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Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

Application for funding

	1. Country
	Thailand

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	National Parks, Wildlife and Plant Conservation Department (DNP), Thailand

	3. CBD ratification date
	31 October 2003

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Dr Saksit Tridech

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment

92 Soi Phahon Yothin 7 Phahon Yothin Road

Bangkok – 10400,Thailand

Tel: + 66 (0)2 643 5000 Ext 2296

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	3.1.1 (addressing legal and institutional barriers)

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	No

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	10 September 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contacts for project substantial issues

Name: Dr Songtam Suksawang

Title: Director, National Park Research Division
Ministry: National Park, Wildlife and Plant Conservation Department
Phone: + 66 (0)2 561 0777 ext 721
Fax: + 66 (0)2 561 0777 ext 746
E-mail: s_songtam@dnp.go.th
Name: Peter Shadie

Title: Co-ordinator Regional Protected Areas Programme

Ministry: International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) Asian Regional Office.

Phone: + 66 (0)2 662 4029 ext 302
Fax: + 66 (0)2 662 4387
E-mail: shadie@iucnt.org 

	
	Contact for budget issues

As above

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	$95,000

	Co-financing total, including:
	$120,000…, including: 

	
Government
	$90,000

	
NGOs
	$30,000

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	$215,000


* Details to be provided in the Financing Section of the proposal document below
   PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project

Increasingly, both the Royal Thai Government and the Thai people have recognized that the kingdom’s protected areas are a vital asset, both for conserving natural systems and species, and for sustaining national economic development potential and the livelihoods of millions of rural people. Thailand’s protected areas already form one of the largest systems in the world as a proportion of national territory, at 19.75% compared to the global average of 11.63% (WDPA website 2008). This proportion will increase as the Thai Government plans to enlarge the protected area estate to 25% over the next decade (ICEM 2003).

Whilst Thailand has been proactive and innovative in its management of PAs it is recognized that there are a number of gaps and priorities which need to be addressed. The Thailand National Report on Protected Areas and Development (ICEM 2003) was developed with 180 stakeholders and identifies a number of broad priorities for Thailand’s PA management. This exercise in many ways served as a comprehensive initial analysis of PoWPA goals, and it has been identified, that the key priority for the country should be “developing a national PAs system plan and an appropriate legal framework for its management” (PoWPA Activity 3.1.1). Indeed, the CBD Technical Series No. 18, Towards Effective Protected Area Systems: An Action Guide to Implement the Convention on Biological Diversity Programme of Work on Protected Areas, suggests three main phases for the PoWPA, starting with a planning phase which should culminate in a country’s PA Master Plan, covering basic elements of PA governance and management (Dudley et al 2005). 

Whilst a lot of energy and commitment has gone into the national PA system it has been done in the absence of an overarching strategic blueprint that links directly to the CBD PoWPA, this application proposes to address this gap. Although there is a history of commitment and national action under the CBD there is a growing need for a National Master Plan for PAs in Thailand to provide a coherent and long-term vision for PA design, establishment and management (IUCN 2002). The plan would finalize and link all current initiatives in basic areas of PA management and governance (ecological gap assessment, capacity building, financial sustainability planning, etc.), to create a single framework, adopted by the Cabinet, for protected areas, integrating PA policy into other government sectors to enhance the contribution of PAs to national development and community livelihoods while better conserving biodiversity. 

The plan would promote a bioregional approach integrating PAs within the wider development landscape ensuring that they are built into development planning strategies such as those for tourism, agriculture, fisheries and energy.

The plan should identify the range of purposes of protected areas, and help to balance different objectives. The plan should also identify the relationships among the system components – between individual areas, between protected areas and other land uses, and between different sectors and levels of the society concerned.  Lastly, a Master plan should establish the priorities for an ecologically representative, workable national system of protected areas which is in line with the activities, targets and timetables of the CBD PoWPA.  

The plan will draw on a range of international guidance on PA national system planning including IUCN’s guidelines for national system planning for protected areas (Davey, 1998); CBD Guidelines on action to implement the CBD PoWPA and on undertaking Gap Analysis; and guidelines for applying PA management categories (IUCN, 2008 in press). The IUCN PA Management Categories are recognised by international bodies such as the United Nations and in various multilateral environmental agreements aimed at halting the loss of biodiversity and better balancing development and conservation.  Many national governments recognise the IUCN Categories as the global standard for defining and recording protected areas and they are increasingly being incorporated into legislation and government policy with a view to creating more diverse and flexible national PA systems.  Applying the Categories to the PA system in Thailand has the potential to create a more flexible, realistic and ultimately more robust and sustainable national protected area system which is more acceptable to stakeholders.

This Master plan needs to be developed through a participatory process involving an array of stakeholder groups, including government sectoral agencies, NGOs, universities, the private sector and community organisations. The plan will seek to ensure that all of Thailand’s major ecosystem types are adequately represented in the protected area system, and provide recommendations on the desirability and feasibility of adopting a broader and more flexible range of PA management types.  The development of the Plan would be guided by the report Applying Gap Analysis and a Comparison Index to Evaluate Protected Areas in Thailand 2006 this report identifies ecological gaps in Thailand’s protected areas networks.  The Master Plan would build on this work and recommendations and incorporate them into its framework.  The Plan would also address the priorities set by the report Gap analysis of protected areas coverage in the ASEAN countries, 2007.

The plan will also present recommendations on developing an integrated policy and legal framework for protected areas, enhancing institutional coordination, and expanding partnerships between government agencies and civil society. 

An important element of the National PA Master Plan will be that it is translated into Thai so that PA policy makers, