Mar. 84 25 -. 7.1 
Pa Len 

Phana 

P-

_-7:a Len 

Masipon Si Thamarat 8 Mar. 84 5,673 4.5.1 

Ko Thai - Pa Laem 
Ta Lun Phuk 

33 Mae Lao - Mae Sae Chiang Mai 16 Oct. 84 24,500 -.10.4 
34 

35 

36 

Nong 

Khao 

iaao 

Hua ";au 

Chi On 

Pa Chang -

Urbon Ratchathani 

Chon Buri 

Songkhla 

1 Mar. 

12 Mar. 

21 May 

85 

85 

854.. 

11 

368 

4.10.4 

4.5.1 

37 
Laem Kham 
Thale Sap Nong 

Bong Khai 

Chiang Rai 6 Jun. 85 

23,500 

434 

4.7.1 

4.10.4 

38 

39 

Nong Nam Khao 

Phru Khang Khao 

Phitsanulok 

Songkhjla 

* 1986 

* 1986 

58 

61 

4.10.4 

4.7.1 



TABLE 11 (con't) 

1/2/ 3/ 4/
Order in which Name ofz- LocatioxI Dat Area7- Biogeographical 
Established Non-Hunting Area (province) Established (ha) Province
 

4o Khao Fao Phetchabun * 1986 1,152 4.10.­

41 Khao Prathap Chang Ratchaburi * 1986 203 4.5.1 

Note: * Day and month established is uncertain. 

Source: !/, 2/, 3/, 4/ WCD, =FD (1986). 

5/ IUCN 1985). 



TABLE 12 


Region 


North 


Central 


East 


Northeast 


South 


Sources: 


NUMBER AND TOTAL AREA OF NON-hUNTING AREAS BY REGION.
 

/Regional-' /'Non-hunting
Forest- / Areas/ 

Area 
(ha) 

Area 
(ha) 

Number 
of 

Total 
Area 

Percentage 
of 

reas (ha) Regional Area 

16,964,428.96 8,412,600 
 8 51,858 0.31 


6,739,369.92 1,722,800 9 
 55,938 0.83 


3,650,249.92 799,023.84 2 
 2,224 0.06 


16,885,433.92 2,422,400 
 7 3,254 0.02 


7,071,518.88 1,548,500 
 15 187,757.98 2.66 


51,311,501.6 14,905,323.84 
 41 301,031.98 ­

1/, 2/ Forest Management Division, RFD (1985).
 

3/ WCD, RFD (1986).
 

Percentage
 
of
 

Regional Forest
 

0.62
 

3.25
 

0.28
 

0.13
 

12.13
 

http:301,031.98
http:14,905,323.84
http:187,757.98
http:7,071,518.88
http:16,885,433.92
http:799,023.84
http:3,650,249.92
http:6,739,369.92
http:16,964,428.96
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category included permanent forest land (i.e. land to be included as
 

forest reserves) totaling ca. 160 million rai. But as of 1964 only
 

12.35 percent of the target for forest reserves had been reached.
 

in 1981 the National Rural Development Committee,chaired by the
 

Prime Minister, recommended a policy whereby villagers already settled
 

in existing forest. reserves would be granted permission to stay on the 

land without receiving land tenure. This policy was adopted in a Cabinet 

directive of' 22 Juno 1982, and RFD was subsequently ordered to inventory 

all of the country's remaining forests and include them in the forest 

reserve system by 1985. The number and coverage of forest reserves as of 

July 1986 are presented as Table 13.
 

3.1.3.2 Botanical Gardens and Arboretums
 

These are under administration of RFD's Silviculture Division 

and serve dual functions as sites for plant collections and as recrea­

tional areas for the general public. The two designations differ primari­

ly in that. botanical gardens are a repository for both native and exotic 

species while arboretums hold rare and economically useful plants native 

to the region in which the arboretum is located. Thailand has five
 

jotanical gardens totaling 10 sq km (Table 14) and 42 arboretums total­

ing 32.5 sq km (Table 15).
 

3.1.3.3 Biosphere Reserves
 

Presently there are three biosphere reserves in Thailand.
 

Locations, dates of establishment and other details are presented as
 

Table 16.
 



TABLE 13 TTAL AREA OF EXISTING AND PENDING FORESIT PESE.VES BY 

REGION AS OF 3 ,tLY 1986. 

Exitinr Forest oeserven Pending Forest lieserve, 
Repi or No. of No. of 

Fores t, Ar Fores t A 

North 220 9, 12" ,8(6 111 923,214 

Cent ra 1 162 1,650, 165 8 151,21h 

Northeast 33h 5,358,238 34 935,286 

South b161. 2,703,073 17 159,020 

Total I ,]77 22,039,352 73 2,168,73), 

Source: NF4D, )FD(1986), 
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TABLE 1It i.,lG OF BOTANICAL GARDI.NS 

No. Name Provice Area (ha) 

1 

2 

3 

14 

5 

Northern Region 

Botanical Garden (Mae Sa) 

Central Begirn Botanical 

Garden (Pu Kae) 

Eastern Pefion Botanical 

Garden (Kan BIin "oi) 

Western Region Botanical 

Garden (Blhudha Monthor) 

Southern Region Botanical 

Garden (Nlhto Cliong) 

Chiang Mai 

Saraburi 

Chachoengsao 

Nakhon Pathom 

Trang 

320 

296 

6h 

160 

160 

Source: Silviculture Divinion, RFD (1986). 



FABUT15 LIST 01. AF'OPETWASU 

No. Name Prov ince Area (ha) 

Northern Rel; on 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Iluai Ch,.Inphu 

llua! Kaeo 

Cho line 

Snku Notlhaynn 

Munng Kno 

Hul Sni hno 

Pong Sali 

Hlual Thak 

falni Rong 

Phra Thatu Chae 

Pha Mung 

S;ap Choupha 

Pong Khae 

HIuni Nun Un 

Mae Surin 

liaeng 

Mae Ihnp S nu 
Chiang Mai 

Phrne 

Pid tsanulok 

"ukothal 

Plhre 

Chfaig Rai 

Lamxpnng 

Phrae 

Nan 

Phe tchubun 

Phetchabmu 

Mae Hong Son 

Nan 

Mae Hong Son 

192 

8 

8 

160 

16 

48 

100 

8 

15.2 

11.5 

192 

24 

160 

100 

160 

Northeas,ern }jj 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Phru Yai 

Khao Chakan 

Ubon Wanarom 

Phutha Monthon 

Phon Sal 

Don hua Nak 

Dong Bak! 

Nakhon Ratchaslma 

Prachin Burl 

Irbon Ra Lchathin 

Maha Sarnkham 

Roi Et 

Rol Et 

Mukdahan 

24 

48 

4 

144. 3 

16 

32 

16 
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TABLE 15 (can't) 

No. Name Province Area (ha) 

8 Wan[ Po Phon Nakhon Phanom /0
 

9 l)ong Fa lion llbon Patchathani 560
 

10 Tha Song Khon Maha 8arakham 1.6
 

Central & Eastern Region 

I Khai Bang Rachan Sing Burl 9.6 
2 Don Chedi Suphan Burl 8 

3 Tham Chomphon Ratchaburi 8 

4 Huai Yang Prachuap Khir. Khan 8 

5 Muak Lek Saraburi 16 

6 Phe Rayong 100 

7 Kanchana Kinnan Phichi t 32 

8 Khu Muang Sing Buri 80 

9 Somdet Phra Bin Klao Chaclioengsao 32 

1.0 Nong Sancm Rayong 48.5 

I.l Wang Kan Luang Lop Buri 300
 

12 Kamphaeng Saen Nakhon Patham 80
 

13 Cha-am Pethehaburi 100
 

Southern Region 

1 Than Bokkharani Krabi 80 

2 Rak Sawarin Ranong 80
 

3 Tham Khao Nui Songkhla 1.6 

4 Phutthathong Surat Thani 160 

Source Silviculture Division, RFD (1986).
 



TABLE 16 LiS: --7 =7OSPH:__REESERVEC 

No. Name ?rovince Date Established Area ha) Biogegrapnicap ovince Forest TypeFoetTp 

1 Sakaerat Nakhon Ratchasima 1976 7,200.00 4.10.!4-y evergreen 

2 Huai Thak Lmpang 1977 4,700.00 4.10.4 

:--y dipterocra 

Dry dinterocrap 

Mixed deciduou s 

3 Mae Sa 

K~ok Ma 

- Chiang Mjai 1977 14,200.00 4.10.4 

DTy evergreen 

Dry dioterocraD 
MIixed deciduous 
P ine 

Source : "Directory of Indmalayan Protected Areas Thailand" IUCN, 1985 
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3.2 Trends in Utilization of Protected Areas
 

3.2.1 Protection or the Environmen" and Living ROe!ources 

A major objective For hoth WCD and NPD is protection of the 
natural r-rivironment, which i.- accoromplished mainly through law enforcement. 
The two d(vi 2 ions have traditionally responded to increased illegal 
exploitation of pr'otected areas by augmrnting the number of guards and 
,'unrd stations. 

All proto t.ion operation[; nt. individual parks arnd sanctuaries 
are 
directnd by a law enforcement section under authority of the superin­
tendent. The sec Lions are in turn supported by the law enforcement (in 
WCD) and n-it.irril pivk maingerent (in NPD) sob ivi,inn1 in Bangkok 
lllIderof tirn:ite, rervinio of' the division director (nee 3.3). Ilnaddi­

t.ioi, I 


re.3pon.0riblo , r' orforcciig pri.ectedr 


pol ieo i : I( lrr'oiioa:1 f'orest officerrs are nominally 

areas legislation, thoogh this is 
, 

r her' i r lrlori iI f ';at iee.
 

(Tuar'd: anid their immedialessupervisors are prima rily 
responsi­
ble for carrying oret. 
law onf'orcement directives. Generally speaking, 
patt ol are not. run on reg,ular schedules nor are patrolling routes
 
entablished, 
 though there are exceptions. Rather, guards tend to patrol 
most often fol lowing reporti,- nf" poaching/encroachment in A specific area. 

(For further discuss ion nee 11.3) 

Conservation 
education also plays a role in protection of 
Thailand's parks and sanctuaries, particularly when directed at nearby
 
villagers. Khao 
Yai N.P. has established an "out-reach" 
program to
 
educate rural people about the importance of protected area conservation, 
and WCD has established Nature Education Centers. In addition, Wildlife 
Fund Thailand has received WWF (Tnternational) support for a mobile infor­
mation unit. 
But on the whole,conservation education has thus 
far played 
a minor role in protection strategy. 

http:re.3pon.0r
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Another WCD nactivity which is not normally roe-rdod an in the 
realm of protection, but which has been established for this purpose, is 
wildlife breeding in captivity. With FAO assistance, WCD has established 
a captive breeding program Khao Dno.at Sol They hope to show that captive 
breeding of native wildlife can be an economically viable operation in 
Thailand and thus reduce hunting preure in protected areas by encouraging 

private agencies to meet the market demand for venison and other wildlife 
products. WCD is also pushing for amendment of WARPA to allow marketing 
of captive bred native species.
 

WCD also administers CITES, deals
but only with fauna; the
 
export of plant species listed under CITES is regulated by th Department
 
of Agriculture. The Foreign Relations 
sub-division within 
WCD was created
 
in 1984 specifically to 
review export permi: requests and is assisted by
 
the Law Enforcement 
and Technical sub-divisions. 
 Although Thailand's
 
accession to CITES has undoubtedly resulted in a reduction of exports of
 
endangered species 
from Thailand, a deficiency in manpower 
and training
 
(i.e.species identif'ication) allows considerable illegal trade 
to continue.
 
Of equal concern, Thai law does not prohibit import o. in-country trade 
of CITES-listed species. As a result, species listed iii the CITES Appen ­
dices are openly rold in Bangkok and other cities; 
WCD is powerless to
 
halt such trade.
 

Some attention iias 
recently been given to encouraging rural deve­
lopment in vi 1lages nnar parks and sanctuaries. The idea is to address ru­
ral poverty as one major reasorn for illegal use of protected areas and to en­
courage programs that will make significant progress in relieving poverty,
 
thus negating the villagers' need to exploit protected area resources. This 
approach is still 
in infancy, but two notable programs have been established,
 
one at Phu Khieo W.S. and one at 
Khao Yai N.P. These are discussed further
 

in 14.7 .
 



3.2.2 Research and Education
 

No statistics are available on the 
volume of use protected
 

areas receive from researchers. However, it is evident 
that national
 

parks, wildlife sanctuaries and non-hunting areas are attracting increa­

sing numbers of scientists and students representing a wide range of
 

disciplines. Universities, colleges and research agencies, both in
 
Thailand and from abroad, rely 
on protected areas to gather important
 

information that cannot be readily found 
elsewhere. Approximately 20
 

Thai protected areas have served as 
sites for major research efforts,
 
some of which could have tangible, near-term impacts on Thailand's
 

socioeconomic development. Research has included the fields of medicine,
 

socioeconomics, ecology, biology, culture and others.
 

Within recent years worldwide interest has begun to focus 
on
 

the pressing need to expand research efforts 
in the tropics and subtro­

pics, especially in areas with minimal human disturbance. Therefore,
 

Thailand's protected 
areas can be expected to attract increasingly more
 

research programs with national and international implications.
 

Unfortunately NPD and WCD have expended relatively little
 

effort 
to encourage and/or coordinate research activities; the National
 

Park Act, in fact, regards many types of otherwise legitimate research 
activities as harmful f- park objectives. There are indications that 
the two divisions may be attempting to correct this situation. For
 

instance, WCD has requested international assistance to establish a
 

research and training center at. Huai Kha Khaeng W.S., 
and Khao Yai N.P.
 

has requested government permission to place a research officer at the
 

park to coordinate research projects.
 

Use of protected areas as educational sites has also been
 

increasing. Nearly all parks with convenient access are used by univer-.
 
sities and schoolj for educational purposes. NGOs offer educational-cum­

recreational excursions to parks, sanctuaries, and non-hunting areas.
 

Parado;:tcally, virtually 
no protected area offers adequate educational
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programs 
to meet 
this demand. 
 A few partial exceptions are WCD's

Nature Education Centers and handful
a 
 of national parks, but 
even
 
these fall 
short of reaching their 
potentials. 
 There appears to be a

growing concern 
by park visitors about 
 the paucity of educational
 
programs, and this concern 
will assuredly grow as tourism increases.
 

3.2.3 Recreation and Tourism
 

Table 17 and Figure 2 display the volume of 
visitation 
to
 
national 
parks and forest parks 
during a ten-year period, 1976-85.
 
Visitation to national parka; has 
increased substantially 
over the past

decade, from 
1.09 million in 1976 
to 14.05 million in 1985 
for a jump of
 
nearly 400 percent. This increase has not 
been gradual. The number of
 
visits actually decreased by percent
seven 
 in 1980 compared with the
 
previous year and again by 
five percent in 1984, 
while large increases
 
were recorded in 1978 
(27 percent), 1979 
(20 percent), 
1981 (21 percent),

and 1982 (33 percent). 
 The major reasons for this 
recorded uneven
 
growth are: 
 (i) lack of systematic data collection 
among parks; (ii)

failure of parks
some to report visitation 
for certain months, 
or in
 
some cases, the entire year; 
(iii) 
varying economic conditions such as
 
high or 
low fuel prices, cost of living, etc.; 
and 
(iv) sudden increases
 
in the number of parks and subsequent tourism development.
 

Non-hunting areas do 
not keep statistics on visitation although

many do receive 
a substantial 
number 
of visitors, particularly local
 
people, due to non-hunting areas' locations near 
population centers.
 

As mentioned1 previously, general 
 visitation 
 to wildlife
 
sanctuaries is proscribed by 
WARPA. In practice, however, 
some visits
 
are allowed 
under close supervision of sanctuary 
personnel, though

these 
are very limited in comparison with 
parks and non-hunting areas.
 
Nonetheless, there has been an 
increasing demand 
by the public for
 
expanded recreational 
and tourism 
use because of numerous natural
 
attractions found at 
many sanctuaries.
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TABLE 17 	 VISITOR STATISTICS FOR NATIONAL PARKS AND FOREST PARKS, 

1976-1985 1 

Year National Pnrks Forest Parks 

1976 1,082,063
 

1977 1,229,430 

1978 1,689,578
 

1979 2,120,299
 

1980 1,982,082 ­

1981 2,494,831 727,456 

1982 3,723,694 1,260,934 

1983 4,199,788 1,551,496 

1984 3,979,494 1,268,542 

1985 4,050,313 1,130,414 

Note * 	Actual visit,ntJon figures are higher than givren due to 

incomplete comilation by certain parks. 

Source 	 NPD, RFD (1986) 
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0 

5 National Parks 

° 'Forest Parkso (11%) (-5%) (2%) 
H 4 

( ) Percent increase /decrease 
to 3 from previous year
 

(21%)
 
0 (20%) (-7%) [


2 ) (27%)( 
 S 

(12%) or 

0 .0 _ 

10 4 
20 ) (8%) (-7 (13 ,. 

20 

(30%) 

0 

0 

z 40 
(43%) 

(4%) (2%)
 

L7 - Year
1976 1c77 1978 1979 1680 1981 1982 1983 198/, 1985 

FIGURE 2: VISITOR STATISTICS FOR NATIONAL PARKS AND FOREST PARKS 

COMPARED TO INCREASES IN THE NUMBER OF PARKS, 1976-1985 
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Tourist profiles and use patterns have not been adequately
 

studied, but there have been on-site surveys at three popular parks:
 

Khao Yai (Chompradit and Chettamart, 1985), Phu Kradung (Prompitak arid
 

Chettamart, 1985) and Doi Suthep-Pui (Wirularat, 1983). A strong
 

pattern has emerged from these studies. The average park visitor is
 

equally likely to be male or female; is young and unmarried; is either
 

a student, a civil servant or engaged in business; has a level of
 

schooling higher than the national average; and resides in a large
 

community or city. About half of those surveyed were Bangkok residents.
 

Most visitors come in large groups of 10 or more and tend to travel in
 

"friendsHip groups" or in mixed "friend/family groups" and participate
 

in park atlvities as a group, not individually. Park activities that
 

are most popular Include visiting view points and other areas of aesthe­

tic beauty, forest hiking and camping. More on-site surveys will be
 

needed before firm conclusions can be drawn from these initial studies,
 

arid there will undoubtedly be some variation among parks depending on
 

their respective attractions, visitor service development and overall
 

level of park management.
 

Provision for recreation and tourism at Thailand's protected
 

areas (except wildlife sanctuaries) has been an important consideration
 

since the system was established. The increase In tourism is expected
 

to continue at a significant rate and will be fueled by growth of large
 

communities and cities; industrial development; improved communication
 

routes; and expansion of tourist facilities at protected areas. The
 

Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) has recognized the important role
 

protected areas will play in development of Thailand's tourism industry.
 

TAT recently budgeted 14.95 million baht to assist NPD in improving the
 

recreation and tourism infrastructure of selected parks.
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3.2.4 Other Uses
 

3.2.4.1 Legal Uses
 

Besides uses traditionally associaLed with parks and sanctua­
ries such as those already discussed, Thailand's protected areas 
are
 
utilized in a variety of other ways. 
 Because of their unique legislative
 
status, non-hunting areas allow such economic activities as freshwater 
fishing and timber extraction. Many national parks contain autonomous 
or semi-autonomous- institutions within their boundaries. For instance, 
Doi Suthep-Pui N.P. contains several government offices, a royal palace, 
a large temple, over 50 shops and private living quarters, and two
 
hill-tribe villages. 
 Reservoirs and military installations are located
 

in sanctuaries and parks.
 

The demand on parks and sanctuaries for uses unrelated to
 
protected area objectives has been growing during 
the past few years.
 
This trend is expected 
to continue as indicated by the increasing
 
volume of requests presented to RFD by outside agencies.
 

3.2.4.2 Illegal Uses
 

Illegal uses occur throughout the protected areas system; the
 
question is one of degree, of presence
not or absence. There is scant
 
information concerning the level 
of illegal exploitation from encroach­
ment, logging, hunting and forth.
so The number of reported arrests
 
and convictions is of limited value because the numbers that go unreported
 
are undoubtedly higher by several orders 
of magnitude. Data collection
 
to indicate resources deterioration would be of much greater value, but
 
this information is lacking.
 

There seems to be general agreement among professionals that
 
illegal exploitation of natural resources has increased during the past
 
25 years, though the majority of protected area lands remain relatively
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intact due to law enforcement efforts. However, it is thought 
that
 
several 
important protected areas are facing serious deterioration or
 
loss 
of resources due to illegal exploitation, and this pressure is
 
certain to increase. Thailand's population is projected to reach 75 
million by the year 2000 compared to the present 52 million. This will 
spur greater pressures on protected areas even as the present and 
coming generations are filled with the increasing material expectations 
that Thai land's emerging ndustrialization will hring. 

People who benefit from illegal use of protected areas repre­
sent the entire social spectrum and include wealthy businessmen, politi­
cians and government officials 
as well as hilltribes, landless Thais
 
and local villagers. 
 Illegal activities are often a collaborative
 
effort 
among rich and poor, such as a business executive paying a
 
villager to collect orchids timber.
or But poor villagers who live in
 
the v.Lcinity of protected areas, landless 
Thais and hilltribes may be
 
responsible for a large (perhaps 
the Largest) proportion of illegal
 
activities because of economic necessity and 
lack of alternative income
 

sources. 

3 .2.5 
 Benefits from Protected Areas
 

The benefits gained by 
Thailand through conservation of pro­
tected areas are considerable. IUCN (1985) 
 has prepared a list of
 
benefits that protected areas can provide. 
 This list is fully applicable
 
to the situation in Thailand.
 

1) Natural balance of the environment
 

2) Stabilization of hydrological functions
 

3) Protection of soils
 

4) Stability of climate
 

5) Protection of genetic resources
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6) Preservation of breeding stocks and population reservoirs
 

7) Conservation of renewable harvestable resources
 

8) Promotion of tourism
 

9) Creation of employment opportunities
 

10) Provision of research facilities
 

11) Provision of' educational facilities
 

12) Provision of recreational facilities
 

13) Maintenance of high quality living environment
 

14) Advantages of special treatment
 

15) Preservation of traditional and cultural values
 

16) Regional pride and heritage value
 

These benefits affect the people of Thailand at all social 

levels but to differing degrees and in different ways. Some of the 

benefits have already been fully realized from individual protected 

areas. Some await new policies, improved management and sufficient 

development budgets before their full impacts will be felt. Nonetheless,
 

the accumulative effects of these benefits, both actual and potential,
 

are enormous and will increase as Thailand becomes further Industrialized.
 

Very little consideration, however, has been given to evaluating these
 

benefits and determining what can be done to maximize them.
 

An emerging topic of concern is how to bring tangible benefits
 

from protected areas to villagers who live near, and who are most
 

affected by, protected areas. Two projects have recently begun to
 

address this issue. As part of a "Rural Development for Conservation"
 

pilot project at Khao Yai N.P., villagers are given good wages to serve
 

as guides nncl p,'.ters for tourists who take extended treks through the
 

park; the tourists are encouraged to make donations to the village as
 

well. This supplements a multi-faceted effort to improve village
 

living standards while enhancing park conservation (Appendix). At Phu
 

Khieo W.S. sanctuary officials are cooperating with a Royal Project to
 

more fully incorporate the development needs of surrounding villagers
 

into sanctuary management.
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3.3 
 Administration and Management
 

3.3.1 National Parks and Forest Parks
 

3.3.1.1 
 Administrative Infrastructure and Responsibilities
 

National park operatlions are overseen 
by the National Parks
 
Committee Which includes 
representatives from:
 

- Ministry of Defense
 

- Budget Rureau
 

- TAT
 

- Fisherien Department
 

- Royal Irrigation Department
 

-
Mineral Resources Department
 

- ONEB
 

-
Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University
 

- National Parks Division
 

- Local Administration
 

- Permanent Secretary, Ministry 
of Agriculture and Cooperatives 
- Land Department, 

- RFD
 

- Mr. Pong Loeng-EE (specified by name)
 

- Legal advisor
 

NPD contains neven sub-divisions with the following main
 
responsibilities (Figure 3):
 

a) Administration: administrative affairs
 

b) Technical: () survey and study terrestrial 
and marine
 
ecosystems; 
 (ii) survey and study historical sites; (iii) study
environmental effects of park establishment; (iv) collect scientific
 
information and 
statistics.
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c) National Park Management: (i) survey and collect informa­
tion pertaining to establishment of proposed parks; (ii) law enforcement;
 

(Iii) permits for use of park lands; (iv) establish and maintain 
regulations concerning park management. 

d) Forest Park Minagement: (i) s,:rvey areas for establishment 
as forest parks; (ii) oversee regulations pertaining to forest parks; 

(iii) law enforcement.
 

e) Extension: prepare and distribute information about the 
importance or' national parks arnd forest park: to the public. 

f) Planning : establish policies and plans for national
 
parks and forest parks management and ronitor their implementation.
 

g) Construction anc Maintenance: develop construction
 
plans and construct/maintain structures national and
at parks forest 

parks.
 

The extension, planning, and construction and maintenance 
sub-divisions were recently established through 
an internal RFD directive.
 
They are not yet officially recognized by the Civil Service Board.
 

Individual national parks are headed by a superintendent who 
receives direction from the central office. National parks do not have
 
a systematic administrative infrastructure, but most have established
 

administrative sections 
(e.g. law enforcement, administration, construc­
tion and maintenance, etc.). The number of .s'ctions at each park 
depends on the number of park personnel and the amount of' work for 
which the park is responsible; none of these sections have 
received
 
official recognition. All major administrative and managerial decisions
 
for each national park are either made or approved directly by the NPD 

director.
 



National Parks Division 

Administration Techical acna ark .gt. Forest Park Lgt. 

xeso gMaintenane 

LI-IIl1 
National Parks (52) 

FIGURE 

Source 

3 .DMINISTRATIVE DIVISIcI;S w-ITHI7, _n 

NPD, RFD (1986) 

1D 
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3.3.1.2 Personnel
 

Permanent NPD personnel can 
 be divided into three major
 
groups according to educational background: (i) university graduates; 
(ii) technical school certificate holders or, equivalent; and (iii) 
lower than technical school certificate holders 
(Table 18). NPD personnel
 
who have received university diplomas number 128, tile majority of whom 
studied forestry. Of' the 128 universty graduates, one person holds a 
Ph.D., 18 hold M.Sc. degree:: and the remainder hold B.Sc. degrees. 
Three officials have participated in post-grauate degree programs in 
park management and wildlife management from abroad. Ten officials have 
received -l B.Sc. in outdoor recreation or wildlife management from 

Kasetsart University. 

Eighty-seven officials have received technical school diplomas 
or equivalent. Of Lhese, 69 are graduates of Phrac Forestry School and
 
are considered 
 forest technicians. Most of the remaining 19 officials
 
have certificates in vocational fields 
and serve in administration. 

The final category includes 539 officials, most of whom have 
not. graduated from high school. Of these, 414 are forest guards who 
have 
undergone law enforcement training given 
by NPD. The remaining
 
125 officials 
include drivers, radio operators and the like.
 

The NPD director 
is ultimately responsible for all 
division
 
activities 
and holds a C-8 civil service rank. 
 Sub-division 
chiefs
 
hold a C-7 rank except 
for ciief of the administration sub-division who
 
is C-5. Park superintendents range from C-4 to C-7. 
 Superintendents
 
with higher ranks are placed at large or important parks. Due to a 
shortage of university graduates, several park superintendents 
 are
 
forest technicians 
with previous experience serving 
at other parks.
 
Superintendents 
of forest parks are 
usually forest technicisns; some 
forest parks do not have civil servants permanently stationed 
but rely
 
on supervision from superintendents of nearby parks.
 



TABLE 18 E DUC ATIONAL BACKGROUNDS OF NPD STAFF, 1986. 

Educational Level TotalToa 
Educaiona 

No. 
Forestryoes-

Level 
Officers 

Ctherte 
e ca 

Off icars 

Staff Categories 

Forest -
Technicians nAdministration 
ehian 

2uards Workers 

Uni-versity degree 

- Ph.D. 

- M.Sc. 

- B.Sc. 

Certificates 

Phrae Forestry School 

- Cthrs 

Lower than certificate 

128 

1 

18 

109 

88 

69 

19 

539 

(13%) 

(0.1%) 

(2%) 

(11%) 

(9%) 

(7%) 

(2%) 

(56%) 

121 

-

-

69 29 

414 125 

Source: NFD, RFD (1986). 
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The number of personnel. at individual parks depends on :uch 
factors as park size, number of tourists an6 size of work load. Of' the 
62 parks (existing and proposed) which returned survey forms, there was 
reported a total of 164 civil servants and 412 permanent employees (riot 
includim civil servants) l'or a total of 576 permanent park officers. 
From these figures, the ratio of total park land to civil servants is 

51 sq km/I. 

Parks also hire daily-paid workers. isEach guard station 

allowed 10 daily-paid workers, 
 or no more than 30 stationed at headquar­
ters if the park has no guard staticns. These employees are generally 
recruited from local villages and perform law enforcement or general 
tasks such as maintenance. In 1985 there was a total of 3,243 daily-paid
 

workers throughout the park system. 

3.3.1.3 Budget
 

The Pnnual NPD bucgets for 1982-86 
received from the government
 
and NPD budget allocations are presented 
as Table 19. 
 The NPD budget
 
Increased 80 percent during, this 
period, from 70 million baht 
in 1982
 
i~o 125 million baht 
in 1986. A forty percent 
increase occurred in the
 
first year, but the incre es dropped to 14, 8 and 4 percent in 1984, 
1985 anc 1986, respectively. 
 The large increases occurred during 
the
 
period of rapid expansion of the park system. More than half the 
entire budget during these five years went to paying employees' salaries. 
The budget alloca-ed for durables, land 
and construction 
decreased
 

during this period.
 

NPL) budget allocations to individual national parks (Table 
20) has increased from 
30.5 million baht in 
1982 to 57.6 million baht 
in 1986, or nearly 90 percent. The pattern of increases paralleled
 
that of NPD's 
budget increases. But interestingly, the allocation
 
di'opped by nearly 2 million baht in 
1986 when compared with the previous 
year. Budget allocations to national parks ranged from 43 percent of 
NPD'f total budget in 1983 to 119 percent of the total in 1985 for a 



TABLE 19 -NPDBUDGET ALLOCATIONS FOR VA3IOUS 
 P~T[ITURE CATEGORTES, 1982-86
 

Fiscal Year 

(unit - baht) 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Total Budget 70,146,600 98,565,100 112,360,000 121,501,200 125,448,500 

Civil Servant & Permanent 
Worker Salaries 

_ - 19,047,100 
(17%) 

23,583,500 
(20%) 

25,055,600 
(20%) 

Seasonal Worker 
Salaries 

- 37,922,200 
(34%) 

44,962,200 
(37%) 

46,602,000 
(37%) 

Per Diem,Expendables, etc. 

Utilities, Postage, etc. 

Durables, Land & 
Construction 

-

-

-

17,611,200 

(16%) 

263,800 
(- ) 

37,294,700 
(33%) 

20,683,700 

'17%) 

263,800 
(_ ) 

31,827,000 
(26%) 

22,369,700 

(18%) 

263,800 
(-) 

30,976,400 
(25%) 

IUCN Membership Fees - 221,000 181,000 181,000 

Source: NPD, RFD (1986). 

(-S) (_) R_ () 
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five-year average of 46 percent. The baht per ha ratio 
in 1986 was
 
21.67:1, excluding salaries and durables/ construction materials.
 

National parks also derive an income 
 from entrance fees,
 
bungalow rental and fines, 
 as shown in Table 21. This income has
 
increased from 8.7 million baht in 1982 to 15.9 million 
baht in 1985 
and is used by NP[D for national park related business of various kinds. 

3.3.1.4 Status of Parks Development
 

a) Headquarters and Funrd stations 

All existing national parks have purmanent headquarters. 
Most proposed national parks and existing forest parks do not have 
permanent headquarters. Housing and other builloi.ngs for official and 
torint ure around headquarters are generally much fewer than the 
demand warnr,r ntsespecialy al. popular national parks. 

As for gpuard stations, NPD has established only one quarter 
of their stated goal for the number of guard stations in the park 
system. The same is true concerning housing for park guards. These 
deficiencies are agpravatin, the mounting problems of protecting parks
 
from encroachment and poaching. Table 22 
 presents a comparison of
 
NPD's established goals and 
 the actual numbers of headquarters and 

guard stations. 

b) Materials
 

This includes vehicles, weapons, radios, etc., used in park 
protection. The amount of materials varies from park to park depending 
on the intensity of encroachment and hunting and the park's size. 
Generally, most parks still lack adequate supplies of essential materials.
 



TABLE 20 NPD BUDGET ALLOCATIONS TO NATIONAL PARKS AS A PROPORTION OF NPD' TOTAL BUDGET, 

1982-86.
 

Unit : Baht 

Fiscal Year
 

1952 1983 198k 1955 1986
 

Total NPD Budget TO,1h6,600 98,565,100 112,360,000 121,501,200 125,4L8,500 

Budget Allocated to Parks* 30,471,690 42,366,728 53,359,850 59,498,300 57,600,790 

% of Total Budget 43.5 43.0 47.5 48.9 45.9 

Note: *Does not include salaries and durables/construction materials.
 

Source: NPD, RF- (1986).
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TABLE 21 NPI) INCOME DERIVED OUTSIDE OF ANNUAL GOVERNMENT 

ALLOCATIONS, 1982-85.
 

Unit : Balit 

Fi::-'Ol Year 

1982 1983 198h 1985 

Entrance Fees 
 - 6,140,91( 7,205,126 7,61s9,982 

Accommodation Rental 
 - 7,389,260 6, 58,200 7,178,394 

Fines 
 - 210,850 237,110 29h,1)15 

Donations and Others - 321,102 19,890 768,0113 

Total 8,710,185 14,162,159 11,350,326 15,890,56h
 

Sources: NPD, RFD (1986). 
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c) Communications and utilities
 

This deals with roads, trails, telephones, electricity ard
 

water supply. Ne;irly all parks have reasonably good access and all
 

internalimportant parks can be reached by metalled roads. As concerns 

road systems, more than half the parks reported the presence of metalled 

roads, but these merely link headquarters with highways outside the 

park. Otherwise roads are gravel or dirt, presenting problems for park 

patrols and tourists especially during the rainy season. Most park 

trails are those used by animals and/or villagers; very few trails have 

been developed for use by tourists and park patrols.
 

Nearly all national parks have electricity provided either by 

on-site generators or by regional generating plants. Most parks do not 

have telephone service for internal or external communication. 

The water supply in most parks comes from rain water and 

streams. Water' supply is a serious problem in many parks.
 

d) Visitor services
 

a certain level of visitor facilities
Most popular parks provide 


fully adequate to meet demand and some that are inadequate
some that are 


Most parks however do not yet possess visitor facilities and services
 

encourage the public
of sufficient quality (Table 23). Certain parks 


to assist in offering visitor services, but these are generally very
 

small operations run by local people.
 

e) Nature education and interpretation
 

absent in national
Nature education is very primitive or 


parks. This is due mainly to small budget allocations, paucity of
 

trained or experienced officials and a lack of interest on the part of
 

high- anking officials. Only 18 parks have visitor centers and few of
 

these offer such i ics as slide programs, park news bulletins, etc.
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According to su~erintendents of parks that have hiking trails, informa­

tion signs and other interpretive structures, these are not presently 

of sufficient quality to have a positive impact on nature education in 

the parks (Table 23). 

F) Research management and services
 

Research management at nearly all parks is either absent 

or primitive. This is primarily because- (i) research done in the 

park is not analyzed for its potential use in helping to manage the 

park; (ii) the parka lack officers to liaison with research iistitu­

tions; ,nd (iii) most parks do not have adequate facilities for visitiig 

researchers.
 

3-3.2 Wildlife Sanctuaries and Non-hunting Areas
 

3.3.2.1 Administrative Infrastructure and Responsibilities
 

WCD operations are overseen by the Wild Animals Reservation
 

and Protection Committee which includes representatives from:
 

- Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives
 

- Royal Forest Department
 

- Land Department
 

- Department of Animal Husbandry
 

- Department of Foreign Trade
 

- Department of Customs
 

- Department of Mineral Resources
 

- Office of the National Environment Board
 

- Budget Bureau
 

- Dusit Zoo
 

- WCD
 

- A law consultant from the Ministry
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The comrlittee acts as an advisory/decision-mnking body
and serves as a conduit for WCD proposals that must receive official 
sanction from the Miniitry and Cabinet,. It in also mnean'r to facilitate 
communications among various government agencies in matters concerning 

wildlife conservation. 

WCD admini.t rat ion and mngement oporates from the central 
office in Bang',ok and from sanctuary and non-hunting area headquarters; 
t(re are no re;-ional offic(-n. WCD's central administrative structure 
is presented I' 4.an 1igre The primary dutio of the seven administrative 
sub-divi aion are as foil own: 

a) Extension: (i) coordination, preparatiori, presentation, 
and dintribution of' connervation educat ion materials and programs; 
(ii) maintenance of nature educa"iAon 
centers.
 

b) Technical: (I) biological 
 surveys at sanctuaries and 
non-hunting areas; 
 (ii) provision of biological expertise for law
 
enforcement, such as identifying species in the wildlife trade. 

c) Wildlife Sanctuaries: (i) 
 general management support

and supervision 
for, field staff; 
 (ii) proposing cow sanctuaries and
 
non-hunting areas, including delineation of 
their boundaries. 

d) Law Enforcement: regulation and enforcement of the wildlife
 
trade.
 

e) Administration: 
 administrative affairs
 

f) 
 Propagation: establishment 
and supervision 
of wildlife
 
propagation programs
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g) Foreign Affairs: administration of the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species3 of' Wild Fauna and Flora 

(CITES). 

The administrative infrastructure at individual wildlife 

sanctuaries is as follows:
 

a) Extension: same duties as (a) above.
 

b) Technical : (i) biologi cal surveys; (ii) improving 

wildlife habitat as regardL watur and feod supplies; (iii) survey 

areas for developmernt of public education centers. 

c) Law Enorcement.: (i) all protection activities inside 

the ,-anctuory; (ii ) surveying preparinfg citesan for construction of 

guard station,; (ii1) demar'catinr, the sanctuary boundary. 

d) Administration: administrative affairs
 

e) Guard Statior: duties are generally the same as (a)-(d) 

but on a limited scale, and they are supported by the sections at 

headquarters. However, most emphasis is placed on law enforcement. 

The administrqtive infrastructure of non-hunting areas is 
similar, to that of' wi idl ife sanctuaries. But in some cases one non-hunt­

ing area will ct as the administrative center for one or more other 

non-hunting areas due to their, small size. 

3.3.2.2 Personnel 

WD professional and sub-professional staff are classified 

according to their civil 
service rank and/or their educational background.
 

WCD sta'ff academic/training backgrounds are presented at Table 24. 
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A key point regarding the academic background of the
 
senior WeD staff as a whole is that less than 2 percent have had appre­

ciable training in the wildlife field, and only two have received some 
sort of exposure (mainly attending ,eminars) to principles of protected 

areas management. Officials who have university degrees in forestry 

and biology numbet 71 and 14, respectively. A further 170 officials 

have received dipLomas from the two-year Phrae Forastry School, and 22 
officials hold other types of diplomas. All 482 permanent guards have 
undergone law enforcement training: In addition, there is a sizable 
but unreported number of daily-paid guards without training.
 

3.3.2.3 Budget
 

The WCD budget for 1986 was !16.2 million baht of which
 

49.89 million baht or 43 percent was alloiated to wildlife sanctuaries
 

and non-hunting areas, 28.67 million baht (25 percent) to salaries 
and
 
21.69 million baht (19 percent) to durables, land and construction
 

(Table 25).
 

As concerns budget allocations to individual sanctuaries 
during the past four years (1983-86), Phu Khieo W.S. received the 
largest portion, averaging 2.68 million baht per year (3.45 million 

baht in 1986). Salak Phra received an average of 2.27 million baht.
 
Thale Noi received the largest budget of all non-hunting arbas, an
 

average of' 1.4 million baht over the past several years.
 

During the 1136 fiscal year the government spent 37.02 
million baht to administer wildlife sanctuaries covering a total area 

of 2.16 million ha, or 17.11 baht per ha per year. During the same 

year the government spent 12.86 million baht to administer 0.29 million 
ha of non-hunting areas, or 43.49 baht per ha per year. Neither of the 
above costs include administrative costs in the central WCD office. 
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TABLE 25 WCD BUDGET ALLOCATIONS, 1986.
 

(unit = baht) 

No. Categories 
Salaries for 

Seasonal 
lDnployees 

Per Diem, 
Transport 
Cost, Etc. 

Expendables Total 

1 Wildlile Sanetuaries 
(30 are-s) 

22,58,000 6,863,000 7,581,000 37,022,000 

2 Non-huntin-
(36 areas) 

Areas 7,578,000 2,369,000 2,919,000 12,866,000 

3 Nature & Wildlife 
Education Centers 
(7 areas) 

2,3114,00 852,000 1,224,000 4,390,000 

4 Wildlife Parks 
(2 areas) 

654,000 228,000 366,000 1,248,000 

5 Wildlife 
Station 

Bosoareh 300,000 72,000 168,000 540,000 

6 Wildlife Propagation 
Centers (8 areas) & 
Wildfowl P'rooaati on 
Unit (1 area) 

2,796,000 570,000 1,626,000 4,992,000 

7 Cei.tral Office 1,596,000 1,396,200 1,550,800 4,539,000 

8 Utilities, etc. - - - 64,600 

9 Durables, Land & 
Construction 

- - - 21,687,000 

10 CITES dues - - - 50,000 

11 Salaries - - - 28,671,800 

TOTAL BUDGET 116,170,400 

Source: WCD, RFD (1986).
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3.3.2.4 Status of Sanctuary and Non-hunting Area Development
 

a) Headquarters
 

WCD has stated that each protected area be froperly equipped
 

with accommodation for staff, transport, field equipment, etc. 
 However,
 

a survey of superintendents taken in June 1986 shows that the vast
 
majority of scrictuaries and non-hunting areas are deficient in materials
 

considered essential for proper administration and management (Table
 

26).
 

b) Communication routes
 

Most roads in the vicinity of sanctuaries are dirt roads, 

and bridges crossing streams are made of logs, creating adverse and 
often 'rrssable conditions during the rainy season. Internal 3sy-tems 
for patrolling are in nearly all cases animal trails--very fcw road 
systems for patrolling are located in sanctuaries. Most non-hunting 

located towns so
areas ar near and cities external communication is
 

normally good, but patrolling routes inside are poorly developed,
 

c) Guard stations
 

Because many sanctuaries and non-hunting areas cover vast
 
areas, one headquarters for protection is not sufficient. Therefore,
 

providing permanent official presence in areas of importance is a primary
 

need. However, there remains a deficiency i.n the number of,- guard
 

stations, and existing guard stations are generally understaffed with
 

insufficient supplies.
 

d) Weapons
 

From the nurvey it appears that WCD weapons are both too few
 
and too old and undependable (Table 26). This is in contrast to many
 

poaching parties who carry new and highly powerful weapons. Sanctuaries
 

and non-hunting areas are frequently used by gangs as hide-aways and by
 



TABLE 26 QUAiNTITIES OF ES=-ntAL 1A.:, TIAl AT ZELECTEr IVITLLIFE SIOTUARIES AND Na-HUNTIrG AREAS 

Ccru~icaie-/ 
Rou~es t Radios / Phones Weapons Electrici­

ty 

WILDLIFE SA00CUA IES 

I blaenam I'hs" " /. 1 4 6 ... 2 23/ 
2 
3 

Ydhcong Phiraya
Doi Pha Wuan/ 

/ - 1 
4 1 

3 .. 
- - 5 1di 3 27 /Weo 

4 Khao ChoCChu / .ieo-Yl.ac/ / 6 - - - is 

6 hhuC AnE Fu C;ai 2 - 5 - ! 16 -
7 Salawin I - 3 2 -1 

8 Phu Luang 

9 Yot Do--/ 
/ -/ 6 

2 
2 

-
4 31 

- 3 - 1 1 
2 

1 
3 

2 
40-

8 -
/­

/ -
10 
11 

Phu .'a-ng-Phu Thong/
Khao Sahar Phriag 

/
/ 

/ 2 
2 

1 
... 

3 . ... 
. 

5 
. 

12 Doi Pha Chang/ 1 5 - / 
13 MCaeYuact Fang / / )a 
14 Y.o Phanon Dong k I 1 1 3 .. 7 -

NON-hU/NTING ARLAS 

I 

2 
3 

Khao Nam Phra-. 

Bung Chawak 
Them Pha Ths Ph- 

/ 
/ 

-

6 

1 

2 
1 

-
2-
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-

-
-

-

-
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-

-

-

-
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-
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those who sell illegal products, so there are frequent clashes with WCD
 

officials when patrolling.
 

e) communication equipment
 

This includes long distance radios and walkie-talkies. Not
 

all sanctuaries have radios and only two sanctuaries have walkie-talkies.
 

This lack uf communication equipment inhibits efficiency and safety
 

when patrolling the forest. No sanctuary is equipped with telephone
 

service (Table 26).
 

f) Vehicles
 

Most sanctuaries and non-hunting areas have at least one
 

truck at headquarters while most guard stations have at least one
 

motorcycle. However, most of these vehicles are extremely old and
 

often out of service for rep-irs (Table 26).
 

g) Utilities
 

Each sanctuary and non-hunting area has electricity and
 

water pumps but few guard rtations do.
 

h) Technical information for officials
 

Virtually no sanctuary or non-hunting area provides for
 

technical information to improve officials' knowlndge of their duties.
 

i) Visitor services
 

Because of WCD policy and priorities, few areas provide
 

visitor services as do all national parks.
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J) Services for researchers and scientists
 

Nearly all sanctuaries provide basi.c services to visiting
 

researchers, e.g. accommodation, guides and protection. But 
the level
 
of research is low when considering the length of time various sanctuaries
 

have existed. Basic research which would allow better management and
 
knowledge of the 
area has generally not been sufficient. This is due
 
to many factors, some main ones o 
which are: (i) officials stationed
 
at the protected area who are responsible for research activities are
 

not properly trained or irnformed; (ii) they are not supplied with
 
necessary equipment; (iii) in RFD not
responsible agencies do 
 lend
 
sufficient support and direction; 
 (iv) domestic and foreign research
 

agencies have not provided appropriate support.
 

k) Management plans
 

Neither sanctuaries nor non-hunting areas have management
 

plans or statements for management. 
 Nearly all prepare annual administra­

tive plans to receive their annual budget, but these have minimal
 
impact on mat:agement of the areas. Management strategies basically
 

rest with the superintendent. Because superintendents normally stay in
 
one area for only a few years, management aims tend not to be long-range
 

or consistent.
 

3.3.3 Administration and Management of Other Protected Areas
 

3.3.3.1 Botanical Gardens and Arboretums
 

These are under administration of IEFD's Silviculture Division.
 
Due to the fact that only 25 of the division's 265 staff positions have
 

been allotted to botanical gardens and arboretums, there is minimal
 

administration.
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Budget allocations were very small during the Fourth National
 

Development Plan (1977-81). But for the Fifth Plan thq Ministry of
 

Agriculture and Cooperatives called for locating arboretums in every
 

provincial district throughout the country. These areas are now used
 

for recreation and tourism as well as information centers. Budget
 

details are presented as Table 27.
 

3.3-3.2 Biosphere Reserves
 

a) Sakaerat
 

Located in Nakhon Ratchasima Province, Sakaerat Environmental
 

Research Center is administered by the Office of the National Research
 

Council but was established under Royal Forest Department laws governing
 

forest reserves. There are 15 permanent staff positions and 30 seasonal
 

positions; budget details are unclear, but Sakaerat receives support
 

both from the Thai government and from UNESCO.
 

b) Huai Thak
 

Huai Thak was established under forest reserve laws in 1964
 

and is administered by RFD. It is divided into four substations, each
 

with permanent RFD officials, including just six full-time positions.
 

RFD officials from nearby areas occasionally assist in law enforcement
 

patrols. Initially Huai Thak was used to research teak and later
 

received aid from Denmark to establish a Teak Improvement Center.
 

c) Mae Sa-Kok Ma
 

Most of this area is governed by forest reserve laws, but
 

certain portions have been declared for use by the military and for
 

"national security". Mae Sa-Kok Ma is administered as an "Integrated
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TABLE 27 BUDGET AtLOCATIONS TO BOTANICAL GARDENS, 1977-'986.
 

Fiscal Year 
 Budget Allocation (baht)
 

1977 
 -1,997,000
 

1978 
 4,610,600
 

1979 
 4,703,800
 

1980 
 5,910,300
 

1981 
 7,094,800
 

1982 
 lO,669,oo
 

1983 
 12,970,700
 

1984 
 14,001,000
 

1985 
 13,545,500
 

1986 
 12,821,500
 

Source: Planning Division, RFD (1986).
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Watershed and Forest Land Use Project" with FAO support. There are 21
 

permanent positions.
 

3.3-3.3 Forest Reserves
 

Forest reserves were established some 50 years ago (3.1.3.1).
 

A true administrative and management infrastructure was created in 1975
 

with establishment of the National Forest Lrnd Management Division
 

(NFLMD). The division has seven sub-divisions tc administer various
 

programs: (i) Forest Land Development; (ii) Forest Land Use; (iii)
 

Survey and Planning; (iv) Land Use Cooperation; (v) Construction; (vi)
 

Forest Improvement; and (vii) Administration (Figure 5 ). NFLMD has a 

total of 522 officers both in Bangkok and in the provinces (Table 28
 

It is also supported by staff from Regional Forest Offices (Table 29).
 

Budget allocations for NFLMD can be broken down as follows:
 

a) Forest land acquisition and declaration budget
 

Over the past decade the budget for this item has increased
 

steadily in relation to the total area of forest reserves. There was a
 

large budget increase in 1981 and again in 1982 following Cabinet decla­

ration in 1981 that 50 percent of Thailand's land area should be forested.
 

Budget details are presented as Table 30.
 

b) Forest Village Budget
 

In 1975 the Cabinet directed that forest reserves that have
 

been heavily degraded due to villager encroachment be developed into
 

"forest villages' Forest village budgets are presented as Table 31 and
 

the number of villages are presented as Table 32.
 

c) Usufructuary budget
 

This program came into being following a survey of forest
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TABLE28: NFLMD STAFF STRENGTH , 1985 

Staff Category 

Civil Servants 

Permanent Employees 

Seasonal Employees 

Staff No. 

249 

186 

87 

Source NFLUD, RFD (1985) 
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TABLE 29 STAFF OTRENGTHS OF REGIONAL FOREST OFFICES THAT WORK
 

IN FOREST RESERVES 

Regional Office Staff No. 

Saraburi 12 

Prachin Buri 17 

Sri Racha 10 

Nakhon Hatchasima 24 

Ubon Ratchathani 29 

K-on Kaen 6 

Udon Thani 41 

Phrae 16 

Lampang 11 

Chiang Rai 23 

Chiang Mai 22 

Mae Sariang 19 

Phitsanulok 23 

Tak 19 

Nakhon Saw.an 15 

Ban Pong 17 

Phetchabui-i 7 

Surat Thani 12 

Nakhon Si Thanmmarat 9 

Songkhla 13 

Pattani 6 

Total 351 

Source: UFLMD, RFD (1986). 
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TABLE 30 NFUID BUDGET ALLOCATIONS FOR FOREST RESERVES, 1977-86. 

Fiscal Year Allocated Budget (baht)
 

1977 24,464,800
 

1978 21,747,700 

1979 18,522,600
 

1980 19,278,700
 

1981 20,180,80)
 

1982 38,592,400
 

1983 h4,483,500
 

1984 16,189,200
 

1985 48,523,598
 

1986 50,327,400
 

Source: Planning Division, RFD (1986).
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TABLE 31 NFLMD BUDGET ALLOCATIONS TO FOREST VILLAGES 1977-86 

Fiscal Year Budget Allocation (baht)
 

55,124,000
1977 


92,779,600
1978 


1979 112,315,100
 

1980 67,421,100
 

1981 74,176,300
 

1982 59,678,000
 

1983 66,922,500
 

1984 56,424,200
 

1985 57,032,500
 

1986 51,731,900
 

Source, Planning Division, RFD (1986).
 



TABLE 32 DETAILS CO~iCE',T;i;G FOEES- VILLAGES FUNODED UEDER TKE IIALT01;AL FOREST ELSEEVES DEVELOBPT=T 

BUDGaT TO 1986
 

Northern Rerion Central FeFion ortheastern Region South-rn Region 

o.o Tctal Nooof N.o.o Totalof ;.f .ofNo. TotalNo. N of o Total No. ofrror=Projectf 	 Area INCa Area Area 
(ha) ProjectsProjects?rhctl Area
 

(ha) 	 (ha) FamilierFrcects (ha)
 

Nat~onal Security
 

1. 	 -- - - 13 lO, 4L7 6,829 1 643 215 
(1b projects) 

Kinz'z Direction
 
2. 	 1 388 200 8 2,893 1,379 1 - - - - ­

(10 projects) 

rFD
 

3. 	 30 8,266 6,27h 10 3,966 2,202 17 9,758 5,888 6 1,6h 1,036
 
(63 projects)
 

Total 31 8,654 6,h74 18 6,859 3,581 31 20,205 12,717 7 2,287 1,251
 

Country Totals: 87 projects; 38,005 ha; 2h,023 families
 

Source: NFUM (1986).
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encroachment in 1977-78 when it 
was found that ;p to one million families
 
had encroached on reserved forest land. 
To assist these families, the
 
Ministry permitted them to reside 
on this larld for an unlimited period,
 
and each fami[ly receives 15 rai. Those eligible 
for this program must
 
have been on the land before I January 1982. Presently about 474,000
 
families, occupying 
4.8 million rai,have officially taken part in the 
program.Budget details are presented as Table 33. 
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TABLE 33 	 BUDGET ALLOCATIONS TO ESTABLISH LAND FOR VILLAGERS IN 

FOINI ST ESERVIt , 1982-86. 

Fiscal Year 	 Allocated Budget (baht)
 

1982 	 73,737,500 

1983 70,663,300
 

1984 67,191 ,700
 

1985 6)t,709,I00
 

1986 56,813,800
 

Source: NFLMD, RED (1986). 



4. TRENDS
 

4.I Budget
 

During the past five years, budgets allocated to national
 

parks, wildlife sanctuaries and non-hunting areas have increased at a
 

substantially higher rate than increases in area of land. Between 1983
 

and 1986 budgets allocated directly to national parks increased at an 

average annual rate ot' 18.5 percent while the total area of land in the 

national parkL; ,yfteo increas.ed by an annual average of just 2.2 percent. 

Averag e -nnul bi l,-et :ind land increases for wildlife sanctuaries showed 

a similar pIttern, .e. 15.2 percent and 2 percent, respectively. This 

,reflect n (r to bolster unrealistically low budget allocations of 

the past (tab1le 74 and irlgure u). 

llwever, annual budget increases for national parks h~ae been 

dropping durinc the pist. five years and appear to be heading towards a 

plateau. On a baht/rai basis, the increase from 1982 to 1983 was 35 

percent, dropping to 22 percent in 1984 and 10 percent in 1985; the 1986 

baht/rai ratio actually decreased by 5 percent from 1985. Budget alloca­

tions to wildlife sanctuaries have not followed this pattern. Annual 

increases, which have remained between 13-15 percent during the past 

three years, are expected to continue until achieving parity with the 

parks system. Although non-hunting areas are generally considered of 

less conservation value than national parks and wildlife sanctuaries, 

they have been receiving, on a baht/ha basis, larger budgets than parks 

and sanctuaries. In 1986 the baht/ha ratio for non-hunting areas was
 

143.4I9/1 compared with 21.67/1 for parks (excludes salaries and durables) 

and 17.11/1 for sanctuaries.
 

The proportion of NPD's total budget that is allocated directly 

to national parks has remained relatively constant at ca. 46 percent 

during the past 5 years. During the same period, WCD has increased 

http:increas.ed
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TABLE 34 PROTECTED AREAS BUDGET COMPARED TO AREA ADMNISTERED, 1982-86. 

INATIOI'AL PARKS 

YEAR BUDGET (balit) , INCREASE AREA (rai) INCREASE ,RAI % INCREASE 

1982 30,)171,690 - 15,1.38,221 - 2.01 -
1983 42,3(6,728 39 15,578,821 3 2.71 35 
1981 53,359,850 26 16,079,683 3 3.31 22 
1985 59,108,300 12 16,280,933 1 3.65 10 
1986 57,600,780 -3 16,610,151 2 3.46 -5 

WILDLjT SANTUAR IES 

YEAR BU(;ET ((aht) I!IEASE AREA (rai) INCREASE / , INCREASE 

198:2 !],09i,00 - 12,461,823 - 1.69 -
1983 25,297,00 15 13,217,823 6 1.83 8 
198) 27,87),500 15 13,278,48 0.5 2.09 14 

195 32,282,000 16 13,341,573 0.5 2.41 15 
1986 37,022,000 15 13,525,073 1 2.73 13 

NON-HUNTING AREAS 

YEAR BUDGET (baht), INCREASE AREA (rai) % INCREASE ] i"AI % INCREASE 

1982 )5,990,200 - 1,479,021 - 3.37 -
1983 5,975,500 20 1,582,796 0.3 4.02 19 
1984 2,485,000 -110 1,720,283 16 1.41 -­"79 
1985 9,883,800 298 1,872,240 9 5.27 266 
1986 12,866,000 30 1,881,453 0.5 6.83 30 
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direct allocations tc wildlife sanctuaries and non-hunting areas from 32
 

percent of its total budget in 1982 to 43 percent in 1986.
 

Non-governmental sources of income have increased in recent 

years, a trend that is expected to continue. Although it remains at a 

relatively low level, international assistance to NPD and WCD from 

1984-86 was in excess of Bht 6 million, reversing a pattern of virtual 

neglect during the previous decade. National park income derived from 

accommodation rental and entrance fees totaled Bht 1j.1 million in 1985, 

an increase of 9 percent over 19841, and equivalent to one-quarter of
 

their 198' fiscil budget. 

11.2 Personnel
 

NPD and WCD manpower levels have risen in response to increases 

in the number of protected areas, but this has done little to rectify 

serious unders;taffing. The ratio of all permanent employees to hectares 

of protected areas is 1: 14, 00 The present number of all NPD employees is
 

only 23 percent of' that which NPD has determined is necessary 
to fully
 

meet its responsibilities. There is little indication that this trend
 

will be rectified in the near future, especially in light of the govern­

ment cap on hiring (able 35).
 

Education levels of protected areas staff have been riding
 

during the past decade. Presently, 35 percent have had post-secondary 

school education and 114percent possess university degrees. But only 38 

university g7raduates have degrees in fields directly relevant to protec­

ted areas mrnnnement and administration, the remainder (83 percent) 

having been trained in forestry fields that emphasize extractive prac­

tices such as silviculture and timber management.
 

In recent years Kasetsart University's Faculty of Forestry, 

which produces most of the protected areas system's senior staff, has
 

been upgrading its natural resources curricula to 
include a more diverse
 

range of disciplines with direct applications to protected areas. More 
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TABLE 35 	 COMPARISON OF PRESENT NPD STAFF STRENGTH WITH REQUESTED 

INCREASES 

NPD
Staff Category 


Preoent No. Requested No.
 

Forestry Technical Officers 128 284 

Forest Technicians 69 538 

Guards 414 1,810 

TOTAL 	 611 2,626
 

Source NPD (1986)
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of these graduates are now becoming nvailable to NPD and WCD as a result.
 

However, two factors are expected to retard significant absorption of
 

trained graduates into the protected areas system for many years to
 
come. One is the government cap on hiring 
of civil servants, set at 2
 

percent annually. The other is the structure of existing staff. Most 
protected areas staff, 
particularly superintendents, are relatively
 

young and can be expected to remain in the system for, another decade or 

longer. 

4.3 Protection
 

Reports from protected area officials and from scientists with 
extensive field experience 
strongly indicate that encroachment and 

poaching pressures have been markedly increasing since the protected 
areas system was established in 1962. These pressures have been fueled 

by a rapidly expanding humnan population and by chronic economic problems 
in rural areas:. The traditLonal response to increased abuse of protected 
areas ha-3 beer focused on law enforcement. Although these efforts have 
undoubtedly helped to minimize outright habitat destruction at parks and 
sanctuaries in comparison to other types of protected/regulated areas, 
deterioration of park and sanctuary resources does not appear to be
 

abating and now represents the foremost 
threat to the protected areas
 

system.
 

This situation can be traced partly to the fact that emphasis 
on law enforcement has not been fully implemented at the field level.
 
NPD and fCD combined have less than 900 trained 
 guards (plus an unknown 
number of untrained, daily-paid guards) to protect 5.1 million ha of
 
land; NPD now has only one-quarter of' the number of trained guards it
 
esiimates are needeo fo: effective law enforcement. Furthermore, there 

is a scarcity of essential equipment that would allow guards to be more 
efficient and effective. For instance,at the 14 wildlife sanctuaries 

surveyed for this report, only 4 had short wave radios, just 6 had 
patrol vehicles other than motorcycles, and only 1 was equipped with 
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walkie-talkies. The naticnal parks system has been able to provide only 

5 percent of the recommended number of living accommodations for guard 

stations. Tents, backpacks, cooking utensils, weapons, and other field 

essentials are in short supply. In addition, incentives for guards are 

nearly nonexistent: pay is low (averaging Bht 1,800/month), no uniforms 

or other symbols of pride and position are provided, and there is no 

reward system for guards who do an exemplary job. 

The demand on parks and sanctuaries for uses unrelated to 

protected area objectives;, such as reservoirs, continues to grow and is 

expected to continue as evidenced by the increasing volume of requests 

presented to HiD by outside agencies. 

Within the past few years, there has been a growing realization
 

that conservation education, involvement of local people in protected 

areas management, and similar initiatives must also be considered in 

protection strategies. This is discussed further in 4.7.
 

4.4 Tourism and Recreation 

National park vis-tor volumes increased nearly 400 percent 

between 1976 and 1985, and 62 percent from 1981 to 1985 (Figure 2 . in 

1985 the number of visits topped 14 million. This trend toward dramati­

cally increasin'; tourism is expected to continue due to higher per 

capita incomes, more urbanization, improved communication routes and 

pessibly increased promotional activities. Most park visitors will,as in 

the past, come from Bangkok and other large j:saation centers, but the 

proportion of :isitars who core from rural area; will lPkely remain 

high. The number of foreign visitors, which now aces not exceed 5 percent 

of total park visitors, should increase if TAT follows through on its 

intention to improve promotion of national parks as tourist destinations.
 

Despite this considerable tourism volume, NPD with few excep­

tions has expended little effort to introduce high quality interpretive 

programs for, visitors. There has recently emerged a perceptible demand 
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by Thai visitors for expanded and 
improved interpretive programs. This 
demand is expected to increase visitoras volumes increase. Likewise,
 

public demand for tourism and recreational ue of wildlife sanctuaries
 

appears to be increasing.
 

NPD has responded to increasing 
tourism by rapidly developing
 
the most popular parks, mainly in the 
form of construction of bungalows
 

and other accommodations. Many new parks have also been devoting conside­

rable manpower 
and budget to construction of accommodations. However,
 

this has not been preceded by 
plans but rather by a vague perception of
 
visitor demand, and construction 
has in all cases been carrie,! out in
 

the absence of zcning. The trend 
towards rapid expansion in development
 

of accomodations mnty 
 be slowing, as evidenced 
by a 17 percent decrease 

in expenditures Cor durables, construction and land during The past
 
three years; management plans for 
16 parks during 1967-91 will emphasize
 

zoning of' park lands. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to expect 
that
 
construction of accommodations at maniy parks will continue at 
a relative­

ly brisk pace and mostly without prior zoning.
 

Management and Administration
 

NPD and WCD continue to function under enabling legislation 

that was promulgated in the early 1960s and basel heavi.ly on concepts 
developed in the West. In 
many cases this legislation is anachronistic
 

and quite vague concerning NPD/WCD responsibiliuies. It does not clearly
 

indicate the justifications for 
and objectives of establishing rotected
 
areas beyond nebulous references to preserving habitat for wild,.ife 

conservation and setting aside areas of scenic beauty for the e .joyment 
of present and future generations of Thais. In particular, lit.-,. mention 

is made of protected areas' role ii. national development. It should be 
noted, hoviever, 
that NPA and WAR.A remain the strongest existing legisla­

tion for forest protecticii, and parks/sanctuaries will remain the most
 

effective mechanism for forest protcction in Thailand. Moves have recent­

ly been made to amend all legislation concerning forests, including NPA
 

http:heavi.ly
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and WARPA, with the 
intention of further strengthening forest 
conserva­

tion.
 

The policy- and decision-making structures of NPD 
and WCD have
 
always been highly centralized and restricted. Virtually 
all decisions
 

are made in Bangkok by the division director with only limited staff and
 
committee input. Major fluctuations in division policy have 
tended to
 
occur, reflecting the attitudes and judgment of the current director.
 

At the 
park and sanctuary level, a realization is developing
 

fc- t e need to provide long-term goals and continuity of operations and
 
objectives through management 
planning. A recently completed 
WWF/IUCN
 
project supported ONEB and 
NPD efforts to effect systemwide management
 

planning at parks and 3anctuaries. The government has now provided funds 
for establishment of a new management planning office serving NPD and 
WCD., and plans will be prepared for 23 protected areas by the end of 

1991 (Tabler 36 and 37). 

Expansion of the Protected Areas System
 

Sixty-five percent of park lands and 69 percent of all existing
 
national parks have been created since 1980. Fourteen percent of the 
total a:eaof' wildlife sanctuaries have been addedduring the same period.
 
Protected arees are expected to incruas6 in total area by a further '13 
percent in the near future (Figure 7 ). 

Both NPD and WCD have included in the system a good representa­
tion of most major habitat types found in Thailand. Notable exceptions
 

to this include lowland evergreen forest (of which only 
small remnants
 

remain), marshes and mangroves/mudflats.
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TABLE 36 PARKS AND SANCTUARIES 

PLANS (1987-1991) 

No Name 

1 Doi Inthanon N.P. 

2 Doi Suthep-Pul H.P. 

3 Mae Ping NI.P. 

4 Buai Kha Khaeng W.S. 

5 Thung ,niaemg Luang N.P. 

6 Nam Nao N.P, 

7 Phu Kradung N.P. 

8 Phu Phan N. P. 

9 Thung Yal Naresuan W.S. 

IN Erawan N. P. 

11 Sai Yok fl.1. 

12 Sri Nakarin N.P. 

13 Ton Nga Chang W.S. 

14 Kan C Krnchnii N.P, 

15 Phangjiga Bay N.P. 

16 Khao Luang N.P. 

17 Sal.hie .S. 

18 Om Koi V.S. 

19 Than Lan N.P. 

20 Pang Sida N.P. 

21 Khlong Lan N.P. 

22 Phu Lbjant- (-

23 Khao Soi Da.) W.S. 

Source NESDB (1986) 

SCIHEDULED TO PREPARE MANAGEmENT 

Location Year 

Chilng Mai 1987 

Chiang Mai # 

Chiang Mal, Lamphun, # 
Tak 

Uthai Thani, Tak # 

Phitsanulok, Phetcha- 1988 
bur, 

Phetchabun # 

Loei # 

Sakhon Nakhon, Kalasin # 

Kanchanaburi # 

Kanchanaburi 1989 
Kanchanaburl # 

Kanchanaburi # 

Songkhla, Satun # 

Phetchaburi 1990 

Phangnga # 

Nakhon Si Thammarat # 

Mae Hong Son # 

Chiang Mai # 

Nakhon Ratchasima 1991 

PrachJn Buri # 

Kamphaeng Phet # 

Loei # 

Chanthaburi # 



TABLE 37 BUDGET REQUESTS FOR PREPARAT!0N AND I11PLEMNTATION OF INAGErNT PLANS 

unit = million Baht 

Fiscal Year
 
Budget Category
 

1987 1988 19 1990 1991 TOTAL
 

Project development 7.508 0.868 0.868 0.868 0.868 5.980
 

Plan preparation 
 2.215 2.772 2.217 2.768 2.729 12.701
 

Plan implementation 1.095 
 4.688 23.854 49.357 67.992 146.986
 

TOTAL 5.818 8.328 26.939 52.993 71.589 165.667
 

Source : NESDB (1986)
 



5 

6"---- 6Parks, Sanctuaries 

National Parks 

and Non-hunting Areas 

108 114 

141/ 

21 

o_44 ... 

Wildlife Sanctuaries 

Non-hunting Areas 
86 

Cj2 

0 
E 2 16~2 

1210 14 

38 
33 

12 14 
-

69 
52 4_50J.. 52 

4 5 4,7 ?5 .' 
49 sos1 

40 ," .......-

25 26"2 

2 

67 

1 

33 

26/__.._..­

0 
-' to 

0' 

. 
. ----

. . . . . . . 
14 

. 
1? 

. . 
22 

. . 
22 

. 26 28~3373Zi4 . . . . . . . . 

44 

. Year 

FIGURE 7 GROWTH OF THE 
Year 

PROTECTED AREAS SYSTEM, 1962-1986 

-p 



110
 

4.7 	 Integration of Protected Areas Management with Socioeconomic
 

Development
 

There has traditionally been minimal consideration given to
 

the role that parks and sanctuaries can play in local and national
 

socioeconomic development. The relationship between local people and
 

protected areas has in general been adversative, with parks and sanctua­

ries relying almost exrlusively on law enforcement measures to preserve
 

natural resources; protected area officials and local people have been
 

involved in numerous armed clashes over the years. The majority of
 

local people perceive protected areas as being detrimental to their
 

welfare. As a result, narks and sanctuaries in general have been faced
 

with antagonistic, distrustful local populations.
 

Recently though, some protected areas have begun to develop
 

closer, supportive contacts with local peopie. For example, Khao Yai
 

N.P. now invites local village leaders to participate in seminars in
 

which park objectives are explained and dialogue concerning villager/park
 

interactions is encouraged. In addition WWF/IUCN Project 3001 was
 

responsible for promoting a pilot project in a village bordering the
 

park that incorporates socioeconomic development of the village with
 

park conservation. Administered by the Population and Community Develop­

ment Association and Wildlife Fund Thailand with support from Agro
 

Action of Germany, the project has shown encouraging signs of turning a
 

once major problem area into a center for promotion of park conservation.
 

Similar activities are occurring at Phu Khieo W.S. under the auspices
 

of a royally-sponsored project. With FAO support, WCD is now testing
 

the f sibility of wildlife farming for introduction to communities
 

located near wildlife sanctuaries. Through this program WCD hopes to
 

alleviate hunting in sanctuaries and at the same time bolster villagers'
 

incomes.
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On a national level, statements made by senior government
 

officials 
and in the Sixth National Economic and Social Development
 

Plan are beginning to address the need for better integration of protec­

ted areas management 
with socioeconomic development. Unfortunately,
 

few efforts have yet been made to qualify or quantify benefits contri­

buted by protected areas to socioeconomic development.
 



5. MAJOR ISSUES/CONSTRAINTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

5.1 Budget
 

Budget restriction are considered the primary issue in the
 

protected areas realm, and one that is also strongly related to all
 

other issues.
 

Budget allocations to protected areas are limited, hampering
 

efforts to provide enhanced benefits to local, regional and national
 

development. The portion of NPD's budget that goes directly to national
 

parks is only Bht 3.16 per rai or Bht 2,170 per sq kin annually. Alloca­

tions to wildlife sanctuaries are even less, Bht 1,700 per sq km annual­
ly. It 2rp~ tht :ccrmen. funding is beginning to level-off and 

that, major budget increases will not be forthcoming without rational,
 

compelling and properly presented justification. The best way to
 

areas are
provide this justification is by demonstrating how protected 


plaving a vital role in Thailand's socioeconomic development and how 

this role can be further strengthened through adequately funded
 

activities. This can be done by qualifying and quantifyir.g the benefi­

cial uses of par- -ridsanctuaries through benefit/cost analyses. Such
 

analyses would help identify the most appropriate ways to manage protec­

ted area resources and would also more clearly illustrate the importance
 

of properly maintaining protected areas. By doing so, beneficial use
 

analyses would promote enhanced social and economic development around
 

protected areas, thereby ensuring their long-term maintenance.
 

Nevertheless, it is unrealistic to expect that government
 

funding can ever be sufficient to allow implementation of all necessary
 

projects. Other steps must be taken so that priority activities receive
 

adequate financial support. NPD and WCD should ensure that available
 

funds are used efficiently and to maximum effect through improved
 

administration and management at the central offices as well as at
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individual protected areas; this is discussed 
further in 5.5. Another
 
step that can be taken is to identify and actively solicit funding from
 
outside sources. There several
are ways to accomplish this, but one
 
that could prove fruitful is establishing a funding library at a govern­
ment or NGO agency. The library would 
contain files on donor agencies,
 
including their field(s) 
of interest; types of projects funded in the
 
past and average level of assistance granted; 
the category of recipients
 

they will assist (e.g. goverrment agencies, universities, NGOs); 
and so
 

forth.
 

5.2 Personnel
 

This report identifies three major issues concerning personnel:
 

(i) staff training; (ii) the government ceiling on hiring of civil
 
servants: and 
(iii) services provided to protected area personnel.
 

5.2.1 Training
 

A deficiency in the number of appropriately trained officials,
 

especially 
at senior levels, is a severe impediment to improved opera­
tions. Given the 
scarcity of expertise in protected area administration/
 

management and the likelihood that most existing 
senior officials
 

(guard station chief 
to division director) will remain in 
positions of
 
authority for many years to come, it is imperative that these officials 

receive training in essential skills they are now lacking. This train­
ing should build on and supplement the valuable practical experien6e 

they now possess. 

Training should 
be provided at 3 levels, emphasizing public
 
relations/community development, administration and management techniques,
 

practical field techniques, law enforcement training, and interpretation/
 

education techniques (Appendix) At least one national training center
 

needs to be established in or adjacent to It
a major park or sanctuary. 


is recommended that the proposed center at Huai Kha Khaeng be open
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to staff bothfrom divisions and, as intended, concentrate on field
 
techniques such wildlife
as research/management 
and law enforcement.
 
An additional 
center 'should be developed in or 
near a major national
 
park. 
 The center would be opened to officials from both divisions but
 
would offer training in the fields of 
protected areas 
administration
 
and management, public relations/community development, visitor services,
 
and interpretation/education. 
A national park would be 
more appropriate
 
than a wildlife sanctuary for offering hands-on 
training in the latter
 
two fields mentioned above. 
 In addition, universities offering resources
 
conservation and related courses should be contacted to arrange special 
training for both senior and junior officials.
 

As part of any training program, technical information must 
be provided 
in a form that is readily understood. 
 This will require
 
identification 
of key publications, 
many of which are now available
 
only in English. In addition 
to existing Thai publications, appropriate
 
parts of selected English publications should be translated into 
Thai.
 
This translation could 
best be done by involving university professors
 
and graduate students who arr ... rts 
in various fields pertinent to
 
protected areas ManagEment(see Appendix)
 

5.2.2 
 Cap on Hiring Civill Servants and NPD/WCD Hiring Practices
 

The government cap on 
hiring of civil servants is a major
 
constraint to 
the quality and quantity of protected area personnel. As
 
such, it is indirectly inhibiting provision of increased 
benefits from
 
protected areas 
through improved management and administration. Univer­
sity graduates with backgrounds in disciplines directly related
diverse 


to protected area management/administration 
are now available in Thailand,
 
but only a small minority are being absorbed into WCD and NPD positions.
 
Futhermore, the present senior level staff strength is 
only approximately
 
one-quarter of that deemed appropriate 
for proper administration.
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The two divinions have recently requested a special exemption
 

from the cap on hiring, and the government is encouraged to give serious
 

consideration to this request. This would not only serve to strengthen
 

protected area administration but would also prevent collapse of new
 

and valuate undergraduate and graduate programs at several Thai universi­

ties--if students are unable to find jobs, these programs will face an
 

uncertain future. In a related issue, NPD and WCD should revise their 

present selection process for new staff to reflect their multidiscipli­

nary needs rather than emphasize forestry skills as is done now. Such 

a revision should be considered a prerequisite to exemption from the
 

civil servant cap.
 

5.2.3 Services for Protected Area Personnel
 

Scant attention has been given to basic needs of NPD and WCD
 

field personnel. for instance, civil servant and labor housing at na­

tional park headquarters is just one-fifth of that necessary; housing
 

at guard stations is even less adequate. This situation undoubtedly
 

affects staff morale and, by extension, the efficiency and effectiveness
 

of protected area programs. Future budget allocations must take thi
 

into account.
 

5.3 Protection
 

Despite commendable efforts of field staff, degradation of
 

protected area resources remains a major problem. A primary factor for
 

this unsatisfactory condition is an almost total reliance on law enforce­

ment to deal with problems of encroachment and poaching, activities
 

which for the most part are done y subsistence farmers and needy
 

villagers who live near protected areas. Future law enforcement measures
 

should be developed as just one component in a comprehensive protection
 

program that also includes provision for enhanced flow of (legally
 

obtained) benefits from the protected area to local communities, grass
 

roots conservation education, and increased participation of local
 



116
 

peopli in protected area management; these are discussed further in
 

5.4, 5.5 and 5.6.
 

The minimal support provided to park and sanctuary guards is
 

another principal deterrent to improved 
protection capabilities. The
 

following measures are recommended.
 

a) When allocating budgets, NPD and 
WCD should urgently begin to
 
address the wide discrepancy that now exists between 
recommended and
 

actual infraetructure development at guard stations.
 

b) Provision of essential equipment such as field supplies,
 

vehicles, weapons and radios is urgently needed. In Particular, all 
guard stations should be equipped with radios to allow contact with
 

other stations and with headquarters, and each station should be provided
 

with a minimum of t ,owalkie-talkies.
 

c) Protected areas that do not have law 
enforcement sections
 

should establish and staff 
them; these sections would coordinate law
 

enforcement efforts and 
liaise with local law enforcement bodies.
 

d) Improved patrolling access inside protected 
areas should.be
 

implemented where practicable. 
 This may include developing forest
 

trails for regular foot patrol routes and establishing networks of dirt
 

tracks for vehicular patrolling.
 

e) Each park, sanctuary and non-hunting area should determine
 

whether major problem areas are 
covered by guard stations. If not,
 

stations should be established in these areas.
 

f) Although 
it may be virtually impossible to substantially
 

increase guard salaries to 
reflect the risks and hardships that law
 

enforcement entails, special incentives could be provided to 
law enforce­

ment staff: (i) provide for a hierarchy of ranks to reward productive
 

workers; (ii) provide uniforms as a symbol of pride and 
identity; (ill)
 

http:should.be
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use a portion of entrance fees or solicit outside 
donations for an
 

annual "outstanding guard station" award at individual protected 
areas.
 

g) 
Training programs should attempt to reach a higher proportion
 

of guards, and the programs should introduce public relations techniques.
 

Tourism, Recreation and Education
 

5.4.1 Facilities Construction and Carrying Capacity
 

The expected rise in park tourism will inevitably affect park
 

ecology and is already responsible for isolated problems in some heavily
 

visited parks. These problems are mainly in the form of disturbance to
 

plants, animals and scenery frsm high concentrations of people in
 

confined from of
areas and development visitor service infrastructure
 

such as roads and bungalows. The following recommendations are made to
 

prevent or minimize adverse impacts from tourism. 

a) Each park thnt now receives or is expected to receive substan­

tial visitation should determine visitor carrying capacities for the 

park in genera1 and for specifio tourism sites (existing and potential) 

within the park. This would entail combining existing ecological know­
ledge of the park w;ith precedents from similar areas that have been 

degraded due to overuse by tourists. Projections of tourism increases 

during the next 10-15 years should be developed so that suitable strate­

gies can be produced in light of carrying capacity versus expected 

tourism volume.
 

b) Parks should be surveyed for development of new recreation
 

sites,especially in areas along the park periphery 
located near guard
 

stations. This would help relieve congestion and could provide local
 

people with additional income through operation of concession stands.
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c) NPD should give serious consideration t-o restricting all
 

major tourism development -- particularly accommodations and large 

restaurants -- to areas outside park boundaries. This would ocnur a. 

selected parks as determined by NPD's policy statement. Visitor facili­

ties development inside the 
park would be limited to interpretive
 

displays, small food stalls, small-scale development 3f waterfalls,
 

vistas and the like. 
 Such an approach would be doubly advantageous
 

by: i) limiting disturbance to park resources; and (ii) providing
 

increased opportunities for significant local benefits from tourism
 

through provision of transportation into the park, quide services,
 

accommodations, etc.
 

d) Detailed studies on visitors to individual parks should be
 

encouraged. The 
studies might include visitor profiles, motivations,
 

recreation patterns, satisfaction levels and prefernces for future
 

park development. Other statistics such as visitor counts should be
 

standardized for all parks.
 

e) Visitor services, such as accommodations, now operated by the
 

parks should be opened to concessionaires to free park officers for
 

mcre important duties (see 5.6).
 

5.11.2 Interpretive/Educational Programs
 

National parks raceive visitation in excess of 4 million 

annually, representing all levels of society. This presents a splendid 

opportunity for offering conservation education at relatively low cost 

to a substantial proportion of the Thai population. It is therefore 

unfortunate and surprising that no national park possesses an interpretive 

program of hign quality. Paradoxically, WCD has done a comparatively 

superior job to NPD in some regards. 

An immediate effort should be made to rectify this situation, 

beginning at Thailand's most popular parks and non-hunting areas. This 

can be accomplished by
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- usng existing NPD and WCD expertise to develop broad
 
guide-lines and 
plans for interpretive programs 
that can be applied by
 
less-experienced officers in the ficld,
 

- soliciting outside expertise and 
funding to develop model
 
interpretive programs 
at one terrestrial park, one 
marine park and one
 
non-hunting area, 
and to support efforts at other protected areas,
 

- providing training to existing personnel 
as part of activi­
ties outlined in 5.2.1,
 

-
recruiting trained university graduates, and 

- establishing interpretive sections, headed 
by a trained
 
individual, at major parks and non-hunting areas.
 

Guard stations are 
in effect "mini-headquarters,, and 
their
 
proximity to people places
local 
 them in the forefront of park/village
 
relations. 
 Therefore, 
 public relations, recreation 
and education
 
programs should 
be established 
at large, strategically located guard
 

stations.
 

Support should be given 
to develop more interpretive programs
 
such as the 
one at Khao Yai 
N.P. that briings local community leaders to
 
the park for several d- .
 to learn about park objectives and discuss.
 
avenues of cooperation. If possible, more parks 
should be encouraged
 
to establish mobile 
units that 
show slides 
and films at surrounding
 

villages.
 

5.4.3 
 Tourism at Wildlife Sanctuaries
 

There 
has been considerable 
debate 
about opening wildlife
 
sanctuaries 
to tourism, particularly in of
light public demand. The
 
only precedent for this action is at Phu Luang W;S., 
which allowed
 
tourism beginning in 1982 following strong requests 
from provincial
 



5.5 

120
 

officials. 
 The results thus far have 
been quite unfavorable 
in terms
 
of ecological damage and uncontrolled development.
 

It is recommended 
that the status quo concerning sanctuary
 
tourism be maintained for at least the next several 
years. This 
may be
 
reconsidered 
following 	preparation 
of sanctuary management plans with
 
strong emphasis on management zoning and 
resulting 	evaluations of their
 
imp ementalion. 
 If' the sanctuaries 
have demonstrated 
a capability for
 
satisfactorily implementing plans, 
then addition of limited 
tourism
 
programs 	in 
the management plans 
shou'.d be 	considered 
by WCD. 	 Tourism
 
programs 	at 
wildlife 	sanctuaries, 
if properly devised 
and implemented,
 
could provide a public 	service in terms of recreation and education and 
also provide further justification for keeping the sanctuaries free 
from incompatible alternative uses.
 

Administration and Management
 

The 
lack of cohesive, long-range and systematic administra­
tion/management 
for the 	protected areas 
system backed by explicitly
 
defined objectives is second only to budgetary constraints as a limiting
 
factor in effectively integrating protected 
areas into overall national
 
socioeconomic development. 
 Similarly, it 
is an issue strongly related
 
to all other issues.
 

5.5.1 	 Division Level
 

In 1986 seperate attempts 
were made 
to: (i) combine NPD and
 
WCD into 	one division within RFD; and 
(ii) 
to relocate the two divisions
 
into an autonomous 
department independent of RFD, with 
each division
 
maintaining its separate status under the 
new department. 
 This report

strongly 	recommends implementation of (ii). 
 Justification for combining
 
the divisions can 
be summarized 
as follows:
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- The major conservation objectives of the two divisions are
 

not different,
 

- the rationales for being and the mandatory functions required
 

for the two divisions are also similar,
 

- contiguous parks and sanctuaries of similar characteristics
 

are managed as separate units,
 

- combining the two divisions into one department would ailow
 

for a new reform of organization, and
 

- the fact that NPD and WCD administer 10 percent cf Thailand's
 

total land area should in itself be sufficient cause for upgrading to
 

department or equivalent status.
 

For the following reasons, these advantages could be seriously
 

compromised if the divisions are combined under RFD.
 

a) Although NPD and WCD conservation objectives are similar,
 

they are far removed from RFD objectives, which primarily deal with
 

commercial exploitation.
 

b) Innovations that would allow fuller integration of protected
 

areas into national development would be 
 indered by divisional status
 

under, RFD, one of Thailand's oldest bureaucracies.
 

c) There is little reason to believe that combining NPD and WCD
 

into one division under RFD would 
provide a more rational distribution
 

of qualified staff and funds. 
 Rather, the new division could easily be
 

asked to do more with fewer resources.
 

Whether or not the two divisions are separated from RFD, they
 

should immediately produce policy statements. 
 The first step in formula­

tion of a policy statement would 
be to cogently state major objectives
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of the park system and of the sanctL-.i'/non-hunting area system; outline
 

how these objectives can be accomplished; and clearly define respon­

sibilities of the divisions and their component sections.
 

following the statement of objectives, there would an assess­

ment of existing conditions to evaluate what is already protected. The
 

evaluation would be used to identify gaps and/or inconsistencies in the
 

system and finally, it would be determined what appropriate action need
 

be taken to fill the gaps and rectify the inconsistencies. This would
 

allow the divisions to: (i) establish a rational acquisition policy;
 

(ii) create a priority list of protected areas to be used when dispersing
 

funds, equipment and personnel; and (iii) identify existing national
 

protected areas that are worthy of being upgraded to higher, status or
 

that should be downgraded and placed at the disposal of local or provin­

cial authorities. Criteria for a priority list may include, but should
 

not be limited to:
 

- size of the protected area
 

- presence of rare and endangered species
 

- presence of uncommon or critical habitats
 

- presence of major watersheds
 

- contribution the area makes or can potentially make to
 

development of the surrounding region, anQ
 

- presence of' outstanding opportunities for tourism, education
 

and research.
 

Another outpu-, of policy statements should be plans for
 

decentralization of administration and decision-making. At least four
 

regional offices should be established and headed by an officer with
 

authority to make important decisions. Superintendents would not then
 

be compelled to spend inappropriate amounts of time in Bangkok as is
 

now the caEsc. Regional orfices could also provide far more efficient
 

support to field operations.
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The policy statements would become indispensable frameworks
 

for administration and management of the protected 
areas system. A
 

special committee should be formed to 
oversee preparation of policy
 

statements for both divisions 
and should include senior representative3
 

from the following agencies:
 

- NPD
 

- WCD
 

- ONEB
 

- Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University
 

- RFD's Law Division 

- TAT
 

- Chulalongkorn University's Environmental Research Institute 

- An advisor from IUCN, UNEP or other international agency 

with experience in this field.
 

The final recommendation is to amend protected area legisla­

tion, i.e. NPA 
and WARPA, to refec2t present and emerging national
 

needs especially concerning protected areas' roles in socioeconomic
 

development. The amendments ,;hould include, 
among other things, new.
 

categories of protected areas that would 
help promote: (i) appropriate
 

management suitable to the characteristics and values of particular
 

types of' areas: (ii) to
enhanced flow of benefits regional communities;
 

and (iii) significant local participation in management.
 

5.5.2 Protected Area Level
 

Management plans will be prepared for 23 
protected areas
 

between 1987 and 1991. Senior 
protected area officials must be held
 

accountable for significant implementation of the plans. This can be
 

achieved through independent annual monitoring of management plan
 

implementation. Monitoring by or
a puolic private agency outside RFD
 

should therefore be considered an essential component of the management
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plans themselves. Monitoring costs will 
be minimal, probably no more
 
than 1-2 percent of the annual implementation budget. 

All protected areas nct scheduled to prepare management plans 
within the next year or two should be required to prepare statements 
for management. 
 These would briefly outline major management objectives 
for the protected area over a 2-5 year period. They howevei, would not 
carry the same weight as bona fide management plans and should not be
 
considered as license for large-scale development.
 

As a general rule, development at protected areas that have 
not prepared management plans should restricted thebe to essentials 
such as a central office and ei,,ployee housing. A possible exception 
may include visitor service development at a restricted number of parks
 

as discussed in 5.4.1.
 

Closely related to park management is research. Establishing
 
research sections at parks and sanctuaries is in most cases infeasible
 
and inappropriate. However, all 
larger protected areas should hire a
 
researcn coordinating officer to coordinate research efforts by Thai
 
and foreign scientists and to facilitate incorporation of results into
 
management programs. Management plans should 
give due consideration to
 
provision of adequate facilities for researchers.
 

NPD and WCD should consider preparing regional or subregional
 
macro plans that would help coordinate conservation activities and
 
visitor facilities among proximate protected 
areas. Because the :ewly
 
established planning section will be fully occupied 
with management
 
plan preparations at individual 
 parks and sanctuaries, significant
 
assistance such as equipment, manpower and funding would be 
required
 

from outside sources.
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5.6 	 Integration of Protected Area Management with Socioeconomic 

Development 

A c->r limiting factor in bringing illegal exploitation of
 

protected 	areas down to tolerable levels is villager attitudes and
 

perceptions of the role these areas play in their lives as well as
 

their reliance on resources present in protected areas. Therefore, it
 

is critical that protected areas place emphasis on increasing the flow
 

of benefits to local and regional communities.
 

NPD and WCD should make strong efforts to encourage public
 

participation in protected area management. Recommended actions to
 

accomplish this are presented below.
 

a) Programs which link conservation and rural development, such
 

as those 	presently being implemented at Phu Khieo W.S. and at Ban Sap
 

Tai near 	Khao Yai N.P. (see Appendix ' should be evaluated, the 

concepts modified if recessary, and the programs expanded. Significant
 

expansion 	would be a highly ambitious undertaking requiring substantial
 

support from government and aid agencies.
 

b) NPD should divest itself of most visitor services, particularly
 

profitable accommdation services. Local people or organizations should
 

receive priority consideration as operators and laborers. Collection
 

of concess.ion fees would maintain a flow of monies to the parks, though
 

popular parks would undoubtedly suffer a drop in revenue. This, however,
 

should be more than compensated for in the long-term by freeing park
 

officials to devote precious time to protection, interpretation and
 

other critical programs; by improving relations with local people; and
 

by ridding the park of costly construction and maintenance operations.
 

NPD would, of course, need to provide strict supervision over the .,on­

cessions. Also, all small concessions at recreation spots should be
 

reserved for local people whenever practicable.
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c) NPD should as a matter of policy allocate a certain proportion
 

of entrance fees collected at the more popular parks to small-scale
 

rural development projects and other community services.
 

c) The needs of villagers and opinions of local officials should
 

be addressed in management plans and programs. All management plans
 

should devote a separate section to community relations/development.
 

e) Support for WCD's wildlife farming program should be continued
 

with a view to expediting research and ultimately providing animals 
to
 

local villagers, enabling them to establish their own farms. The
 

government should amend WARPA to permit closely supervised trade in
 

captive bred species.
 

f) The recent surge in interest by nature-based tour groups
 

should be cultivated by NPD with emphasis on employing local people as
 

forest guides, laborers, etc.
 

g) Benefit/cost analyses should be conducted at all major pro­

tected areas. This would help identify benefits of greatest value and
 

suggest how management can be improved to fully achieve these benefits.
 

Expansion of the Protected Areas System
 

Acquisition policies should be developed as part of the
 

policy statements. Priority in acquisition should be given to land
 

that: (i) links existing protected areas; (ii) holds significant parcels
 

of under-represented habitat types; and/or (iii) covers large 
areas.
 

Collaboration with Mahidol University's new data base could ease infor­

mation, budget and manpower requirements. FAO (1981) offers guidelines
 

for land acquisition in Thailand based on ecosystem and genetic 
conser­

vation.
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Because national parks and wildlife sanctuaries have demon­

strated that they 
are the most effective of all forest conservation
 

programs in Thailand, the government's policy of preserving forests on
 

15 percent of Thailand's land area should rely primarily (if not
 
exclusively) on parks and sanctuaries. 
 This could be coordinated with
 

the National 
Watershed Classification System. WCD and NID might in the 

future consider using the proposed beneficial uses analysis to justify 

an increase in the 15 percent target if feasible. 
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APPENDIX A
 

QUESTIONNAIRE
 



QUESTIONNAIRE
 

"Assessment of National Parks and Wildlife Sanctuaries
 

Development in Thailand
 

by
 

The Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University
 

in co-operation with
 

Royal Forest Department
 

and
 

Office of the National Environment Board
 

E. nsored by
 

U.S. Agency for International Development
 

(USAID)
 



C2) 

Part 1 Respondent's profile
 

1. Name 
 Surname
 

2. Age
 

3. Highest degree earned :_from
 

year
 

4. Professional experience, training, etc.
 

No. Training Subject agency year
 

1.
 

2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10.
 

11.
 

5. Present position
 

6. Time in present position 
 (year/months)
 



(3)
 

Part 	2 General description of protected area
 

7. 	Classification of protected area 

1 Q marine park 20 terrestrial park 

3 wildlife sanctuary 4 0 non-hunting area 

8. 	Name of protected area
 

Location (district/province)
 

9. 	 Year gazetted
 

10. 	Size of the area 
 (rai)
 

11. 	 Please briefly describe che area's "uniqueness" or important attributes
 

(eg.wildlife, wildlife population, scenery, beach, coral, etc.)
 



(4)
 

12. Vegetation types 

12.1 Forest 

Forest 
Approximate percentage of total 

forest area 

1. moist evergreen forests
 

2. dry evergreen Corests
 

3. hill evergreen forest
 

11.mixed deciduous forests
 

5. dry dipterocarp
 

6. mangrove forest
 

7. beach forest
 

8. other types-specify
 

12.2 Rare and endemic plant species found in the 
area
 

1. rare spp.
 

2. endemic spp.*
 

12.3 Rare and endemic animal spp. found in the area
 

1.rare spp.
 

2. endemic spp.*
 

3. Animal species found in the area (classify in the "remark"
 

space whether it is estimated data or survey data gathered
 

by individuals, groups or organizations.
 



(5)
 

Species 
 No. 	of species Remarks
 

1.birds
 

2. mammals
 

3. reptiles
 

4. amphibians
 

* Remark 
 : The endamic species of vegetation and animals means
 

those species which can be 
found nowhere in Thailand
 

nor other parts of the world but in this area.
 

Part 	3 Administration, management and activities development
 

13. 	 Number of personnel working in the area (current fiscal year)
 

1) Government officials 
 Total No.
 

1.1 	professional foresters
 

and scientists
 

1.2 	forestry officials
 

1.3 other government officials
 

2) Permanent employees 
 Total No.
 

2.1 	forest guards
 

2.2 	clerks
 

2.3 	drivers and boatmen
 

2.4 other permanent employees
 

3) temporary employees 
 Total No.
 

3.1 	patrol officers _ _ 

3.2 	laborers
 



(6)
 

14. 	Budget allocated for area administration and management.
 

Fiscal year Budget(baht) Revenue(baht) Remark
 

1982
 

1983
 

1984
 

1985
 

1986
 

15. 	Number of ranger stations, offices, employee accommodations and services
 

for officials and employees (until present)
 

1) ranger stations 
 Number
 

2) offices
 

3) employee accommodations
 

4) services for personnels
 

Condition
 
Items No Yes Remark
e N 
 sufficient insufficient
 

1. Service board
 

2. 	Coop.stores
 

3. Sports facilities
 

4. 	Other (describe)
 



(7) 

16. 	 Essential equipment and maintenance problems
 

1. firearms
 

1.1 	machine gun number
 

1.2 	rifle i
 

1.3 	pistol If
 

2. vehicles
 

2.1 	motorcycles number
 

2.2 	automobiles __
 

- small trucki
 

- heavy duty truck
 

- Jeep/Land Rover "
 

2.3 boats
 

- speed boat
 

- long-tail boat
 

- small cargo boat
 

3. radio
 

3.1 	single side band
 

3.2 	walkie-talkie
 

4. problems of equipment maintenance
 

1. Q no 	 2 Q yes (describe the problem) 



(8)
 

17. Number of court cases 
involving violations of the National Park
 

Act and the Wild Animals Reservation and Protection Act
 

Type
 

year fining cases 
 Investigative cases
 

logging Encroachment hunting other crimes
 

1982
 

1983
 

1984
 

1985
 

18. Management and development plans
 

1. Annual action plan
 

1 Q yes 
 2 0 no 

2. Preliminary management plan
 

1 Q yes 2 0 no 

3.Management and development plan
 

1 Q yes 2 0 no 

19 Area management in terms of "zoning" for recreational activities and
 

conservation
 

1. Q Already finished in (year) 

2. 0 Still being implemented. Expected completion date (year)
 

3. Q Not yet started but expected to be finished in (year)
 

4. Q No plans for implementing.
 

Remark : 
In case of answer 2,3,4 go to question 21
 



(9)
 

20. The protected area is divided into zones as follows 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

21. Research carried out in the area. 

Datails of study yes no 

1. flora species listing 

2. fauna species listing 

3. vegetation mapning 

4. wildlife location mapping 

5. survey on the number and 
demand of tourism 

6. other-describe 

23. Types of employee training needed 

1.0 nature interpretation 

2. 0 public relations 

3.0 security and visitorsevc 

4. 0 law enforcement 

5. 0 resource management and monitoring 

6. 0 training on research and monitoring 

7. 0 others (describe) 



(10) 

24. 	 Development of tourism and recreation infrastructure
 

24.1 	Infrastructure development 

1) road (in the protected area only) length _ km.(approximately) 

a. asphalt 	 length _ km. "
 

b. laterite 	 " "
 

c. unimproved " "
 

2) trails "
 

3) electricity
 

1. Q no electricity 

2. 0 electricity supplied by local or regional power board
 

(outside the area)
 

3. Q electricity supplied by a generator in the protected 

area. The generator's power kilowatt.
 

4) water supply
 

Source 	 Distribution method
 

from inside from outside untreated cleaned by 
area area purifying process 

a. drinking
wa ter 

b. domestic 
water 

5) telephone
 

1. no telephoneQ 

2. Q have only within-area telephone 

3. Q have only outside-area telephone 

4. 0 both
 



(11) 

24.2 Provision of other facilities for recreational activities (parks
 

only)
 

1) lodging
 

kind of lodging 
 no yes aty capacity remark
 
ny (persons)
 

1. bungalow
 

2. row accommodation 

3. communal tents 

4. organized camp 

5. tent for rent
 

6. camp ground 
- ys-numer __ ___ 0 


2) visitor center
 

10 no 
 2 0 yes number 

3) food service provided in park
 

10 no 
 2 0 yes -number
 

capacity
 

place 1 No. 
 persons
 

2 It
 

3 II 

5 It It 

4) souvenir shop
 

1. no0 2 0 yes - number 



(12) 

5) general goods shop 

1 0 no 2 0 yes-. number_ 

6) picnic table 

0 no 2 0 yes - number 

7) viewpoint 

1 0 no 2 0 yes -number 

8) dock 

1 no 2 0 yes - number 

9) parking lot 

0 no 2 0 yes- number 

10) interpretive program 

Items No Yes Present condition Remark 
good needs improvementl­

1. nature trail 

2. signs 

3. slide program 

4. amphitheater 

5. group activities 
(na.ture study) 

6. other - (describe) 



(13)
 

24.3 	 General characteristics of people living around the area and
 

their opportunity for employment in the park
 

1) people's occupation (majority) 

- major occupation 

- minor occupation 

2) development plans to improve the people's standard of living
 

1 0 no 
 2 0 	 yestbriefly describe the plan)
 

3) provision for park employment 

1. 0 no (go to question no. 24.4) 

2. 0 yes 

4) type of park employment 

Q'ty Capacity Remark 
Kind of service (unit) (person) 

1. accommodation service 
(bungalow) 

2. restaurant
 

3. grocer's shop
 

14.souvenir shop
 

5. luggage carrying service
 

6. tour guide service
 

7. others (describe)
 



(14)
 

24.4 activities for tourists
 

Activity No Yes Rank popularity Remark
 

1. pinic 

2. driving for pleasure 

3. walking for pleasure 

4. photographing 

5. wildlife viewing
 

(bi rd-wstchIns) 

6. hiking and climbing
 

7. fishing
 

8. seaside swimm1ng 

9. sailing
 

10. diving
 

11. snorkeling 

12. windsurf 

13. fresh water swimming 

14. rafting or row-boating
 

15. campfire 

16. other(describe)
 

24.5 Entrance fee
 

1 0 no 2 0 Yes 



Part 4 
Impact and problems resulting from development and other causes
 

25. Problems and impact on natural resources and management
 

NCo Yes Cause Location Remark 
Problems and Impact lit- mode- severe by man by both out- inside both (specify the 

(0) tle(1) rate(2) (3) nature side locationif you can) 

I) 
Water and water resource
 

1. Inadequate water
 

2. Erosion
 

3. Chemical pollution
 

4. Organic pollution
 

5. Indequate rain
 

6. Removal of vegeta­
tion
 

(2 ) A i r 1
 

1. Dust
 

2. Smoke
 

(3) Soil 

1. Erosion
 

2. Inadequate cover of
 

vegetation
 



Problems and Impact 
No 

(0) 

Yes 
little rode-

rate 
(I) 1(2) 

severe 

(3) 

by 

man 

Cause 
by 

nature 
both 

Location Remark 
out- inside both (specify the 
side location if 

you can) 

3. Loss of soil rutrients 

4. Che.uical pollution 

5. Compaction 

(4) Vegetation 

1. Removal of vegetation 

2. Fire 

3. Trampling 

4. Exotic plants 

5. Plant succession 

6. Inadequate water supply 

7. Flooding 

8. Chemical pollution 

(5) Wildlife 

1. Illegal removal 

2. Human harrassment I._________________ ________________ ______ ________________ 



Problems and Impact 

3. Loss of habitat 

No 

(0) 

Yes 
liLtle mode-

rate 

( ) (2) 

Cause 
severe by mar by oth out-

nature sidejyou 
Location 
nside both 

Remark 
(specify the 
location if 

can) 

4. habitat Change 

5. Fire 

6. Flooding 

7. inadequate supply of food 

8. Inadequate water supply 

9. Near extinction of 
specific species 

10. Overpopulation of species 

11. Exotic animals 

12. Blocked migratory routes 

13. Insufficient area 

14. Damage to coral 

15. Excessive fishing 



Problems ani Impact 
No Yes 

little'mo e- severe
(0) rate 

Causes
by ma by 

nature 
Locationboth out- inside both 

side 
Remark(specify the 

location if 
(1) (2) (3) you can) 

(6) Administration and 
Management 

1. Lack of personnel 

2. Lack of funding 

3- Lack of equipment 

4. Lack of trained 
personnel 

5- Local attitude 

6. 	Unlawful entry
 

7. 	Undefined boundaries
 

8. 	Unsafe conditions
 

9. 	Too much building
 
development
 

10. 	Too many visitors
 

11. 	 Lack of agency
 
coordination
 

12. 	Lack of policy
 
statements
 

Remark: In (6), Administration and Management, answers to 
cause and location are not necessary.
 



(19) 

26. Other Issues and.problems you want to state. (apart from 25)
 

27. Based on your significant experience in the Reserve's administration
 

and management, what is your opinion about the present situation of
 

Thailand's reserves as well as management and development in the
 

future ? What do you think is an appropriate model ?
 



TA]LE 1 STAFF STREFGTH AT INDIVIDUAL NATIONAL PARKS, 1986. 

Civil Servant Permanent Worker Seasonal Worker 

Nse of Parks TechnicalOfficers & Forest 
icOfficers 

Scientists Technician-

Other 

fies1.re 
Guard Clerk Driver 

Other 
orker 

Forest 
atrols 
arl 

Wre 
rker 

1 Khao Yai 4 4 1 2 - 2 3 102 101 
2 Phu Kradung 3 2 1 25 - 1 3 40 60 
3 Thung Salaeng Luang 2 2 - 1 - 1 1 10 60 
4 Khao Sam Roi Yot 2 1 - 14 - I - 35 45 
5 Nam Nao 1 2 - 16 - 1 7 50 30 

6 Doi Inthanon 2 2 - 18 - - 2 52 45 
7 Phu Phan 1 4 - 14 - - 1 - 60 

8 Tarutao 3 2 - 18 - - 3 80 -
9 Khao Luang 2 1 - 9 - - - 30 88 

10 Doi Khuntan 2 2 - 21 - - 3 30 38 
11 Namtok Phliu 3 1 - 17 - - 2 39 21 
12 Erawan 2 3 - 7 - - 1 50 50 



TABLE 1 (con't) 

Civil Servant Permanent Worker Seasonal Worker 

Name of Parks Technical
Officers 
Scientists 

Forest 
Technician 

Other 
Officers Guard Clenk Driver 

Other 
Worker 

Forest 
Patrols 

ok 

13 Khao Chamao-Khao 2 2 - 7 23 17 

Wong 

14 Khao Khitchakut 2 - - 17 - - 1 25 15 

15 Lansang 2 - - 13 - - - 30 22 

!6 Phu Rua 2 - - 6 - - - 20 20 

17 Chaloem ?attanakosin 2 - - 16 - - 1 20 31 

18 Ramkhamhaeng 2 1 - 4 - - 22 15 

19 Sa Yok - 2 - 3 ---- .- 94 --­

20 Thaleban 2 2 - 6 - 1 1 ---- 54 --­

21 Mu Ko Ang Thong 1 2 - 4 - - 1 15 31 

22 Khao Sok 2 - - 8 - - 1 13 28 

23 Tat Ton 2 1 - 5 1 - 35 45 



TABLE I (con't)
 

Civil Servant Permanent Worker Seasonal 

IRame of Parks Technical Sor 

Officers &
Scientists Forest 

Technician Other
Officers Guard Clerk Driver oher ForestkokrPatrols 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

3 2 

33 

34 

Doi Suthep-Pui 

Ao Thangnga 

Si Satchanalai 

Khao Sam Lan 

Kaeng Krachan 

Mu Ko Surin 

Khao Phancm Bencha 

Hat Nai Yang 

Mae Ping 

Kaeng Tana 

ICnao Laem Ya- Mu Ko 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

-

2 

1 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1I 

2 

-

-

-

-

_ 

_ 

_ 

-

14 

1 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

5 

1 

-8 

-20 

-15 

1 

-

-

2 

7-­

1 

1 

-

15 

20 

25 

10 

12 

-

25 

Samet 

Worker 

Worker 

20
 

26 7 

20 

62 

10 

25 

40
 

4
 

30 

12
 



TABLE 1 (con't) 

Civil Servant Permanent Worker Seasonal Worker 

Name of Parks Technical Forest Oher Other Forest 
Officers & Fet- Oher Guard Clerk Driver Worker Patrols Worker 
Scientists Technician Officers 

35 Wiang Kosai 2 2 - 1 - - - 52 --­

36 Hat Chao Mai - 2 2 - - !0 16 

37 Kamtok Mae Surin -1 - - 1 - 0-10 15 

38 Si Nakarin 2 1 - 1 - - 1 15 35 

39 Thap Lan 3 2 1 2 - - g90 50 

40 Ton Krabak Yai 1 - - 4 - - - 16 9 

41 Pang Sida - - 1 2 - - - 15 15 

42 Khao Pu-Khao Ya 1 1 - 9 - - 7 12 58 

43 1.u Ko Similan - 1 ..- - 5 15 

44 Khlong Lan 2 1 .- 30 20 

45 Mu Ko Chang 1 - - 1 - - - 10 12 

46 Laem Son 1 - - 2 1 - - 6 18 



T, _ _ 1 (con't) 

Civil Servant Permanent Worker Seasonal Worker 
Name of Parks Techical 

Officersts 
ScientstsWorker 

Forest 
Technician 

Other 
Officers Guard Clerk Driver 

Other 
Ooker 

Fest 
ars 

Ptros 
v er 

4T Hat INoharat Thara- 2 - - 1 18 12 
.:u Kc zhi-Phi 

48 Phu Hin Rang Kla 2 1 2 . . . 16 21 
49 Nu Ko Phetra -1 .. . . ....­ 81 -­

50 Phu Kao-Phu Phan 2 1 - -.. .. 20 

Khan 

51 Mae Yam i . . . ...­ 36­
52 Khao Lam Pi-Hat 1 - - - - 10 16 

Thai Muang 

53 Mae 7ong 1 - - 1 - - - 40 -

54 Su-ngai Padi-Budo 1 
-1-

55 Khao Nam Khang -
-.. 14 --­



TABLE 1 (ccn't) 

Civil Servant Permanent Worker 

Name of Parks Technical Foret Oter Other 
Officers & eGuard Clerk Driver 
Scientists Technician Officers Worker 

56 Khlong Phlao 1 

57 Phu Chong Nayoi - !-

58 Namtok Chat Trakan 1 - - 3 - - -

59 Mukdahan ­ 1 .. .. .­

60 Si Lanna 1 1 .. .. .. 

61 Namtok Lam Ru - 1 .. .. . 

62 Doi Phu ha - 1 ­ - -

Total 
 87 69 8 345 4 11 52 


Sources : "Questionnaires on Assessment of National Parks and Sanctuaries Develorment 

in Thailand" (1986) ; NWD, RFD (1986) 

Seiasonal Worker 

Forest 
Worker 

Patrols 

---- 36 --­

11 2 

7 15 

8 1 

6 9 

7 4 

-- 3,243-­



TABLE 2 WILDLIFE SANCTUARIES STAFF STRENGTH ACCCRDING TO CIVIL SERVICE CLASSIFICATION 

NoA NaaeofSanctuariesArea No. of Guard Station Staff Strength 
o(h-) Permanent Temporaxmy Forest Forest Technical 

Unit Unit Technician Officer Guard Total 

1. Salalk Phra 85,855 1 - 2 29 32 

2. Huai Kha I-aeng 257,464 10 - 10 1 25 36 

3. hlong Nakha 48,000 4 - 3 1 13 17 
4. Phu k1ieo 156,000 14 1 12 2 37 51 

5. Khao Soi Dao 74,502 4 1 5 2 16 22 

6. Lum Nam Pai 119,400 4 - 1 1 5 9 
7. Thung Yai Naresuan 320,000 2 1 2 1 9 12 

8. Khlong Saeng 115,615 4 - 4 1 18 23 

9. KInao Xheio-Khao 14,470 5 1 5 2 19 26 
Chumphu 

10. Phu Wua 18,650 5 - 3 2 13 17 
11. Phu Luang 84,799 8 2 9 J 30 40 

12. Khao Banthat 126,699 4 a 7 - 23 30 



(con't)
TABLE 2 


!,c fCadEatic-, Etaff St ren~th 

No. Fare of Sanctuaries (rea 
(a) emanent Terorar . - crest sorest Techbnical 

Ur.it UniZ Te chni ci an Officer Cuard Total 

13. Thon 1Uga Chang 18,200 3 1 0 1L 

14. .ae Tun 117,300 3 1 3 1 4 8 

15. Salawin 87,500 4 - 4 1 3 8 

16. -hao Ang Ru Nai 10,810 3 1 3 1 5 9 

17. Eoi Chiang Dac 52,100 6 - 2 1 12 15 

18. hlong Phraya 9,500 1 1 1 1 3 5 

19. Doi Pha Chang 57,675 2 - 3 - 1 4 

20. Yct Dor 20,255 2 1 1 1 4 6 

21. Maenam Phachi 48,931 3 2 3 1 10 14 

22. Khao Phemom Dongrak 31,600 1 2 2 1 3 6 

23. Doi Pha Muang 58,320 3 - 3 1 - 4 

24. Phu Miang-Phu Thong 54,500 1 1 1 3 2 6 

25. Omkoi 122,400 4 2 2 1 5 8 



TABLE 2 (con't 

11o. Name of Sanctuaries Area(ha) o. of Guard Staticn 
Permanent :e-or - Fcrest 

Staff Strength 

Forest Technical 

Unit Unit Technician 
- 7c(:uar
Officer Cuard TectacaTotal 

26. Doi Luang 9,700 - - 2 1 1 4 

27. Huai Sala 40,000 - 1 1 1 - 2 

23. Inao Sanam Phriang 10,100 1 - 2 ! 1 4 

Sadet Nai Kromaluang 61,300 - - 2 1 3 

Chumphon Park 

30. Sap Langka 15,400 - - 2 - - 2 

31. Iae Yuam Fang Mnwa 29,200 - - 1 1 - 2 

Sources : WCD, RFD (1986) 



TABLE 3 NON-hYidTII7G AREA STAFF STREI:GTH ACCORDII;G TO CIVIL SERVICE CLASSIFICATIGO 

Ia. Name of 
on-hunting Area 

Area 
(ha) 

1:o. of Guard Station 
Perman-.ent Teora-,- Forest 

Staff Strength 
Forest Technical 

Unit Unit Technician officer Guard Otier Total 

1. Thale i 45,700 5 1 3 - 23 - 2 
2. Bung Boraphet 21,280 1 1 2 1 3 - 6 
3. Uong Thung Thong 2,956 - - 2 - - - 2 
4. Ang KeD Nam Euai 620 - 3 5 r 

C orakhe ak -

5. Ang Kep Nam Kuai 709 - - 1 31 - 2 
Talat 

6. Ang Kep Nam Sux-am Bin 571 - - 2 - - - 2 
7. Ang Kep Nam hang Phra 1,85C - - 1 - 7 - 8 
8. Doi Suthep Special 

Forest Reserve 

1,750 - - 2 1 3 - 6 

9. Thala Sap S6,467 - 3 2 - 8 - 10 

10. KQhao Tha Phet 460 - - 1 - - I 
11. Khao Nam Phrai 2,080 1 - - 4 1* 6 



-. .a-te ol c_::. c'P 'ur 'tazion StaI'f Strern-t,
.or-huztjrin -Axea (,-a) Ferrane-t Te-icrar-.- ~cres- cres: :-ec'-_ca_ 

jut ut ec~zicaz :~:er uazd :ther To7'tal 

:m-ac Bhr-a :kaeo ,811 
_­

12. :.orT -.aenE: 
7._7 


1-1. -,.at _P'nai Lcr---'<at 12 - 1 -2 

15 7aan En -6 -


I _.jsa _--eg --aia.-or. 51,200 1 3 
 3-3 ­

17 ,- Ko L-*'-on-z L4,T5O 21 
 2 5 I 

18. ::~P2ak Phraya-Khao 620 - -1-1 

.:a ans Sa 
­

19. --hamPbha a *On 2814 
2 

20'. lung C*hawaZ 32 0 -- 1- -2 

21. =_a':hru 1_6,00Oc-3 


2: ErE2z hcnz long 1,0o94 -- -- 2 



.ame of' 
.,o-~n~r~Are 

ea 
(h) 

::C. Cf' 3,,ard Station: 
e~anen- emrcr crs 

:ceh- c 11an 

Eta ef rr--
Forest ~*tr:ca 

officer -ta 

a 7 en ',, -c a a . -

.­2 

2A ,:ae -au-r.ae Sae 

H ao '-a Choa-F-aem 

2L,500 

__ 

--

- 1 - 1 

-

_ 

.--ac 

_ r 

or~ 

-aT ao -

Fhran-a 

12­

-7 ,,. au :-:rsa -434 

a8Thc Iai-HChao:-.a -='a 2,4oo -­ 1­

.0. 

1.Khao 

C,- --68--1 

,52 2 



TABLE 3 (con't) 

No. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

Neme of
on-hunting Area 

Phru Khang Khao 

Nong Hua Khu 

Wat Ratsattha Krayaram 

Tham Rakhang-Khao Phra 

ion 

Tham Lawa-Thar, 

Daodung 

Area 
(ha) 

61 

11 

8 

17 

i,150 

Io. of Guard Station 
Permanent Temporary 

Unit Unit 

- -

..... 

.... 

- -

Forest 

Technician 

-

Staff Strenrth 
Forest Technical 

officer 

1 

. 

Note: *Extension Officer. 

Source: WCD, RFD (1986). 



TABLE 4 ANNUAL SbGET ALL0CATi0EIS TO NATIOIAL P A2, 1982-1984 

UNIT : BAhT 

Name of Par-k 
Fiscal Year 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

1 Khao Yai 1,876,L00* 3,253,500 2,980,00C 3,331,000 3,L91,000 

2 Phu YKadung 1,277,900 1,2-,0,000 1,L68,000 1,545,000 1,665,000 

3 Thung Salaeng Luang 725,600* 726,000 766,000 950,000 1,200,000 

4 Khao Sam Roi Yet 666,105 755,000 830,000 1,315,820 1,028,000 

5 T-am Nao 1,127,500* 1,518,000 1,394,600 2,398,520 2,442,800 

6 Doi inthanon 2,108:100 2,924,000 1,812,000 1,504,000 1,504,000 

7 Phu Phan 934,330 957,228 804,650 1,130,000 1,130,000 

8 Tarutao 2,074,100 2,075,000 2,436,000 2,630,000 2,590.000 

9 Khao Luang 1,110,900* 1,751,70C 2,722,250 2,212,000 1,995,100 

10 Doi Khuntan 536,000 823,000 856,000 1,068,000 1,068,000 

11 Namtok Phliu 825,700 827,000 906,000 970,660 9L1,000 

12 Erawan 970,810 1,083,000 1,123,000 1,327,980 1,307,090 

13 Khao Chamao-Khao Wong 690,000 691,000 691,000 780,620 756,000 



TABLE 4 (con't) 

UNIT : EAHT 

Nane of Park Fiscal Year 
192 q983 1984 1985 1986 

14 Khao Khitchakut 520,000 520,000 694,000 759,000 759,000 
15 Lansang 9L7,000 947,000 9147,000 947,000 1,0147,0*0 
16 

17 

Phu Rua 

Chaloem. Rattanakosin 

L56,500* 

671,700 673,000 

1 z38,350362,000 

708,000 

682,220 

955,000 

630,280 

918,620 
18 Ramkhamhaeng 542,545 644,000 678,000 730,840 742,000 
19 Sai Yok 663,100 755,000 794,000 1,063,000 1,063,000 
20 Thaleban 707,900* 1,202,900 1,785,250 i,442,000 1,046,060 
21 Mu Ko Arg Thong 733,600 826,000 869,000 952,000 952,000 
22 Khao Sok 662,000 663,000 707,000 1,1!4,000 1,134,000 
23 Tat Ton 534,400 536,000 564,000 798,000 798,000 
24 Doi Suthep-Pui 939,400* 1,707,500 2,129,300 3,917,940 2,499,920 
25 

26 

Ao Phangnga 

Si Satchanalai 

584,4oo 

702,500 

592,000 

703,000 

647,000 

7140,ou 

862.000 

930,U00 

862,000 

930,000 



TAET 4 (con't) 

UNIT. : BAHT 

Name of Park Fiscal Year 

1982 1983 198L4 1985 1986 

27 Khao Sam Lan 202,200 242,700 8324,000 629,000 716,000 

28 Kaeng Krachan 447,500* 1,595,200 2,294,200 1,573,520 1,290,290 

29 Mu Ko Surin - 347,000 910,000 408,000 413,000 

30 Khao Phanon Bencha 61,400 447,000 787,400 509,000 509,000" 

31 Hat Nai Yang 843,300 1,079,500 731,000 713,OOC 557,000 

32 Mae Ping 578,500 696,250 714,000 962,000 962,000 

33 Kaeng Tana 424,100 445,000 468,000 681,320 671,180 

34 Khao Laem Ya-Mu Ko 629,200 630,000 663,000 726,000 726,000 

Samtt 

35 Wiang Kosai 127,600* 91,150 1,218,550 920,720 586,450 

36 Hat Chao Mai 112,300* 1,069,600 630,900 1,109,020 429,300 

37 Namtok Mae Surin 347,000 347,000 347,000 413,000 413,000 

38 Si Nakarin 617,900 637,000 670,000 914,000 914,000 



:.ame Of ar i9a 

40o rcn -rabcak yai 

41 -Pan 

1- Khao Pu-Khao Ya 

Kuc S f-

NOC 

TCC)9CC 

-,2,0 

--C,CCC 

:z-,C;-c,CC 

1,.2EE, 

-5c-cr35,CCC 

-­ :,c 

2.,5C6,980 

,ccC. 

--5T,CCC 

3cC 

1,155,CCC 

C 

"5 M~u Ko Chanz 

Laem Sor. 

-7 at :X;charat Thara-Mu 

05,00 

-

3i 7,C0C 

:.6,C 

3T8,CCO 

6,-C"30CCCC 

-2-C.1.c 

593, OCC, 

Z-,Cc 

591lCC 

5C Phu 

-Hufin-­ n ?:. 

K:c Phetra 

YHao.-b -Phai K-han~ -

40,.:CC 

7-L3,LCC 

-c3C,CC 

590,CCG 

I , C2C 

:3,Z0CC 

5 Cccl-C 

-CC 

cc 



--Z aT-on Iz 

51 u g i a -B o-­

55 

56 

57. 

59 

E0 

E: 

Khao n-arg 

:-ion Pllao 

Doi Luamz 

Iz8-,h horz :;avoi 

Namtok That -rakar 

Mukdahar. 

Si Tar-*a 

-:uai ua 

.56,900 

-

347,00O 

z ,00c 

98 

I-,0 

558,OCO 



- (car't) 

"ae 7-TSCa- ',ea­

63 &Qao La-

SLSi ?hang r =a­

65 B~g La­

66 ~mtk am u -- 57,280 3580,00OO 

67 Doi Phu -. a-
- 25, C C 

3,2 -,69C .,6 6,?2 53,5955 C. 9,2498,3-co TCT; 

Latze: Does not in~clude b-udget aliccatiocns fcr CCnstruction materia-I and Ad.zaces. 

Eciu..ce: --;rD, Rila (136). 
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... . ..ac:z' 

- 6, 

3. aai7C 

, 

-, 

C :,c_,: 

2-6--0 cCCO 

-,_ 6, :Ccc 

--. 

.--­cnC aya 

. -- iCCr­_ ... .. 

-L7,ccc 

904,30Cc 1 ,OC720C,cc 1,l 

,co 

6 ,CCC, cccOC, I 

,Ccc 

L ,C CLcOc 

22. -=t-ancm 

2 .£ci -h . 

Dcnra 29!, c, 

696,Ccc 

92,0CC 

-52,7cc 

650,0Cc 

C ,O 

79E,CCC 

-



:.o. 4 a-_ --e-ar 

26. c u - C . 

27. 

2. 

29. 

30. 

Sala 

-ao Sana -Fhrianra 

SadeT :ai ?Krmaiuang 

hC:'urhcn Park 

ar aka 

_g 

- cc cc, 

, 

-2,:Cc 

,-cc 

2:o-_,c oc 

,C 

!. 

2. 

3. 

hae _.oi 

-unto orarhet 

:=-! -­or= 

-­e uai Chcrakhe Mak 

5. z.a=,igeia:at 

,POO00 

622,200o"--

179,500 

109,300 

109,800 

1,368,700 

-- , .... 

_36,000 

cL,C 

" ccc 

,6, 00 

6L.- 0 

72,0cr. 

-7-,0CC 

IC6,occ 

! ,oL,ro­

72,0007 2, o 

.... 

25, r.C 

- ,cc 



MAB-LE' 5 (con'1t) 

UIIT : AET 

No. 17 Fiscal Year 

1983 i984 1985 1986 

6. Ang Kera Sanam -in 109,800 156,000 170,400 210,00c 
7. Ang Ke :Ta Eang Pra 563,0C0 673,000 636,000 702,000 
8. Doi Suthep Special Forest 

Reserve 
176,000 181,800 240,000 240,000 

9. Thale SaD 590,8CO 603,700 720,000 756,000 
10. :,aao Tha Phet 123,400 127,400 135,000 8,Gcc 
11. 'ao'am Phrai 135,100 264,000 438,00 530,coo 
12. Khao P ra Thaeo 109,800 240,OO 336,000 396,0c0 

13. :Tung Waeng 109,800 210,000 87,000 108,CO0 
14. Wat Phai Lom-Wat Amphuwararam 234,000 242,000 216,000 243,000 
15. .at Tan a 109,800 120,000 132,000 126,000 
16. Eung Kroeng Kawia-Nong Nam Sap 380,000 504,00 780,000 960,000 
17. Iu Ko Libong 547,200 607,200 584,000 750,000 



18 

No.ane 


19. 


20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

5 (con't) 

'long Pak Phraya- Khao 

?,Pya Bang Sa
 
Tham Pna Tha Phon 


Bung Chawak 

Pa Phru 

Bung -Khong Long 

Pa Len P k P hnnang-Pa Len 

Ko Chai-Pa Laerm Ta Lum Phuk 

>",ae Lau-mfae Sae 

Khao ra Chang-Laem Kh-am 

Tham E2hang Kao-Kheo Chon 
Phran-Wat Kh.ao Chong Phran 

Thale Sap Nong Bong ihi 

Khao Yai-Khao Na Pha Tang-Knao 
Taphrom 

1983 

31-,300 

-

-

-

-

-

-

Fiscal Ye 

198L 

322,000 

32L,000 

21,000 


312,000 


lh.OOc 

-!94 


-

-

132,000 

-

-

1985 

L02,0 0 0  

369,000 


12,O0 


348,000 


288,000 

Co 

222,000 


150,000 

82 ,00 

-

-8 

1986 

4214,000 

405,000
 

336,000
 

34P,0oo 

336,000 

_42000 

18, o000 

324,000 

96,000 

174,000 

,000 



TA-LE (con'It 

No. Name Fiscal Year 

UNT EAI-W 

1)81 1984 1985 1986 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

Khxcr-r- Lar, Chan 

Khao Chi ctn 

Kihao Koh 

Phru K:ang Khao 

Nung Hua Khu 

Wat Ratsattha Krayaram 109,800 

-

-

120,000 

-

-

-

-

-

-

174,000 

174L,000 

174,000 

174,000 

144,oo 

35. 

36. 

Tham Rakhang-Khac Phra 'ion 

Them Lawa-Tham Daoadueng 

-

-

132,000 

144,000 

81,000 

-

Source : WCD, RFD (1986). 



(45) 

TABLE 6 	 COIPARISION OF EMS'ING VFMUSU RECO IDiDIM ]T1AMS 

OF GUARD STATIONS AT NATIONAL rlARK 

Guard Station
No. Name of 	Parks Area (ha) 

Reccrnmended No. Existing No. 

1 Khao Yai 216,863 28 11
 

2 Phu Kraduig 3)4,812 5 
 4 

3 Thung Salaeng luang 126,2h0 16 5
 

4 Khao 7-mn Rj Yot 9,808 2
3 


5 Nam flao 
 96,600 13 6
 

6 Doi I4ti;i:ni8,2)40 
 7 6
 

7 'hu Phan 66,)470 9 6
 

8 Tarutao 
 149,000 19 4
 

9 Khao Juang 57,000 
 8 4
 

10 Doi Khtrritua, 25,0118 
 14 4 

11 Namtok Phliu 13,1'50 3 2
 

12 Erawan 
 55,000 
 7 3
 

13 Khao Chanao-Kh o 8,368 
 2 2 

11t Kiao Fidtchekut 5,870 	 22 

15 Lanaang 10,h00 3 2 

11 lhu Rua 
 12,084 3 . 

17 Chaloem Brittanntkosin 5,900 2 2 

18 Ramnkhamhaeng 
 314,100 5 14 



(46)
 

TABLE 6 (con't)
 

No. Name of Parks k ItatiArea. (ha) iir d 
_ecc,mmollded Nc. Exi t. irt Ne 

19 Sai Yok 
 50,000 
 7 3 
20 T 10,168 


3 
21 Vu Ko Ang Thor 10,200 3 3 
22 Khao Sok 
 1,552 9 3 

23 Tnt Tol 
 21,718 3 3
24 Doi Suthep-Pui 26, 106 
 h 
 Ij
 
25 A(, Yh rif'.nia 
 J40,080 
 5 2 
26 8is 
 21,320 
 5 2 
27 Khao Sam Lt 1,157 1 
28 Kaere; Krachalt 291,000 
 31 
 5 
29 1,huKo Surin 13,500 
 3 1 
30 Khao PhaxiEm iencha 5,01.2 1 

31 hat hai Ywin, 9,000 
 2 
32 Mae Ping 100,300 
 13 
 2 
33 Kaerg Tn, a 8,000 
 2 2 

314 Khno Lnem Ya-Mu ko - 13,100 3 
Samet
35 Wiang Kosai 4, 000 6 14 

36 Hat Chao Mai 23,088 
 h
 

37 Namtok flue Surizi 39,660 5 
38 Si Nakarin 153,200 
 20 
 3 



(47) 

TAPIL 6 (con't) 

Guard Station 
No. Name of Parks Area (ha) 

Recommended No. Existing No. 

39 Thal Lan 2214,000 28 

ho Ton Krabak laL 14,900 3 

hil Pang Sida 8,1400 ii -

42 Khao Pu-Khao Ya -9,OO 9 2 

43 ,Mu Ko Similan 12,800 3 

bh KIong lan 30,000 h 1 

145 Mn Ko chang 65,000 9 1 

h6 Lafxn Son 31,500 4 1 

47 iL Nopaiat TJha,'a 38,996 5 1 

Nlu Vo [tli-Phi 

h8 Phu Jin Hong Kla 30,700 h 1 

119 NL, Ko Phetra 48,158 7 

50 Phu Kao-Phu Phan 16,500 3 

•Kham 

51 Nae Yan 50,000 7 

52 Khno Liam Fi-Pat 7,200 2 1 

Thai Muang 

53 Mae Wong 50,000 7 

5h lu-ngai Padi-Ludo 16,500 3 

55 Khao Nam Khang 22,000 3 



(48)
 

TADL. 6 (con't) 

Guard Station
No. Name of Park Area (ha) 

Recownerided No. Exlstrg No. 

56 K1ong Ph.ao 50,000 7 ­

57 Doi Laung 51,h16 8
 

58 Phu Chong Nayoi 25,1b13
 

59 Nanitok Chat Trakan 122,280 lb
 

60 Mukdaliar, b ,926 1
 

61 21 Lanna 57,632 9 

62 llua lunt 92,000 lh 

63 Khao Iarmi 56,000 9 -

6) 1itl wylr2i 118,000 7 

65 lang Lltuig 5h,750 8 

66 Namtok Lain Ru 15,000 2 

67 Doi Phu Kha not yet demarcated -

Note: *Recamnmended 1 guard station per h,800-8,000 ha. 

Source: NPD, RFD (198().
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16 

-7 
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10 

8 

18 
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0 
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,9Saiyk 
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-

16 

19 
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-

5 

5 

2 

2 
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-

-

1 

-

1 

1 

1 

-

-

0-
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-cats 
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-adios 
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23 Doi Suthep-P-i i 13 7 
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26 
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29 
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LIST 	OF PROJECT CONCEPTS
 

1. 	Assessment, Protection, and 	Management of Lowland 
Rain Forest in
 
Thailand
 

2. 	 Demonstration and Training in Wildlife Farming for Rural 
Development
 

(Phase 2)
 

3. 	 Developing a Socioeconomic 
Evaluation Methodology for Protected
 
Areas to Enhance Government Support
 

4. 	 Developing Model Interpret-ation Programs for National Parks and 
Non-hunting Areas
 

5. 	 Developing N-itur--haaed Tourism in Thai land 's Protected Areas 

Systen 

6. 	 Developing Policy Statements 
to Guide Mnagement and Administration
 

or Thailand's Protected Areas System 

Y. 	 In-service Training for Thailand's Park Personnel 

8. 	 Froviding Technical Informaticn to Thai Resource Conservation
 

Profess ionas
 

9. 
 Provision of Esnential Equipment to Selected Major Parks and
 

Sanctuaries in Thailand 

10. 	 Provision of' Training/Research 
Centers for Thailand's 
 Protected
 
Area Staff' and Scientists
 

11. 	 Publication of a 
Conservation Education Booklet 
for 	Students and
 
the 	General Public
 

12. 	 Regional Develcpment 
Plan for Protected Areas 
in Western Thailand
 

(Phase )
 

13. 	 Support Thai
for Participation 
in the International Seminar on
 
National Parks and 
Other Protected Areas
 

14. 	 Training Protected Area Superintendents in Management Planning
 
Techniques
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15. Zoning, Carrying Capacity, and Tourisi, Volume Projections for 
Thailand's National 
Parks
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1. Title : ASSESSMPNT, PROTECTION, AND MANAGEMENT OF LOWLAND RAIN FOREST
 

IN THAILAND 

2. Proposed Project Developer : 
Center for, Wildlife Research, Mahidol
 
University: International Council for Bird Preservation
 

3. Proposed Project Executants: Royal. Forest Pepartment; Faculty of 
Forestry, Kasetsart University; Center for Wildlife Research
 

I. Proposed Project Duration: 18 months
 

5. Project Summary:
 

Lowland rain forest is the richest and most diverse of Thailand's 
habitat types, yet it is on the verge or disappearing thefrom country 
due to andloging conversion to unsustainable cultivation. Recent
 
documentation of thn existence Gurney's
of pitta (Pitta gurneyi), listed 
by TUCN as one of the world's 12 most endangered animalis, nId or numerous
 
other lowland "spcialist" spnsie, 
 once feared extirpated from Thailand
 
ha- enerated nationa and international interes-. in protecting 
Thailand's 
remainirig lowland riin forests. Immediate aol'ion must be taken to
 
identify these forests and, based 
 on criteria to be developed, reserve
 
the most important as protected 
 areas. The proposed project will concen­
trate mainly on four southern provinces (Surat Thani, Chumphon, Krabi
 
and Ranonfg) and will he divided 
 into four subprojects: 1) A general
 
indentification and assessment 
 of remaining lowland rain forests: 2)
 
Preparation of management plans sites
for of national significance
 
pursuant to establishment as nature reserve:;. 
 This will include early 
preparation of a management plan for Khao Noi Chuchi where Gurney's 
pitta was rediscovered in 1986. A socioeconomic study of villages in 
the vicinity of Khao Noi Chuchi and formulation of a program to integrate 
villagers with management of the area will be done, with emphasis on 
promoting conservation or Gurney's pitta through village-based tourisnm;
 
3) Assessment of bird species diversity, study Gurney's duringof pitta 
the 1987 breeding season and search for the species in other southern 
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forests; I1) An in-depth floral assessment of either the Khlong Mala 
forest or Khao Noi Chuchi.
 

6. Outputs: 

Offieial protection of significant remaining lowland rain forents 
an nat.ional parks, wildli fe sanctuaries, or' non-hunting areas; prepnrn -

rin 'll'r'rle tt;ic.n of, I rnoomrio l, iorr; for forest sites of' lrtiot;, l .sijni l'i­
eance; formulation of a progrmrn to g ive vi]i]rer. a nubstot. ivo role in 
management; "nd protetion of' Khao Noi fhuchi, bsned in pirt, on 0 nimiir
 
concept developed at Khio Yni Nittiin Park; ehonced cmnservation of' 
Gurney'n p i. ti; pu1blication of the floral list representing perhaps the 
only in-depth study of lowland rnin forest on Thailand'n mainland. 

7. Est imited udget : $70, 00 

8. Present Status: Funding for portionn of the proposed project has 
recenLly been sought from WCi, New York; no 
funding his yet been received.
 
Senior officials from the Agrieulture Ministry and the Royal Forest 

Deprtment have indicated support for the concept. 

9. Concept Originators: 
 Center for Wildlife Research; International 

Council for Bird Preservation. 
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1. 	Title: DEMONSTRATION AND TRAINING IN WILDLIFE FARMING FOR RURAL
 
DEVELOPMENT (Phase 2)
 

2. 
 Project Developer: Wildlife Conservation Division
 

3. 	 Proposed Project Executant : 
Wildlife Conservation Division
 

4. 	Proposed Project Duration: 
 24 months
 

5. 	Project Summary:
 

Many poor villagers living 
near- protected areas hunt 
wild 	meat 
to

supplement 
their protein intake or to 
sell. 	at local markets, venison 
being especially prized. Thin demand has put severe pressure on deer,
pheasants, -iod other species that occur 	 in protectod areas. The 	 proposed
project serk.-, to develop and 	support vi lkge widlfe farming{ schemes tomaximize socioeconomic benefits accrued to local communities from 	 rational 
use of wildlife resources; to 
enhance wildlife protection efforts by
providing vilngers options to harves-_,ting t.iild meat; and 	 to restore
depleted wildlife resourceet through reintroduction of captive 	 bred wi Ilife
Through an FAO sponsored project, WCD 	hat already established much ofthe 	 necessary i nfrnstrCture and 	has tra ined personnel . The 	 proposed
project. would build on the profgress already achieved, including the
following activities: purchase of additional equipment; completion of
the 	pilot deer farm begun 	 in Ihane 1; establishment of two 	 deer farms to 
be owned and operated by rural villages under WCD 	supervision; a survey
of potential markets for deer products; an intensive research program on
the 	 governmn nt deer farm; visits by a deer 	 farming consultant, a wildlife 
veterinarian, and a communication specialist.
 

6. 	 Outputs:
 

A fully operational demonstration/research 
wildlife 
farm 
at Khao

Sol 	 Dao W.S. to include native species of deer and 	 pheasants; creation 
of village-owned deer farms 	 to demonstrate the 	 feasibility of utilizing

captive-bred wildlife to 
improve villagers' welfare and 
lessen poaching;
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indent] fient ion of nit ional n nd inter-nat iona I rnarket, for venison and 

other deer prodtc, il ant iciprltion of futurc wide-son]ln deer f'armi rlg. 

7. Estimated Budget: $102,000 

8. Ent imated Budget: The demnorntra tion /reneaich fri hin Khao Sol I)o 

in now I0 percent nne mrtI;onni and 5 WCD off'i iala hav reee ived training. 

Funding for Phase 2 hn been sought from FAO but not, yet approved. 

9. Concept Originator: Wildlife Conervation Division 
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1. 	Title: DEVELOPING A SOCIOECONOMIC EVALUATION METHODOLOGY FOR
 

PROTECTED AREAS TO ENHANCE GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
 

2. Project 	Developer:' National Environment Board 

3. 	 PropoF-ed Project Executantn: National Environment Board;
 

Royal Forest Department
 

It. Proposed Project Duration: 13 months
 

5. Project 	Summary:
 

As i i',caJ. conntraints and development pressures continue to grow, 
Thailand's protected -jreas nre coming under ever-increasing scrutiny and 
conservatinni stn are being asked to demonstrate the orvalue protected 
areas to the country's -socioeconornic development. Thus fa: they have 

not. done so in a cogent and rational matnner, forcin , government to make 
ad hoe deci sions in I ion of 	 thin inforrnation. As a rsul t protected 
areas f.a i l to compote F-r I i mi ted governmlent Funds and cent inun to 
suf'fer diestric't.ive e'p].oit ition. The proposed project will demonstrate 
how socioeconorie evalustions for derision makers can be prepared and 
presented. Experience gained from this project will be tused to develop
a riethodology for beriefit/cost analyses of' ,rossprotected throughout 

Thailand 'in(d, with modifications, throughout Asia and other developing 
regions. Thi. methodology will help overcome one of' six major obstacles 
to coiseivation identif'i(d in "Worldthe Conservatiorn Strategy", i.e. a 
lack of forsupport 	 corn:ervation due to a lack of awareness by governments 
and others. It will also provide protected area managers the necessary 
tools tLo obtain sippo't f+iom decision makers for adequate protection and 
management of protected areas and will guide 	 wise use of those assets 

shown 
to be most valoabls.
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6. Outputs: 

On-the-,job trainim, of NEB and RFD officials in socioeconomic 

analysis of protected area;i handbook for preparation of socioeconomic 

alaly's of protieted areas n the humid timopics; a socioeconomic evaluat­

ion cr Kum Yi I I.P. and Kno loi P-in W..[,. 

7. Estimated BudpeL: $8't (00 

8. Present 't;i :us A irojor t p oponal hn been submitted t;o WWF-Inter ­
nat;ionnI which han aroptod il and is now attfempltn, to locate funding. 

9. Concept Originator: Nlat ional Environment Board 
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1. Title: DEVELOPING MODEL INTERPRETATION PHCGIAMS FOR NATIONAL 

PARKS AND NON-HUNTING AREAS 

2. Proposed Project Developer: Faculty ofr Forestry, Kanet-art Univoi 11-v 

3. Proposed Project Executants: National Parks Division; Wildlif'e 
Conservation Division; Faculty of Forestry, Kanetiart University 

4. Proposed Project Duration: 18 months 

5. Project. Summary: 

Thai t:ind's national pirks receive over If million visits annual iy.
Approximately 95 peroent of park visitors are Thais fromboth urban 
-noin 10( d "rom suroundingl r ral are. s. Tn addition, neveral nnn­
riuop
in-auni ii: no receive a suhstantial number of visitors. M'1 I
 
r r, 'lhai : - iio,t nt volum otf'orf an 
 eoxofel lort opportunity 1',)r effee.,vo

Jow -o,.t , -unier'vat, ion lu-it iou through qua l i ty interpret iv pirogram,-; t
 
)arklf( -id r,o llhu t ilip area;. lUrforttnatpl y p r sert Iritlprotrit1O1 i1
irilel ie:,n I z eiLher inridequate or vi rMa I ly olon-ex iWatlt.. 1i 

pu',qorn pru jet' . id support; creation of higph quality intorpre, , 
lrrrram it onie terrntriia park, one marine park, and one nr-hrlunlri 

li-rcr, drlmrrulratli, to senior offm inln the vatl of slpporting s"Al
 
prograrm: 
 at -ill major parka anid non-hul t.ing areas. Project activit en 
would lrwludr, no co t rit If' projoe, site tht atti-aet, heavy tourism lil 
alzno ronoirlp ether pl'ot-coed arenn of kind;its development of p1 anp
 
f'Or i tol'lpt'roti e rrrorrarwi at thln siri , 
 po ni tly in cooper-i, ion i-lt , 
nhort-torm rl'nl I tint; contrct inn of' inter)ret ive strictirof sutch ,1ra 
vilit. tr n tlilr' ~d In, dinplI~ etc .;lisplays, ilil-(;lltry tti iiii InC 
Ir nrI rl,roft ive rotl.hor f'or 6 liii) off-icinls; preparation rf' proposals t'or 
government art/r ortsnidespport for interpretive programs at otiner 
heavily visited 
parks and non-hunting areas.
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6 Outputs: 

Model interpretive prnoramn at one terrestrial park, one marine 

park, and one non-hunting area; nix RFD ofrriclns trained in interpretive 

Lenhniqumn; prnponaln for ontnblishing high quality interpretive progrnms 

it major aks -and nnri-hiL. i rig areas; iticreased cons]ervat ion awareness 

amo ra riubstairt ia nmber of Thai people. 

1 Estimated Budget: $170,000 

8. PrenentL Status: A (letailed proposal will be prepared fo]lowing 

approval of the project concept. 

1) Concept Originators: Kasetsart University; National Parks Division 
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1. 	Title: 
 DEVELOPING NATURE-BASED TOURISM IN THAILANPS
 

PROTECTED AREAS SYSTEM
 

2. 	Proposed Project Developer: 
 Faeulty of" Forestry,
 

Kasetsart University
 

3. 	 Proposed Project Executant: 
 Faculty of Forestry,
 

Kasetsart University 

41. 	Proposed Project Duration: 211 months 

5. 	Project Summary:
 

Thailand'n proterdct uread 
 system possesses considerable potential 
for naturo-bn:ed tourism in ofterms fores treks, diving, rafting, 
photogra1 .iy, Ptc. One 	 of ilh:,perk aysten's major goals tois provide
opporitn iti~o for 	 n,iture recrea tion and tourism, but this has been 
largely neglected in the past. Development of nature-based tourism 
would provido several conservation benefits, for 	 example increased and 
dispersed ue of' parks whiclh would help jutify Lhe 	 cost of park mainto­
nan,,(e; opportiinit no for, oonservatioen education; and increased revonue 
irt.. 'l'hke
t fropo:'ed pro ioC t wont d 1Urvey th 	 ki.i1ds and oflove] demand 
for 	 nnture-bnod touri sin and determine how the protected areas system 
ean 	bo developed to fleet thin demand. Project activities wou]'I inclide 
survey domestir.nd 'oreign tourists to determine the amount of demand
 
for nature-bnsed to;rism and the typos 
 of' activities which '4ould be most
 
popular (market survey); survey the protected 
 areas system to determine 
which areas have the best potential for significant tourism development; 
prepare touri.sm development plans for these areas; undertake initial, 
limited Impiementation of the development plans for majorone national 

park.
 

6. 	 Outputs: Determination of demn:,n for nature-based tourism at prol,eted 
areas and of the potential to this
meet demand; 
 tourism development.
 

http:touri.sm
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plans for protected :rreni with highest potential; limited plan implemon­

tation for purpo, e.3 of demonstration. 

7. Ehtimated Budget- $77,000
 

8. Present Status: A detailed proposal will be prepared fo]lowing
 

concept npproval. 

9. Concept Originauur: Faculty of Forestry. Kasetsart University
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1. Title: DEVELOPMENT OF POIUfCY STATEMEN'; TO GUIDE MANAGEMENI' AND 
ADMINIS'TR|ATION OF TIHAILAND'S FrROTrECTD AREAS SYSTEM 

2. 	 Proposed Project Developers: Nictional Parkn Division; 

Wildl iFCe C'on rvt ion D iiion 

3. 	 Proposed Project ,xecvitauts: rlationn Parirk Division; 

Wi ldl i Ce C(o ri'iri Divial oi; Mational Environment Board 

4. 	 Proposed Projcat Duration: 12 months 

5. 	 Project Summary:
 

The National 
 P.a:'kr Division and the W.ldlife Conservation Division
collectivPly administer 10 percent ofW Thatliin ,a total land area, butboth 	 divinionn lack 	rlearly stated objectives and 	 goals to guide operationof the proterted ,roan :,yst.m. Under the proposed project, NPD and 	 MCDwould prodiice adriri-i trativo policy statements that: 1) cogently state
major objet, iveN and gro n of the protected areas system; 2) outline liowthey 	 can he aecompi ie:ht; nnd 3) 'learly define responnibilitien of thedivisions and 
their 'ompornnt nctilnn. Project activities will 	 includeformation of a 	sp-r'ial committee to oversee preparition of policy state­

menis ror both di via i ona ; prov 1n ion of a 9h)rt -term consultant from 	 an
international agency with experience in thin field; submission of thepolicy stateieint to 	 he Cahinet- for official government approval andrecognition. The 	 policy rtntementr would address such 	 issues as priority
listing of parkn and snrituaries; plans far decentralization of adminis­tration and deoirlion-making; personnel nd development u.tandards forpark3 ,nd anctuari s; protected areas role in socioeconomic development; 
acquisition palicy; ar, 	 other-. 

6. 	 Outputs: re 	 efFicient and poroductive admintstratIonmannna.,mint 
of the pro ecied areas system througrh preparation and 	 implementation of 
policy guidelines for NPD and WCD.
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7. Estimated Budget: $15,000
 

8. Present Status: A det,aLied proposal 
 will be prepared f'ollowing
 

ar'proval of the pr'oject concept.
 

9. Concept Originator: National Parks Division
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1. 
Title: TIN-SERVICE TRAINTNG FOR THAIAND'S PARK PEIRSONNEI,
 

2. 	 Project Developer: Natianal 
Parka Divisfion
 

3. Proposed Project Executantng: tin1tion1
l Parkar
Divi 	;ion; Faculty
 

oF Foreas.r'y, rt Unaetaahiversity
 

II- Proposed Project Period: 
 10 months
 

5. 	Project Slmmary:
 

Thail Iand 1i,:; more than '0 
nat)tional pnrlko 
under administration or
tire 
 lI.,O I aParks Divi aion (NPD). NpI personnel 
 number 
over 4000
individuals, y" 	 no explicit training mrchnnirrm 'xitsatFor thins la,,staFF. 
 11e 	 prr'pnnd project worId ntnbih nl in-sorvie traIningprog''.r ('c. vol i,m 	 ata FFna ogori P, fi I rainil 0ne1na] ly hol rig hldin the fi ld. Act; ivit. i-, would inclrdo: discussions with 	 NPD per'.sonn l.to rInterl ll - itn llri '''r l1imu'ntl,a l ea igri o' Curricula For 	 at lea:tthroe Ioeia oF pnov'rlllnl (nrana'ra ann 	 o]ther senior starF, 1u1,(1'id, arrdint~erpreaation sata FF); rompiliation oF mnLeri nI, 	possibly baaed on I .W.Nmodels For Africa arid For the 	 artPri ; arid [reparation oF a detaifedproject propon al For 	 ecabIirront of' relevanrt trairinf, centers.
proposed project reprosents 	

The 
a necessary fo]llow-urp to WWF/ IUCN Project3011 	 which recently ,pourad government Funding For protected area manage­

ment 	p1nnning.
 

6. 	 OutpuL.n: ider'iienFic on oF training needs For the 	National ParksDivision: "ur 	 ic"Ii Forp courses For managers, guards, and 	 interpretation
staFF; preparapLinr of 	 tiiring materials; project proposal For 	 major
fVunding For a training center. 

7. 	E: timated Budpet: $36,000
 

8. 	 PreoneL 
MLaLun: 
 A detnaied project proposal 
has 	 been prepared airid
Is now being considered For, Funding by WWF-Internationa[.
 

Concept originator:
9. 	 Jeffery MeNeely 
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1. Title: PROVIDING TECINICAL INFORMATION TO THAI 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION PROFESSIONALS 

2. Project Developer: Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University 

Proposed Project Executant: Faculty of Forestry,3. 
Kasetsart University 

41. Proposed Project Duration: 211 months 

5. Project Summary:
 

Over the past two decades Thailand has made significant progress in 
resource conservation, both practically and academically. However, 
technical knowledge and expertise seriouslyis laggirg behind structural
 
advances due in to n
part shortage of available technical information.
 
Books and Journai are of'ten prohibitively 
 expensive for professLonals,
 
educators, and 
 students. Available piiblished material is invariably in 
English, precluding iis; by most professionals and sometimes of only
 
marp inal benefit to academics. Furthermore, many available publications
 
present 
 concepts with little application to the situation in Thailand. 
Under the proposed project, Kasetsart University will translate appro­
priate Enl is;h technical books, periodicals, etc., Thai.into Project 
activities will include identification of key institutions that would 
most benefit 
Fro the project; determine the institutions information
 
needs; run an in-country search 
for required publications and acquire

publications from abroad; translation, printing and binding; distribution 
of tte translated material to all universities with natural resources 
programs, to numerous Agriculture Ministry departments, to NEB, to all 
conservation tIGOs, etc. 

6. Outputs: Five volumes, eich covering 
a broad conservation topic, of
 
translated technical information; enhanced achievement of conservation 
objectives through improved training, education, and awareness.
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7. Ettmated Budget: 
 $36,000
 

8. Present Status: 
 A detailed project proposal 
has been prepared and
 
is now 
being considered by WWF-International.
 

9. Concept Originator: Jeffrey McNeely
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I. Title: PROVISION OF ESSENTIAL EQUIPMENT TO SLELCTED
 

MAJOR PARKS AND SANCTUARIES IN THAILAND
 

2. Proposed Project Developers: National Parks Division;
 

Wi Idlife Cnuservation Division 

3. Proposed Project Executants: National Parks Division; 

Wildlife Conservation Division
 

'1 
 Proposed Project Duration: 3 months
 

Project Summary:
 

Due to budgetary or. -straints, national parks and wildlife sanctuaries 
suffer from a debilitating shortage of essential materials and equipment, 
seriously Impeding effective protection and mangement of protected 
areas. For example, of 4 sanctuaries surveyed in 1986 , only 4 had 
short-wavo radios, 6just had patrol vehicles other than motorcycles,
 
and only I wa ; equipped with walkie-talkies. 
 Tents, backpacks, binoculars, 
and other field supplies are inadequate at virtually all parks -nd 
3anctuarier,. The pioposed project will survey major parks and sanctuar.es 
to determine the kinds and amounts of essential equipment needed but
 
which are un] ikely to be 
 procured through expected government budget 
allocations. Needs will then be prioritized according to the importance 
of individual protected areas and of various types of equipment/naterials.
 
Finally, a detailed proposal will be prepared 
for donations from sources
 
outside the Royal Thai Government.
 

6. Outputs: An inventory of existing equipment/materials at major
 
parkn aid sanctuaries, and identification of the kinds and quantities of 
essential equipment which they now 
lack; preparation of a detailed
 
proposal for donations of equipment/materials; 
successful solicitation
 
of essential equipment will ultimately help improve management 
 and
 
protection at 
the targeted protected areas.
 

http:sanctuar.es


Estimated Budget: $1,200
 

'i Present Status: 
 A detailed proposal will be prepared following
 

1pproval of the project concept.
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1. 
Title: 	 PROIISION OF TRAINING/RESEARCH CENTERS FOR THAILAND'S
 

PROTECTED AREA STAFF AND SCIENTISTS
 

2. Proposed Pcoject Developer: 
 Center for Wildlife Research,
 

Mahidol University; Faculty of Forestry,
 

Kasetsart University
 

3. Proposed Project Executants: 
 Royal Forest Department;
 

Mahidol University; Kasetsart University
 

4. 
Proposed Project Duration: 3 years
 

5. Project Summary
 

improved protected area manage-


The paucity of pt-rk and sanctuary personnel who have received 
training in protected area management fields has been identified by 
national experts as a major inhibitor to 

ment. 	 Presently, only 
38 officialt (17 percent) have 
had training in
 
disciplines directly applicable to 
protected 
area management. Likewise,
 
research training 
and opportunities 
for field studies are limited,
 
precluding collection 
of basic data necessary for proper 
formulation 
of
 
protected area management strategies. Under the proposed project,

provision would be 	 made for material support (e.g. equipment, buildings, 
publications) to a field center located at a national park. The center 
would be opened to UFD officials at three staff levels, from guards to 
division administrators, and to outstanding Thai 
scientists and promising
 
university students. 
 The 
center would be staffed by qualified university
 
lecturers and government officials, with occasional guest 
instructors
 
from the private sector 
 who are 	recognized leaders in their 
 field.
 
Instruction and research would 
focus on protected area-community develop­
ment integration, protected area 
 administration/management, 
 visitor
 
services, and interpretation/education 
to compliment 
wildlife research,
 
wildlife management, and 
law enforcement techniques that 
will be offered
 
at the proposed 
luai Kha 	Khaeng W.S. center.
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6. Outputs: A fully staffed and 
equipped training and research center;
 
increased understanding of protected 
 area rural community dynamics;
 
improved 
management and administration of protected areas; advanced
 
opportunities for important floral and faunal research, and dissemination
 

of this information to 
resource managers.
 

7. Estimated Budget: 600,000
 

8. Present Status: The 
Australian Development Assistance Board 
has
 
offered support for a research center at huai Kha Khaeng W.S., but this 
offer is still being deliberated by the Royal Thai Government.
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I. 	Title: 
 PUBLICATION OF A CONSERVATION EDUCATION BOOKLET
 

FOR STUDENTS AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC
 

2. 
Proposed project Developer: Pilal Poonswad, Faculty of Science,
 

Mahidol University
 

3. 
Proposed Project Executant: 
 Pilai 	Poonswad
 

4. 	Proposed Project Duration: 10 months
 

5. 	 Project Summary:
 

Very few publications for students and the general public 
are
 
available in Thailand that present educational material concerning Thai
 
wildlife. The p.,oposed project will 
provide support for preparation
 
and 	 publication of an educational booklet on 	 four species of Thai 
hornbills and 
forest consoruation. 
 The 	 Booklet will 	 be authored by Ms. 
Ms. 	 Pilai Poonswad, a member of Mahidol Universit;y's Faculty of Science, 
based 	 on her f'our years of intensive study at Khiao Yal. 	 Park. Although 
educational in nature, the booklet will be written to appeal to a 
popular audience as well -s students. A total of 10,000 copies, each 
approximately 30 pages in length with 20 color 	 photos, will be printed. 
The 	booklets will 
be donated 
to major public 
and 	school libraries, and
 
sold 	at national parks, zoos, 
ets.; proceeds from the sales will be put
 
into hornbill conservation programs.
 

6. 	Outputs: 
 10,000 copies of an educational/popular booklet on Thai
 
hornbills to 
increase public awareness of, and 
to provide funds for,
 

hornbill conservation in Thailand.
 

7. 	Estimated Budget: $6,500
 

8. 	Present Status: 
 A detailed proposal will be prepared following
 

approval of the project concept.
 

9. 	Concept originator: Pilai Poonswad
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Title: REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR PROTECTED AREAS IN
 
WESTERN THAILAND (Phase 1)
 

Proposed Project Developers: 
 National Environment
 

Board; Faculty of Forestry; Kasetsart University
 

3. Proposed Project Executant: 
 Royal Forest Department
 

4. Proposed Project Duration: 12 months
 

Project Summary:
 

The western provinces of ranchanaburi, Tak, and Uthai Thani contain 
.3everi park!- and sanotuaries covering 925,000 ha. These areas provide 
habitat For Freata diversity or wildlife, Pa31tICularly endangered large
mammals rtuh as elephant, guar, banteng, tiger, and waterwild buffalo. 
Among protected areas located here is the Huai Kha Khaeng-Thung Y'ai 
Naresuan sanctuary esomr ,ix perhaps mostthe valuable protected area in 
Thailana and tisted by 1UCN as a reserve of high international signift­
canoe In addition, the seven areas are of critical importance to 
protection- of several westernkey watersheds located above large reser­
voi r9 13enu;o or their high value as proto,_tion for wildlife and water­
aheds their similar managerrent needs, and their close proximity to each 
other, it is proposed thart a maste- plan be developed for this region. 
The plan would addres.s. management and developnent of national parks,
wildlife sanctuaries, fore:t parks, and forest reserves as an integrated 
whoi.-, with special emphasis giver to the role these areas play in 
regional socioeconomic development. The project would be divided into
 
two phases. Phase 1 
activities would include formation of a study team; 
preparation of a feasibility 
study; preparation of 
an interim regional
 
development plan; 
and formulation of terms 
of reference for a comprehen­
sive management plan. 
 Phase 2 activities would include final development
 
plan preparation and submission of a funding request 
to the Royal Thai
 
Government for plan implementation.
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6. Outputs (Phase 1). A freasi:)illty study; an interim regional develop­

ment plan for western protected areas; terms of reference for a comprehen­

sive k'egional development plan. 

7. Estimated Budget: $75,000 for Phase 1. $30,000 for Phase 2. 

8. Present Status: A detailed proposal ill be developed following 

concept approval. 

9. Concept Originators: National Environment Board; National Parks
 

Division
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1. Title: SUPPORT FOR T!'iI PARTICIPATION IN THE INTERNATIONAL SEMINAR
 

ON NATIONAL PARKS AND OTHER PPOTECTED AREAS
 

2. Proposed Project Developer: Faculty of Fcoestry, Kasetsart University
 

3. Proposed Project Executants: Royal Forest nepartment; Faculty of
 

Forestry, Kasetsart University
 

4. Proposed Project Period: 3 weeks (1988)
 

5. Project Summary:
 

The International 
Seminar on National Parks and Other Protected 
Areas is an annual gathering of senior conservationists from around the
 
world. It is a three-week technical and professional course that examines
 
policies, administration, planning, and other aspects of 
protected area
 
management. The proposed project 
would provide travel costs, seminar
 
fees, and other expenses for two senior level Thai resource managers to
 
attend the seminar in 1988. The seminar emphasizes themes of particular
 
relevance to Thniland's needs, such as 
staff development, interpretation 

and environmental education , resource management, and biological diver­
sity. Attendance at the seminar would allow senior Thai resource managers
 
to broaden their knowledge of protected area management and, ultimately,
 

to put into practice methods and concepts learned.
 

6. Outputs: Senior level Thai i, ticipation in the 1988 International 

seminar on Nhtional Parks and Other Protected Areas; exposure of senior. 
Thai resouroe manngers to new methods and concepts coacerning protected 
area mnagement that can 
be applied in Thailand's parks and sanctuaries.
 

7. Estimated Budget: $11,000
 

8. Present Status: A detailed proposal will be prepared following
 

concept approval.
 

9. Concept Originator: Faculty of Forestry, Kasetsart University
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1. Title: 
 TRAINING PROTECTED AREA SUPERINTENDENTS IN
 

MANAGEMENT PLANNING TECHNIQUES
 

2. Proposed Developer: 
 Faculty of' Forestry, Kasetsart University
 

3. Proposed Project Executant: 
 Faculty of' Forestry, Kasetsart University
 

4, Proposed Project Duration 
8 months
 

5. Project Summary:
 

Under, the 
Sixth Five-Year National 
Economic and Social 
Development
 
Plan (1987-1991), 
the National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Divisions
 
have been allocated government funds 
to 
establish a management planning
 
unit and to prepare ,ianagement plans 
for 23 major protected areas.
 
There have been 
indications 
that the Royal Thai Government may consider
 
increased support 
for plan preparation and implementation at 
more areas
 
if NPD and can
WCD demonstrate sufficient 
administrative capability. 
This would re:quire that protected area superintendents be knowledgeable
 
in management planning techniques, but presently only a very 
few have
 
had any exposure to this field. 
 The proposed project 
would provide
 
support to 
Kasetsart University 
for development of instructional 
mater­
rials pertaining to principles and 
techniques of protected 
area manage­
mant planning. 
 These materials 
would form the basis for classes or
 
workshops attended by protected area superintendents and jointly sponsored
 
by Kasetsart, NPD, and WCD. 
 Successful project implementation could
 
lead to an 
accelerated rate of management plan preparation and implemen­
tation, with the planning 
unit playing a supporting and administrative
 

role.
 

6. Outputs: Instructional materials for training protected area superin­
tendents in management planning techniques; an increase in the number of 
protected areas preparing, and implementing management plans. 

7. Estimated Budget: $12,000
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8. Present Status: 
 A detailed proposal will be prepared following
 

approval of the project concept.
 

9. Concept Originator: Faculty of Forestry, Knsetsart University
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1. 	Title: ZONING, CARRYING CAPACITY, AND TOURIth VOLUME
 

PROJECTIONS FOR THAILAND'S NATIONAL PARKS
 

2. Proposed Project Developer: National Parks Division
 

3. Proposed Project Executant: National Parks Division
 

4. Proposed Project Duration: 12 months
 

5. Project 	Summary:
 

Visitation to Thailand's national parks is over 4 million annually
 
and is expected to rise appreciably in coming years. 
 Seven parks receive
 
in excess of 100,000 visitors per year. The expected rise in park
 
tourism volume will inevitably affect park ecology 
at several locations
 
and is already responsiblo for isolated problems 
at some heavily visited
 
parks. 
 The proposed project would determine visitor carrying capacities
 
and tourism volume projections 
at each park that now receives or is 
expected to ece'ive high visitation. Carrying capacity and tourism 
volume projections would be used to thene parks furzone 	 rccreational/non­
recreational uses. Also, recommendations would be made for development
 
of new recreation sites at individual parks, especially along the park
 
periphery; present recreational opportunities at most parks are mainly 
confined to the headquarters vicinity. The actions proposed are consi­

dered to be of' high priority by national experts.
 

6. Outputs: Determination of carrying capacities and tourism volume 
projections for parks 	 that experience or are expected to experience 
heavy visitor use; zoning for recreational and non-recreational purposes;
 
recommendations for new recreation sites; 
minimized adverse impacts from
 

park tourism.
 

7. Estimated Budget: $15,000
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8. Present Status: A detailed proposal will be prepared foilowing
 

concept approval.
 

9. Concept Originator: Faculty of Forestvy, Kasetsart University
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PROGRAM OF ACTIVITIES
 

12 February 1987
 

All participants arrive and check
 

in at Phuket Island Resort
 

13 February 1987
 

Morning session
 

08.30-09.30 Registration
 

09.30-10.00 
 Opening ceremonies
 

Suwannakarn Room, Phuket
 

Island Resort
 

Introductory Message
 

Dr. S. Sukwong
 

Chairman, Organizing
 

Committee
 

Opening Address
 

Mr. Suthep Thuekbuhan 

Depty Mitlis3t.r of' Agriculture 

and Cooperatives
 

H.E. William A. Brown
 

U.S. Ambassador to
 

Thailand
 

Welcoming Address
 

Mr. K. Rakmanee
 

Governor of Phuket
 

10.00-10.30 
 Coffee break
 

Chairman :
 

Mr. P. Suwannakorn
 

Rapporteur :
 

Mr. S. Vejaboosakorn
 

10.30-12.00 

http:10.00-10.30
http:09.30-10.00
http:08.30-09.30
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10.30-11.00 Summary report on the 

status of'national parks 

and other protected areas 

dievlopment in Thailand 

S. Sukwong 

11.00-12.00 Major issues facing Thailand's 

national parks and other 

protected areas development 

and recommendations 

s. Chettamart 

U. Kutintara 

K. Pragtong 

S. Vejaboosakorn 

S. Vivajsirin 

12.00 Lunch 

Afternoon session 

01.00-02.30 Chairman 

Dr. A. Wichiencharoen 

Rapporteur : 

Ms. J. Michalovic 

01.00-01.30 Presentation by a representative 

from U.S.A. 

01.30-02.00 Presentation by a representative 

from Australia 

02.00-02.30 Presentation by a representative 

from Japan 

02.30-03.00 Coffee Break 

03.00-05.30 Chairman : 

Mr. K. Snidvongs 

Rapporteur : 

Mr. R.J. Dobias 
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03.00-03.30 
 Presentationi by a representative
 

from Costa Rica
 

03.30-011.00 
 Presentation by a representative
 

from Canada
 

o4.00-011.30 
 Presentation by a representative
 

from Now Zealand
 

04.30-05.30 
 Open discussion (based on today's
 

presentations)
 

07.00 
 Dinner
 

14 February 1987
 

Excursion to Pee Pee
 

Marine National Park,
 

Krabi
 

08.00 	 Leave the hotel by bus to
 

the pier at Marine Biology
 

Center and proceed to
 

Pee Pee by boat
 

12.00 
 Lunch at Pee Pee Don 	and
 

visit private recreation
 

and tourism development
 

site
 

03.00 	 Leave pee Pee Don for
 

Phuket
 

07.00 
 Dinner
 

http:04.30-05.30
http:o4.00-011.30
http:03.30-011.00
http:03.00-03.30
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15 February 1987 

Morning seesion 

08.30-10.30 Chairman 

Mr. S. Argaslerksh 

Rapporteur : 

Dr. N. Ruangpanit 

08.30-09.00 Conclusions for management 

and development of national 

parks, wildlife sanctuaries, 

and other preserves in Thailand 

S. Sikwong 

09.00-09.30 Proposal for international 

collaboration on Thailand's 

parks, sanctuaries and 

other preserves 

T. Prakobbo n 

09.30-10.30 Open discussion 

10.30-11.00 Coffee break 

11.00-12.00 Chairman : 

Dr. S. Areekul 

Rapporteur : 

Ms. D. Emphandhu 

11.00-11.15 Remarks and comments by 

K. Snidvongs 

11.15-11.30 Remarks and comments by 

K. Chancharaswat 

11.30-11.45 Remarks and Comments by 

P. na Patalung 

11.145-12.00 Remarks and comments by 

S. Argaslerksh 
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12.00 Lunch 

Afternoon session 

01.00-12.30 Chairman 

Mr. P. Ruyabhorn 

Rapporteur : 

Dr. C. Yarwudhi 

01.00-01.20 Remarks and cumments by 

J. McNeely 

01.20-01.110 Remarks and comments by 

N. Iltun 

01.40-02.00 Remarks and comments by 

J. Eriksson 

02.00-02.30 Open discussion 

02.30-03.00 Coffee break 

03.00-03.20 Closing address by 

Dr. T. Thamrong­

nawasawat 
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ORGANIZING COMMITTEE
 

Dr. 	Suthain Areekul 


Rector, Kasetsart University
 

Mr. 	Pong Leng-Ee 


Inspector-general, Ministry of
 

Agriculture and Cooperatives
 

Dr. 	Somsak Sukwong 


Dean, Faculty of Forestry,
 

Kasetsart University
 

Mr. 	Seri Vejaboosakorn 


National parks Division, RFD
 

Mr. 	Thammarong Prakobboon 


National Parks Division, RFD
 

Dr. Utis Kutintara 


Faculty of Forestty,
 

Kasetsart. University
 

Mr. 	Komon Pragtong 


National Forest Lands
 

Management Division, RFD
 

Mr. 	Surin Vivajsirin 


Environmental Policy and Planning
 

Division, ONEB
 

Mr. 	Nophadol Brlksavand 


Wildlife Conservation Division, RFD
 

Mr. 	Robert Doblas 


Mr. 	Surachet Chettamart 


Faculty of Forestry,
 

Kasetsart University
 

Councellor
 

Councellor
 

Chairman
 

Vice-Chairman
 

Committee
 

Committee
 

Committee
 

Committee
 

Committee
 

Committee
 

Committee &
 

Secretary
 



(96) 

Ms. Noppawan Tanakanjana Committee & 

Faculty of Forestry, 

Kasetsart University 

Asst. Secretary 

Ms. Chatpet Dumrongkijkaset Committee & 

Faculty of Forestry, 

Kasetsart University 

Asst. Secretary 
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INTRODUCTORY MESSAGE
 

BY
 

THE DEAN, FACULTY OF FORESTRY
 

KASETSAHT UNIVERSITY
 

Your Excellency the Deputy Minister of 
Agriculture and Cooperatives,
 

the Honorable U.S. Ambassador to Thailand and distinguished participants:
 

On behalf of the organizing committee I would like to express our
 

sincere gratitude to 
 the Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Cooperatives 

for graciously accepting the position of conference chairman. This is 

indeed a great honor for all conference participants and reflects Your 

Excellency's keen interest 
 in resolving the kingdom's conservation
 

prob lems. 

The country's forest resources have diminished rapidly during the 

past 25 ynarn. We have lost 25 percent of our forests during this 

period; in 1961 forests covered 53.3 pertent of the country but now 

cover only 29.05 percent.
 

This staggering forest loss has been due to pressures from a 

rapidly increasing population, f om economic and social conditions and 

from political Considerations. Nonetheless, we are attempting in many
 

areas of the country to conserve wildlife and the environment in its 

naturnl state by establishing national parks, wildlife sanctuaries, 

forest parks and non-hunting are2s. Presently these protected areas 

cover approximately 10 percent of the country and ,.ot are receiving 

protection to maintain their integrity.
 

Portected areas are providing many benefits to society, such as 

protecting; water-heds that. are the sources of streams and rivers which 

provide life to the Thai people; forest products; plant and animal 

genetiic ma1. ri al;and natural attractions of great beauty that improve 

out, quality of' life and, through tourism, contribute to the national 
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economy. But the benefits that the country and its people receives 
From protected areas will not reach their full potentials or' continue 

into the future in the abnence of proper development ofr our protected 

areas system. Proper development isi needed in order to counter the 
inrreanin problems plaguing our protected areas, especially the continual 

growth of the coiitry'n Ilnman poprlation. 

The in ulty or Fores3try, K'asetsart University in cooperation with 

Royal Forest Department and Office of the National Environment Board, 

i rnm for 


undertook a cOnrlpr'oheric i ye as:nesmnt oF 


and with t Ica the .. Agency Iuloernationa i Development 

the country' s protected areas 
nys temna. part oF the project "Assessment of fationa Parks and Saneturies 

Development in Thailid." Tn order to provde a broad Forum presentto 


and discucrr the Foscof'indingr, Fareulrn of thought
nicn the y Forestry 


it appropriate t,-)c(ivorne an international conFerence. The conference
 

object,ivor air' I.e h i i1 a comon ulderstarndilup, of' the problems and 
potent.ials or pratontcr1d area developriert and to nolicit from various 
goverrrnt arid privNte agencie, opir ions an recommendations that will 

be directly applicable to Formulating protected area 
policy and management 

initiati. v, to ha p rvercnme present problems. 

'This conference is basad on a IISAID-.upported assesament of Thai land's 

proteted areas and subequenl report detai inf the assessment 'a findings. 
At thin three-day ,seminar we have approximately 80 Thai participants 

from the Following agencies: Kanetsart University; Royal Forest Depart­

ment; OFice or the National Environment Board; Office of' the Permanent 

Seertary, Mini stry of' Agriculture and Cooperatives; office of the 
Prime Mini ater; Ministry of Science, Technology and Energy; Minintry of 
Interior; Fourism AutthoriLy of' Thailand; Natiorq' Economic and Social 

Development Poard; land Department; Mahidol University; Environmentai 

Plesearath Irbatitute, Chulalongkorr University; InternationalThai Airlines; 

Electricity Genreating Authority of Thailand and 
Wildlife Fund Thailand.
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Representatives from the press and 
various private organizations are
 

also present.
 

Also participant-ing are representatives from the following foreign 

and international agencies: UNEP; IUCN; WWi-US; U.S. National Park 

Service; Sierra Club; University of Washington; USAID; Environment.
 

Agency, Jipan; University of Victoria, Canada; Office of Tropical
 

Science, Costa Rica; 
Now Zealand National Parks and Reserves; Australian
 

National Parks and Wildlife Service; IUCN Conservation Monitoring
 

Center, England; and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
 

The Royal Forest Department organized a pre-conference study tour 
for foreign participants. They visited parks in each region of the 
country and developed a list of issues and recommendations based on the 
tour. It is especially gratifying to see attendance at this co,fevence 

of senior Thai administrators who have long experience with ant1 a good 

understanding of problems facing the country as a whole.
 

The ideas and comments generated during the conference will be 

incorporated 1M in the final assessment report. This will he of great 
benefit in laying a proper foundation for and providing appropriate 

direction to protected area policy and efficient management of the 
system. It will also help build common understanding and cooperation
 

among policy, planninf and implementing agencies involved in conservation.
 

Additionally, the conference will 
serve as a venue for exploring the
 

possibilities of receiving appropriate aid from foreign and international
 

funding agencies.
 

Finally, the orranizing committee asks for your forgiveness for
 

any problems you many encounter during the conference.
 

Thank you.
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Remarks of the Honorable William A. Brown
 

for the Opening Session of
 

The International Conference on Management or National Parks
 

and Otrer protected Areas in Thailand
 

Phuket, Thailand
 

February 13, 1987
 

Your Excellency lip Minister of Agriculture, Your Excellency the 

Governor of Phuket, Dlstinsuished Participants from Thailand, and 

Dlstingui5shed Participants visiting Thailand: 

Thin is a very sifgnifleant occasion and [ am very pleased to be 
able to he here with yon and t- represent the U.S. Government in 

opening this Tnternational Conference. 

Although T am nnt personally an expert in management of National 

Parks or Other Protected Areas, I think you may already realize that 

all Arnier iearns areo very pro',d of our National Parks, and all of us 

perhaps are at leart expert in appreciatinp. Loom. So I can at least. 

share in claiming that relevant expertise. 

I regret very much that 1.will be unable to remain with you for 

the entire sonferene, because this is a nsubject that is very much of' 
personal interest and sonsern to me -- and of course one doesn't like! 

to cut short an opportunity to combine business with the hospitality 

and raturn! beauty of' Phuket. 

I have hnd a chance to read through the draft report prepared by 
the Kaetnart; University Faculty of Forestry -- which I must. say I 
find to b well organized and highly readable; I am sure that it will 

provide a solid and useful foundation for the discussions that will 

take place here -- and I have had a chance to review the list of 

participants, in particular the distinguished visitors thefrom U.S. 

and from other participating countries. 
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I would like to use my remarks here this morning to welcome and 

introduce some of the American participants. I think thin might be 

the best way for me to make several points For you to consider n you 

look at the topic of management of parks and otlhsr protected areas in 

Thailand. 

But before I do that, I would like to elaborate briefly on why 1 

think that. this is such a significant meeting. 

From the Assessment report I see thar, Thailand now has more than 

50 national parks, some 30 national wildlife sanctuaries and 4l0 

non-hunting areas. These arms are somthing over 11 percent of the 

land area of Thai land. 

This in sn extremely impressive accompl ishment -- 11 per cent of 

Thailand has been set aside over the pant three decades, set aside by 

the curremnt ienera. on, to be used not for very pressing and real 

immediate needs For agricultural lands and timber and minerals and 

other raw naturs i resources, but set aside for very non-economi.c -­

not un-economic but mainly non-economic -- reasons: To preserve 

habitats and speciesn in their natural state, and thereby to maintain 

ecosystems that are vital riot only to the functioning or Thailand's 

ecology, but to the hydrologic cycles, the c mutic stability, and 

the ecological well-he ing of the entire planot Earth; set aside not 

just For the sake of this current generntion or any current governmen;,
 

but for your children and their children and all future generations. 

Thailand in well noted for its rap d economic growth, and for 

its steady increases in agricultural output over the past several 

decades. I've heard it suggested that this increase in agricultural 

production, so important to meeting food needs at home and food and 

commodity needs for export- abroad, has been a very land-extensive
 

process. Some experts suggest 
that up to 90 percent of the increase 

In agricultural production over the past two decades has been due to 
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the opening up of new lands for agriculture, rather than increased 
output per 
ral. In other words, most of the increase in production 
has not been from higher yielding seeds or, increased fertilizer, but 
from the conversion of forest and other lands to cultivation. 

There is an obvious dilemma here. It, is one that- we faced in 
tie history of our own country. Fur most of two centuries, farmers 
in America were always able to move West, to open up new ]and when 
they had worn out the old land, or when the population grew. Put 
fi.nally, most of the good agricultural land was filled, and the 
efforts 
turned to increasing the 
production of 
the farmland already
 

in use.
 

Something of a similar process seems to be at work in Thailand 
today. Forested lands or wild lands, according to everyone's reports,
 
have gone from 60 percent of Thailand's land area in 1950 to only 
half of that, 30 percent or less, 
today. Clearly the forested ;ild­
lands that, comprise the 11 percent or so of area that has been set 
aside an . 'rks is becoming iticreasingly valuable to the country,
 
simply because such lands and their are
resources becoming increasingly 
rare. To set aside such a significant portion of land for recreation­
na'2,ecological, scenic and sciet-ific purposes might well be considered
 
a milestone of economic maturity for countries in the modern world.
 
For many reasons then, I think 
 Thailand, as a country should be 
commended 
for this.
 

I was struck while reading the Assessment report that there
 
seems 
to be a profound awareness that 
this very impressive accomplish­
ment Is only a first step. The lines have been drawn on the maps, 
and now, beginning with the 
new Sixth National Socio-Economic Develop­
ment Plan, the 
work must change significantly 
to protecting those 
areas, to managing them so that their benefits may be enjoyed by as 
many people as possible without impinging on the integrity of their 
natural systems. Some 
important initial 
steps have already been
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taken in this regard, and this conference may hopefully help to
 

further your progress.
 

With all this as context, I would like to introduce some of the 

American participants who are here. 

First, there is Robert Baker, from the 
U.S. National Park Service. 

Bob Baker is the Regional Director for the Southeast Region, which I 

understand is the largeat region in the U.S. National Park system.
 

111s region covers the Pastern half of what has come to be called the 

Sunbelt in the U.S., the region of fastest economic growth for the 

last two or three decades. if you think you have problems with 

expanding populations and demands for lands, or rapidly increasing 

interest from the public for recreational areas, talk with him; he 

will understand.
 

Joanne Michalovic, now with 
the National park Service's Office
 

of International Affairs, has previously been involved in preparing
 

the management plans for some of our newer parks in the State 
 of 

Alaska. Ask her about the problem of managing large areas with small 

staff, and coping with everything from a harsh climate to goldminers 

to fur trappers and native game hunters.
 

Dr. Mark Shaffer, from the U.S. Fiiih and Wildlife Service. The 

Fish and Wildlife Service also has responsibilities for protecting a 

large and critical land area, primarily of habitats for waterfowl and 

other wildlife. These wildlife sanctuaries in the U.S. have become
 

increasingly important as recreational 
sites and sites of ecological
 

services also, protecting wetlands and watersheds which have a larger
 

role in the national water supply system for example.
 

Dr. Shaffer, incidentally, has been working for several years 

with our AID office in Washington to develop an Action Plan for thr 

U.S. Governmunt for conserving biological diversity. This is a
 

relatively recent 
but very serious interest of our government, whici
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again extends the role and significance of parklands and other protected
 

areas.
 

Dr. Grant Sharpe, rrom the University of Washington, in Seattle, 

and his wife are here, and represent the academic community. Several 
of the participants I understand, have studiedThai here, outdoor 
recreation and management Dr. Sharpe. such asparks under Schools 


the Faculty or Forestry and Natural Resources at the University of
 
Washington play key roles in 
 training and in research for America's 

parks and protected areas.
 

Dr. Gary lartshorn, an American who has long resided in Costa 
Rica, Is 
a forest ecologist, and ro represents the more pure scientific
 

side. It is from scientists like Dr. Hartshorn that we are learning 
how tropical forests work, so that we may understand how to protect 

and manage them.
 

.nd very significantly, I would like to welcome the representatives
 

from the private environmental groups. Larry Williams is here from 
the Sierra Club, one of the oldes*. and certainly best known of our 
public interest groups. For about nine decades now, the Sierra Club 
has been a key actor in building the national public support, and 
occasionally providing the constructive criticism, that has been 

needed to 
develop our system of national parks and protected lands.
 

The Sierra Club's founder, John Muir, is almost synonymous with 
Yosemite, one of the real gems in out national parks system. And it
 

was John Muir, through his strong personal love of wilderness and
 

nature, his talents as a writer and a journalist, and his ability to 
tell stories and persuadc not just the general public, but national
 

leaders from business and government, including President Theodore
 

Roosevelt, who really sparked the idea that protection of such wildlands
 
was a worthy national enterprise. Muir's spirit and effectiveness
 

live on the Sierra Club and others groups such as the National parks 

and Conservation Association or the Wilderness Society. They have
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played and continue to play a very major role 
in sustaining our parks
 

system.
 

Dr. Jeffery McNeely is here from the International Union for 
Conservation of Natiun and Natural Resources (IUCN), an(d Dr. Bruce 

Bunting from the World Wildlife Fund (U.S.). Both of these are 

important, Internationail conservation groups, and I believe that both 

Jeff and Bruce are already known to many of you in Thailand. 

I understand that Jeff mcNeelv was inonce the Peace Corps in 

Thailand, and that he worked with the near-legendary Dr. Boonsong 

Lekagul, considered by many to be the founding father -- the John 

Muir if you will -- of Thai nature conservation. Other former Peace 

Corps volunteers, such as Robert Dobias, who worked with the Kasetsart 

study team and is a participant here, also have contributed to parks 

and wildlife work in Thailand, ard I hope may continue to do 
so.
 

My point in speciricnlly mentioning all of these individuals and 

the groups that they represent, is to demonstrate that the consevation 

of parks and protected areas in the U.S. is much of avery team 

effort. The national and state governments, the public interest 

PVOs, and the public -- which as Americans and as foreign visitors to 

the U.S. -- all of tu here represent. I don't believe that we have 
any concessionaires, the people and whobusiness entrepreneurs run 

some of the hotel and visitor facilities in the parks represented 

here. But they are important also. All of these are the constituents 

for the national park system and for the wildlife refuges in the U.S.
 

I think you will be hearing more from the experience of other 

countries, and my strong guess is that you will find that their 

experience also points up the importance of involving the public and 

a wide variety of governmental and private agencies to anddevelop 


manage their parks systems.
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Even given some considerable differences in culture, politicaland economic conditions of our countries, I think that You would findthat the same or similar sets of people need to be Involved In manag-
Ing and preserving protecteda areas system, whether in Thailand orany other country in the world. I am quite sure that you will findthat in this topic, we share common problems, and there Is good

opportunity for, genuine shari:ig of experience.
 

An a final point, 
 I %ould like to touch on why we, the
Government, through 

U.S. 
our USAID program here in Thailand, is supporting

this conference. As many of you know, the U.S. has had an on-goingprogram of economic development assistance and cooperation with theKingdom of' Thailand for thanmore 36 years now. Over the years, ourwork has gradually shifted away from support to constructing highways
and univernities, and establishing health basic care and other essen­tin services, to foensln' rip more on key institutional and sectorlevel dveiopment issues. Arean such as rural industries, and science
and technology, which respond to Thailands current generation of 
problems and priorities.
 

As some of you know, USAIV is 
 actively exploring with the Thaigovernment areas of mutual interest in the area of natural resourcesmanagement and environmental protection. An obvious and important,
topic within this broad area is Thailand's commitment to establishing
 
a strong system of national parks and wildlife 
 sanctuaries. Morethan eleven percent of the land area 
is obviously a serious commitment. 

The U.S. does have some considerable expertise and experience inthis area, as I think is well demonstrated by 
the American participants

in this meeting. But we are also very aware that some of the othercountries represented -- Canada, Australia, Japan -- also have a rich 
experience and knowledge to share in this area. 
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Our USAID office has stressed to me that, despite the relatively
 

large number of Americans present at this conference, they very much 

wish to promo.e the active involvement of other donor agencies in 
working with the Royal Thai Government in this vital area. They, and 

I, hope that this conference will be -i forum for' useful discussion 
and debate about Curr-nt issues for management of Thailand's parks 

and protected areas. But we also hope that it will provide a useful 

introducttion to these issues for all of us foreign visitors, and 
that It will perhaps be a springboard for additional collaboration 

between Thai lund and all of its many friends who are assembled here 

for this conference. 

Again, I commend you, the Thai people, and your leaders who have 

established a magnificent system of' parks and other protected areas. 

I wish you well in your future and efforts to manage and maintain, to 

sustain, that system. And I am confident that this meeting will be a 

useful step to helping you to do so. 

Thank you.
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Presentation
 

by
 

Robert M. Baker
 

Southeast Regional Director
 

U.S. National Park Service
 

13 February 1987
 

"Thank you Mr. Chairman, Minister Surhep, and Ambasnador Brown. 
I'm indeed honored to represent the National Park Service of the, 
United States at this International Conference on National Parks and 

Protected Areas. F want to compliment Thailand for' hosting this 
conference. 
 I think it is most appropriate that people from around 
the world in the business of managing parks and protecting resources 
get together periodically and share ideas and solutions to common 

problems. We all need solutions. Today, I would like to follow two 

themes. First I would like to share with you some observations on the 
pre-confr,'enne study tour, and then I would like to share some expe­
riences that T've had in the southeast region or the NPS in the U.S. 

that are relevant to the issues you face today.
 

Our group on the study tour included staff from the NPS, USAID, 
the Sierra Club, the University of Washington, and the Tropical Science 
Center in Costa Rica. We had an opportunity to see a wide range of 
parks and park resources, ranging from Khao 
 Yai, Doi Suthep, Doi
 

Tnthanon, and Mae Sa Valley in the north, to Tarutao and Thale Ban in 
the south. The resources we experienced in Thailand are truly out­

standing and are surpassed only by the extraordinary hospitality and 
friendliness of the Thai people. We are all deeply impressed by the 
commitment of the National 
Parks Division here. The people 
are extreme­

ly committed and knowledgeable about their resources. In the 53 parks 
that I manage in the southeast region of the U.S., I'm not aware or 

superintendent wno has used their money to buy radios to protect the 
park resources, and I compliment you. We had an opportunity to spend
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lOdays in the field and observe many issues that need special attention. 

Sunday, T will address 11 priority issues that we've identified, aid I 

will also make some specific recommendations as to possible solutions. 

In general, although we found the resources of each park to be 

outstanding, we also found severe negative Impacts from commercial. 

activities as well a!,, surrounding community activities, such as poach­

ing, slash and burn agriculttu-e, and commercial fishing. I want you 

to know that you are not. alone: that in my 53 parks I also have timber 

cutting, poaching, and encroachment of development. Otner parks 

across the U.S. also rshnre these problems. The answers are not easy, 

but I am encouraged, because as a result of the discussions we've had 

over the last severaL days, I think there are some solutions. And I 

have learned some answers to my problems that I will try to implement 

in the U.S. 

In tihe U.S. parks are very, very important to its citizens. Last 

year, we had more than 350 million visitors to 337 nat.onal parks in 

the country. More than 20% are foreign visitors. Recently, a New 

York Times newspaper article contained the results of a survey of all 

the reader's. The Times asked them to respond as to which U.S. federal 

agency they felt most Lupportive of and they respected the most. I am 

proud to say that the iPS was identified a:, number ori. American 

people are very supportive of national parks, and I think people all 

around the world are very supportive of the idea of protecting natural 
and cultural resources of their countries. For more than 125 years, 

national parks have also been very important to high government offi­

cials in the 
U.S. Even during the Civil War in the 1860's, President
 

Abraham Lincoln recognized the importance of protecting natural resources
 

in America, and designated Yosemite Valley as a special area to be 

protected. It was then managed iy the California 
park system, but
 

subsequently became one of the primary and outstanding national parks 

in the U.S. 
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As many of you know, in 1872. Yellowstone National Park became 
the first national park In the world. President Gerald Ford was a 
park ranger there early in his career. As has already been mentioned, 
President Teddy Roonevelt was very concerned and very supportive or 
protecting t.he nation's resources, and vi.< i ted a good many natural 
areaS. lie was also very supportive of the NPS. 1 find that. in my own 

visits to parks, and in speaking with the visitors, many people indi­
cate they are will ing to pay even more money than they do to come to 
the national parksi. [his year', for the first. time, we are going, to 
have a r<ovenue progrm which will increace the fees people pay to 
enter some of the parks,. We have found people all across the country 
to generally be supportive of the idea. We hope to generate some 70 
million dollars threefor ativities: resource protection, research, 
ant! interpre'ition, all very important to the national park system. 

Parks" in the U.S. have become somthing of a family tree, extremely 
important to all Americans, whether they visit and participate in
 
activities in the parks, or whether they just stay at home. They like 
to know that thore are grizzley bears roaming in Yosemite, and Florida 
panthers in Everglades National Par'-. The Organic Act of 1916 estab­
lishes the National Park Service 
 to protect the nation's natural and
 
cultural resources for the enjoyment 
of present and future generations. 
We have defined 41 natural regions in the U.S. that form the represen­
tative basis of the natural parks in America, including gulf coastal 
plains, central lo,-lands, the Pocky Mountains, the deserts, the Florida 

peninsula, and others. havemany We defined America's cultural resources 
in the following nine ways: the original inhabitants of' America, 
European exploration and settlement, development of the English colonies, 
the major American wars, political and military affairs, westward 
expansion, the industrial revolution, contemplative society, and 
social conscience. The nine cultural and IlInatural regions form the 
basic framework for our national park system. 
Each of these categories
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is represented at least cnce. It is my Strong belief that each country 

has its own indiginous natural and cultural heritage that should be 

preserved and interpreted for its citl;izens and for people of the 

wo,,id. These resources in each country are, in fact, a national 

family tree. Each country should define what that tree contains, and 

ident i fy parts to preserve; it should not be modeled after another 

country's park system. 

Another very important topic I would like to share with you is 

the relationship between prenervation of natural and cultural resourps 

with recreation. In the U.S. in 1950, there was an explosion of 

recreation activities across the country. People had more free time, 

more long week-ends and vacations, and more money. Ilecreation techno­

logy also expanded with SCUBA diving, hang gliders, motorcyclen, 

recreation vehicles, a nd t'ral iers that you attach to your car and 

drive to a campground. T, is caught many park departments by surpris­ , 

SMiilo of' these activities can be acomodated in national park¢s , such 

as camping and hiking, and are indeed complimentary with management 

objectives. Some of the activities I have mentioned can in fact , 

d,amage rosources and impact negatively on the visitors experience. 

One example is that trailers are now so big, that people have televis­

ion set. and air conditioners in them. In order to supply the electri­

city for this, they havo their own generators on the front of their 

tr;ailern. You can ima,,inn what your experience must be like if you 

are interested in a wilderness or, natural experience, and right next 

door you have a generator. This fundamental conflict is something 

that the NPS has been trying to deal with for a long time; trying to 

protect the natural and cultural resources while at the name time 

providing recreation. One thing we have done is to establish recreation 

areas, whose primary function in to meet the leisure needs of the 

citizens and not necessarily protect a unique or critical. econys.em. 

Perhaps you will find it; interesting that the NPS is only one of nine 

federal agencien that. provide recreation activities and opportunities 

to citizens.The 1.,. Army Corp.s of Engineers provides more opportunitio: 

http:econys.em
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for recreation than the entire national park system. There nre alsro 
state parks, regional parks, and county and ]oni[ parks that. do t i 

saIme. The NP in fortuna to in that; while trying to protect resource:-, 

we have other levels ofr government that, anrsi t in serving the recreation 

needs. 

In lonsing, I would like to share three theof osi; important 

les:.Ions that. we havr 1 earned iri over 100 yearn of' mannging, iiational
 

parks. Iirnt, I believe in to cle;arly identify and 
protect- representa­

tive examples of' your nat. ion's mo.st importnnt. iridiginous natural arnd 

cultural resources befire they are lost forever. lecently, we did an 
anayni: of the park .ytemi in America and found thati we had gaps in 

what we were protecting. We are presently in the process of' acquiring 

the iii ss ig components and incoiporat ing them int.(c tIe sysftem. These 

include the tall grass prairie, arid ain example of' a Freo-flowing river 

that in unint.erruptod by damns or development from its source to the 

sea . 

Second, we have found thai non-profit advocate groups like the 

Sierra Club, Wilderness Society, and the National Parks and Conservation
 

A.sociation play a critieal role in helping uhe NPS to protect it.n
 

resources 
 and carry out its mandate. They can be helpful in building 
strong public -ruppor. for protectinr your resoenii'On3 and in providing 

interpr 'tive programs to the public. An outreach program to the 

surrounding communities, and to people who do not understand what you 

are trying to do in also very important. 1 was very impressed by the 
outreach program at 
Khao Yai where the Superintendent was meeting with 

communities out;side the park to let them Know what activities were 

occurring, and developing support for those activities. 

And third, probably the most important lesson we've learned, is 

to not try to accomodate too many people and 
too many activities while
 

you try to carry 
out your objective of protecting the 
 resources.
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Providing for non-compatable uses In other areas Is something worthy
 

looking into. And while accomodating uses and activities, it is
 

important nc' to locate them in the 
middle of the resources you are
 

trying to protect. 
 Put them outside the park or along the periphery
 

of the boundary.
 

I look foward to spending the next several days of the conference
 

with yei, and having a chance to speak to each of you. I also look 

forward to addressing the specific recommendations to address 

issues that we found here in Thailand. 

Thank you very much.
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U.S. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE RECOMMENDATIONS
 

15 FEBRUARY 1987
 

The followinf, recommendations are 
made to the National 
Parks Division
 
(NPD), Royal Fo'rest 
 Department, Ministry of Agriculture ind Cooperat-ives
 
for consideration in rosponse to the report Assessment of Nationa] Parks
 
Wildlife Snnet.uaries, and Other Preserves in Thailand. The recommendat ions 
correspond to priority issues identified by the U.S. NPS, and are intended 
for implementation by the Thai NPD.
 

ISSUE ONE: Not sufficient public support for parks, 
and inadequate
 

public outreach program.
 

-Through public outreach in TV specials and articles, the NPD should
 
show how 
parks and protected areas contribute 
to the Thai quality of' 
life, including economics. 

-NPD or 
other appropriate organization should 
sponsor a national
 
essay content for Thai sudents describing how Thai national cultural and
 
natural resources, including parks and protected areas, 
 contribute to the
 
quality of' Ilfe 
in the country.
 

-Each superintendent should develop an outreach strategy for communi­
ties surrounding 
 the park. These programs should include both activities 
outside the park as well 
as inside the park.
 

ISSUE TWO: 
 Lack of an explicit definition of protected 
areas leads 
ro
 

inappropriate use of park resources.
 

-The NPD should establish a 'blue 
ribbon panel" to include cross
 
sections of national 
leaders in business, universities, politics, and
 
conservation. The panel would 
be responsible for developing a national
 
policy statement on explicit objectives of national parks and 
protected
 

areas.
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-The NPD shoild establish a technical group to develop an implemen­

tation strateg-, for objectives outlined by the blue ribbon panel.
 

-Pertaining to an acquisition policy for protected areas, the NPD
 

should define what it is they are trying to protect, what are the purposes
 

of any new areas, what are the gaps in the system, and how natural and
 

cultural resources should be represented in the system.
 

ISSUE THREE: Insufficient park management and re-ou -ce management planning.
 

-The NPD should establish long range planning (10-15 years) capabi­

lities to examine and develop a policy level strategy.
 

-The NPD should consider having a research and resource management 

program at. each protected area. This will outline a year by year program 

on activities - on a project by project basis. Accomplishments can be 

measured on activities taking place presently on ad hoc basis.an For
 

example, these include but are not limited to:
 

habitat manipulation
 

fire management
 

elephant management
 

endangered species inventory and monitoring program
 

effects on biological diversity from encroachment
 

exotic species control
 

-Regional planning should be limited to western Thailand. In other
 

areas, concentration should be placed on implementing park programs,
 

rather than taking time Pnd resources to develop further plans.
 

-Statements for Management should be written 
for each park, not just
 

for those having management plans. 
 They should be short, succinct, and 

address what the purpose and objectives for management of the park are, 

and identify major and priority issues and actions. They should be 

revised about every two years.
 



(116)
 

-There should not be any ad hoc development or planning of any major
 
development until a management plan has been finalized 
in each protected
 

area.
 

-All management plans should have a section dealing with 
small scale
 

rural economic development.
 

ISSUE FOUR: 
 lack of baseline data and resource inventories.
 

-Once the protected area system has 
 been explicitly defined, begin 
a
 
broad based inventory by reviewing existing literature. Identify what has
 

been proteeted, how well, where are the gaps, and 
what remains to be done
 

with priority resources.
 

-The NPD should identify what type of' emphasis and priority to place 
on various types of renearch, i.e. management oriented, opportunistic, 
etc. Management oriented research should answer 
questions, solve problems,
 

and guide decinion-making.
 

ISSUE FIVE: 	 Native communities are having a negative Impact on park
 

resources - both terrestrial and marine.
 

-NPD should work with one 
or two native communities (i.e. sea gypsies)
 

to explore alternative life styles that 
are compatable with park resources
 

and compatable with their, cultures. 
 Indiginous communities can develop a
 
special interpretive program on their culture 
in tourist tours of villages
 

to generate revenues.
 

-Rural 
community development programs should be linked to cost-benefit
 
analysis. Each management plan should identify potential 
small scale
 

rural development.
 

-local peoples 
should either be responsible for concessions, or be
 

hired to obtain benefits. They should be integrated into the very 
heart
 

of tourism plans and management plans.
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ISSUE SIX: 	 Inadequate law enforcement and protective measures to protect
 

park use.
 

-As part of the public outreach programs, generate support in local
 

communities to 
help protect resources.
 

-Provide rewards 
for information 
leading to the arrest of poachers
 

and others who damage park resources.
 

-Recruit local vi]lagers 
with incentives to act as "undercover"
 

persons in illicit activities.
 

ISSUE SEVEN: 
 Lack of knowledge to obtain financial assistance. 

.-The NPD should establish a one or two person team with experience
 

to pursue potential funding sources with a focus on 
resource protection.
 

-The NPD should consider setting up donation boxes at all parks
 

as part of interpretive programs.
 

ISSUE EIGHT: Lack of in-service capability to train lower level guards.
 

No "state of the art" refresher training available.
 

-A wildlife training center could be combined with a national park
 
training center to maximize 
efficiency and utilization of funds. One
 

training center 
for both should be considered to eliminate duplication of
 

efforts.
 

-In-park training sessions could 
begin immediately. Superintendents
 

could give "mini-sessions" to 
guards and wardens periodically to enhance
 

knowledge and participation in park affairs on topics such as public
 

relations, management planning, etc.
 

-Park staff should be involved in preparation of management plans
 

and in identification of issues and solutions. This would give a 
sense 

of ownership of the plan. 
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-Staff development programs 
for individuals should be establinhed.
 
Training needs should 
be assessed, and individual and park-wide training 

programs identified arnd implemented. 

-Addition of more staff will 
alone, not solve problems. The selection 

process and criteria for hiring guards and rangers should be re-examined. 
Minimum requirements 
for entry level positions should be established.
 

-Living conditions for park staff, both married and single, 
should
 
be improved. 
 If park staff are treated with the necessities of living,
 
they are more likely to perform better on the job.
 

-Uniforms and badges, while seemingly minor, play 
a very important
 
role in rangers feeling unified, having a sense of pride jobs,
in their 

and sharing the goals and mission of the department.
 

-Terms of reference, describing daily duties 
for guards and rangers
 
should be developed. In this way, accomplishments and successes can be
 
measured and rewarded. 
 Incentive awards for superior performance could
 

be implemented.
 

ISSUE NIWE: 
 Lack of adequate visitor interpretation.
 

-The level of interpretation should not be aimed 
at the same level
 

as US park interpretation.
 

-Interpretation at parks should not 
only describe what the beautiful
 
plants and animals are. 
 It should be aimed at explaining why the park is
 
important, what would happen if not
it was there, and how it is linked
 
to/with people and local community lives.
 

-Interpretation, at 
a small scale, could be developed at guard
 
stations ­ not only at major visitor centers.
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MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PARTICIPANTS 

IN THE PRE-CONFERENCE STUDY TOUR
 

Study Tour Participants
 

- Robert Biker U.S. National Prk Service
 

- Gary lartshorn Office of Tropical Science, Costa Rica
 

- Joanne Michalovic U.S. National 
Park Service 

- Patricia Pride Sierra Club 

Kathryn Saterson AAAS Fellow, AID/Washington 

- Grant Sharpe University of Washington 

- Wenonah Sharpe Univeraity of Washington 

- Harvey Van Veldhuizen AAAS Fellow, AID/Washington 

- Larry Williams Sierra Club 

MAJOR ISSUES
 

1. Insufficient public support for parks and sanctuaries.
 

2. Inadequate public outreach.
 

3. No appreciation for what a park "is supposed to be." Lack of
 

definition of protected area categories leads to inappropriate uses of
 

parks and sanctuaries.
 

4. Lack of institutional and management flexibility and authority
 

to respond to problems. Outdated policy that is not implemented uni­

formly - and lack of regulations to interpret policy.
 

5. Insufficient park management and resource management planning.
 

6. ilack of baseline data - no resource inventories.
 

7. Native communities are having negative impacts on partk resources ­

both terrestrial and marine 

8. Minimum law enforcement and protection capabilities.
 

9. Lack of knowledge and initiative to obtain financial assistance.
 

10. Inadequate inventory and protection of nationally significant
 

cultural resources.
 

11. Lack of credibility and professionalism with government.
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12. Insufficient equipment.
 

13. Lack of interagency cooperation.
 

14. Commercial exploitation of the 
resources.
 

15. Lack of in-service capability to train lower level guards. 
 No
 
"state.-of-the-art" training for mid-to upper-level positions.
 

16. Visitor interpretation is inadequate.
 

RECOMMENDATIONS
 

A. EDUCATION/OUTREACH
 

1. Aggressively develop an 
environmental education program.
 
2. Park superintendents and 
Thai NGOs should keep close contact with
 

sympathetic members of the press, taking every opportunity for exposure
 
of parks and their roles 
in the nation's heritage.
 

3. NPD/WCD/RFD should work with the Education Ministry in developing
 
resource conoervqition curricula for public schools. 

4. stablish NPD/WCD/PFD public 
relations and education extension
 

capability.
 

5. 
NPD should explore ways that Thai NGOs could work with US NGOs to
 
develop public support and outreach.
 

6. 
Establish a nationwide "Friends of the National Parks", maybe
 
with the help of WFT, or a national network of conservation clubs with
 
major international NGOs serving as umbrella agencies.
 

7. 
 Establish support organizations wholly made up of local people
 
who live near 
the parks, at each major park or groups of parks.
 

8. 
See if TAT would be willing to promote a "Year of the Parks."
 
This would involve encouraging Thais to visit parks and 
then inter­

national tourism 
to 
Thai parks the following year.
 
9. 
 Establish a citizen advisory committee which would help promote
 

the parks in cooperation with the government.
 

10. Emphasize well regulated and managed wildlife farming and trade
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B. ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT AT THE SYSTEMS LEVEL
 

1. Evaluate the protected area system according to national and 

international criteria.
 

2. Assign a Peace Corp volunteer or an NGO volunteer for 1-2
 

years to help with contracts, proposals, etc.
 

3. Reconsider what a national park should 
be in the Thai cultural
 
sense and encourage public participation in this process.
 

)I. Give protected areas and environmental 
issues in general a
 
stronger voice in government, perhaps 
using an ombudsman approach in
 
which a senior level 
staff person is responsible for liaison between
 

park superintendents and staff' in other agencies.
 

5. Develop a countrywide park management plan 
that is general and
 
offers maximum flexibility, followed by detailed 
plans for individual
 

protected areas.
 

6. Some reserves may need special designation as cultural reserves
 

in which native cultures can be encouraged.
 

7. All Thai resources management agencies 
should cooperatively
 
define protected area categories (including goals) and 
either write new
 

interagency policies 
or amend existing legislation.
 

8. NPD/WCD/RFD should be represented 
in major national and regional
 

planning committees.
 

9. NPD/WCD/RPD should develop a formal 
policy, and all protected
 

area 
legislation should be consolidated into one "organic act."
 

10. Promote cooperation between NPD and the Fine Arts Department 
to
 

preserve, interpret and/or 
restore cultural sites.
 

C. LOCAL INVOLVEMENT IN PROTECTED AREAS MANAGEMENT
 

1. 
Encourage public involvement in the park planning process.
 

2. 
Explore means of stimulating permanence of native peoples without
 

increasing their destruction of natural 
resources.
 

3. Involve the private sector in the park tourism 
industry, carefully
 
regulated by NFL 
and WCD in the field; NPD and WCD should share in 
revenue
 
generated and use it 
to support park development and conservation education.
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4. When defining the protected area system, clarify how native
 

populations should be handled.
 

5. Put local government, education and community leaders 
on a
 

protected area advisory panel.
 

6. Emphasize and expand employment of locals for non-critical tasks.
 

D. MANAGEMENT AT THE PROTECTED AREA LEVEL
 

1. Conduct an ecological evaluation 
for eaclh protected area.
 

2. At marine parks, encourage sea gypsies and 
local villagers to
 
harvest fish on 
a rotational basis, leaving designated areas of reef
 

habitat unharvested for 2-3 years.
 

3. Develop model management plans for various categories of
 

protected areas.
 

I. Increase cultural/regional planning capszity.
 

5. integrate protected area 
plans with national and/or regional
 

development plans.
 

6. Develop buffer zones, emphasizing multiple use and sustained
 

yield.
 

E. LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PROTECTION
 

1. Restrict or 
abolish commercial activities exploiting the natural
 

resources within protected areas.
 

2. NPD and WCD may need 
to enlist support of the army in patrolling
 

until the divisions are given the necessary manpower.
 

3. Provide uniforms; institute promotion schedule for guards;
 

institute training program 
for guards.
 

4. Explore use 
of regular police for auxiliary enforcement.
 

5. Increase professional guard staff 100:1 
or 200:1 in the next
 

5 years.
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F. TRAINING/RESEARCII
 

1. Establish training centers.
 

2. Develop in Thailand a program similar to the AAAS Diplomacy and
 
Congressional Fellowships.
 

3. Training in park planning should focus on mid-level NPD and
 

NED staff. 

4. Use training centers 
to build a research assessment staff and to
 
train Individual protected area staff to develop inventory and assessment 

capacities.
 

5. Explore outcountry training such as at 
Deredoon.
 

6. Support Thai students' thesis work.
 
7. 
Review all available information on research already conducted.
 
8. Establish an incountry conservation data center and overall
 

resource inventr-y capability arid coordinate activities with emerging
 

training centers.
 

G. INTERPRETATION
 

1. 
Place several Peace Corps volunteers at key parks to strengthen
 
interpretive programs and capabilities.
 

2. Develop generic conservation brochures.
 
3. Encourage NGOs to take a lead role in developing appropriate
 

interpretive facilities.
 

11. Explore a "seasonal ranger" or "volunteer" program. 
5. 
Involve community leaders in informative site visits, park/
 

community discussions of park development, concession problems. 
etc.
 
6. 
Encourage school children involvement through organized school
 

visits.
 

H. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
 

1. Superintendents should be encouraged to draft and sumit proposals
 
to USAID for equipment purchase as 
part of the new resources management
 

project.
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2. Approach the International Council on Monuments and Sites and the
 

Council on Historic Preservation about assisting with cultural resources
 

assessments and inventories.
 

3. Encourage US natural resources faculties at U.S. universities to
 

conduct research in Thailand. 

It. Explore technical assistance from USAID/Washington 

5. Explore grants to U.S. scientists that encourage International
 

collaboration and find Thai scientists who might act as "hosts" for U.S.
 

funded researchers (FWS, Fulbright, etc.) 

6. Contact U.S. professional societies about donating back issues 

of journals to park libraries. 

7. The Kenyan government could get a World Bank loan for its parks, 

so can Tha-iland. 

8. Biodiversity law funding opportunities should be explored by
 

Thai land. 

9. Establish a position in the public relations section to coor­

dinate fund-raising/donation assistance in coordination with NGOs.
 

10. Put donation boxes in parks.
 

11. Re-examine entrance and concession fees. 

12. Foreign tourists could pay more for entrance fees.
 

13. NGOs shoUld establish an equipment fund for parks and sanctuaries.
 

14l.Explore the possibility of obtaining Peace Corps volunteers for
 

national park planning and interpretation.
 

15. Thailand should immediately accede to the World Heritage Conven­

tion. 

16. Explore the possibility of getting the Sierra Club's
 

international trips to visit Thai parks.
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SELECTED COMMENTS FROM CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS
 

A. BUDGET/FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
 

1. Additional funds available from MembErs of Parliament, provincial
 

coffers and other local sources are not being taken advantage of by RFD.
 

(Somporn Klinpongsa)
 

2. Thailand's protected area managers should not become dependent 

on foreign assistance but should seek to build Incountry capabilities.
 

(McNeely)
 

3. Wildlife Fund Thailand is attempting to support government
 

efforts through fund raising. (Pisit na Patalung)
 

B. PERSONNEL
 

1. Personnel with appropriate qualifications are being placed in
 
inappropriate positionr where their skills cannot be used to maximum effect. 

(Kasem Fnidvongn) 

2. Protected areas need to bring in more university researchers. 

(Kanem Snidvongs) 

3. There is a way to get an exemption from the 2 percent cap on
 

hiring of civil servants if compelling Justification is presented to the 

government. (Kasem Snidvongs) 

4. Training is important at several levels, e.g. a translation
 

program to provide technical information to protected area staff. (McNeely)
 

5. Australia has a "Personnel Development Section" that identifies
 

training needs based on interviews with staff. (Ovington)
 

6. Thailand needs extensive training to develop incountry expertise.
 

(Michalovic)
 

7. Incentives must be provided to field staff. (Michalovic)
 

8. Effective personnel management should be developed. (Lert
 

Chantanaparb)
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C. PROTECTION
 

1. Protection problems concerning hilltribes cannot always be solved
 

by moving hilltribes out of' protected areas. Effcrts should concentrate
 

on preventing them from expanding their destructive practices by getting 

them constructively involved in management. (Kasem Snidvongs and Eriksson) 

2. Protected areas should not try to do too much other' than protect
 

resources. (Baker)
 

3. An increase in weapons is not the answer to improved law enfor­

cement. Rather, programs such as providing awards for arrests and
 

Instituting undercover operations should be tried. (Baker)
 

D. TOURISM, RECREATION AND INTERPRETATION
 

1. There should be an evaluation of whether the pluses of tourism 

development outnumber the minuses. (Khsem Snidvongs) 

2. Tn Australia, with the boom In tourism the parks are allotted 
more rangers (therefore more protection) and so park carrying capacity 

increases. (Ovington)
 

3. Increases in tourism must be accompanied by increased budgets 

ind personnel. (Michalovic) 

4. There should be a closer look at the relationship of tourism to
 

national parks. (Ovington)
 

5. Local people munt be trained in tourism related skills such as 

hotel management. (Ovington) 

6. TAT should consider a "Visit Thailand's Parks Year." (Williams)
 

7. Use NGOs to help build political will by generating public 

support. (McNeely) 

8. Build strong public support through interpretation and outreach 

programs to surroundint, communities. (Baker) 

9. A primary concern should be to increase public education and
 

awareness; greater use should be made of traditional media, e.g. puppet
 

shows and shadow plays, and of monks and their sermons. (Nay Htun)
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10. Interpretation can play 
a very important role in overall park
 
management. (Picha Pttayakajornwute)
 

11. Interpretation orograms should have three goals: 
 (i) increase
 
public awareness.appreociation and understanding of the area; 
 (ii) help
 
achieve management objectives; and 
 (iii) help to enhance visitor under­
standing of an agency's goals and objectives. (Sharpe)
 

12. An interpretation plan should be developed for each park. (Baker)
 
13. Interpretation should emphasize the value of the park to local
 

communities. (Michalovic)
 

141.Environmental education is a part of the school system curricula
 
in New Zealand. (McKerchar)
 

E. ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1. NPD and WCD need to put more reliance on others to help solve
 
management problems, particularly people at the local 
level; the present
 
situation of primary control from the central offices is counterproductive
 
and is like trying to pick tomatoes with a long pole - the solutions can
 
be found at 
the local level. (Sompern Klinpongsa)
 

2. 
Protected areas management is especially human management.
 

(McNeely)
 

3. The needs of rural people should be 
an integral part of protected
 
area management, and local people must 
be involved in park management.
 

(several participants)
 

4. Australia has local 
people actually help write management plans,
 
and where there are iborigines no development is undertaken without their
 
approval. COvington)
 

5. 
Japan emphasizes :,,operation with local people and government to
 
solve management problems. (Arai)
 

6. Protected 
area managers should emphasize coope dtion with local
 
organizations. 
 (Kirasak Chancharaswat)
 

7. 
Don't rely on foreigners to prepare management plans, and don't
 
adopt - rather adapt - experiences from other countries. (McNeely)
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8. Thailand should make a systems plan which reviews the existing
 

system, develops objectives for the system and includes written policy
 

statements. (McNeely)
 

9. Do a systems inventory and establish policy-level management for
 

resources planning. (Maker)
 

10. Establi.3h a blue ribbon panel of national leaders and conduct
 

meetings at all provinces as part of a process to explicitly state protec­

ted area definition; establish a technical group to develop implementation
 

strategies. (Baker)
 

11. PreLected area objectives must be defined before doing manage­

ment plans, and the objectives of parks and sancutqrle iij.,sL
be clearly
 

separated. (Choompol Ngarnpongsai)
 

12. There should be an assessment of future impacts of development
 

on protected areas and possible mitigation, and protected areas should be
 

prioritized. (Nay Htun)
 

13. There shauld be more multi - ministry and multi - division
 

proect. (Nay Htun)
 

14. NPD and WCD should be moved to a department outside the Royal
 

Forest Department. (Kasem Snidvongs)
 

15. NPD and WCD should not be merged as one division or as an
 

in cpendent department from RFD (Kirasak Chancharaswat)
 

16. Protected areas must Feit more emphasis on multiple-use and less
 

on preservation. (Kirasak Chancharaswat)
 

17. The World Heritage Convention and other international conven­

tions are important for several reasons, one of which is showing the 

government that these areas are special; the World Heritage Convention 

has funds to support protected area management. (McNeely)
 

18. PP'k development shouldn't go ahead until there are management
 

plans, and the plans must be acceptable to the public. (Michalovic)
 

19. More freedom should be given to park superintendents to make
 

management plans and decisions. (Ohta)
 

20. Management plans are not implemented because there is not
 

enough public support. (Picha Pitayakajornwute)
 

http:Establi.3h


(129)
 

21. 
There is not enough emphasis on the need for management plan
 
inplementation-- management plans must be 
implemented or they are
 
worthless. (Kasem Snidvongs)
 

F. 	INTEGRATION OF PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT WITH SOCIOECONOMIC
 

DEVELOPMENT
 

1. There is a need to expand conservation/rural development projects
 
such as the one at 
Ban 	Sap Tai, and RFD should take a leading role in these
 

projects. (Kasem Snidvongs)
 

2. 
The needs of rural people should be an integral part of
 
protected area management. (several participants)
 

3. Investigate the contributions parks make to socioeconomic
 

development. (McNeely)
 

4. 	Canada has create. "National park Reserves" which allow native
 
use 	of the reserve. (Dearden)
 

5. In Australia, aborigines are provided with special training
 

courses. (Ovington)
 

6. Explore introduction of alternative life styles of native
 
communities, e.g. teach sea gypsies new 
fishing techniques to get away
 

from dynamite fishing. (Baker)
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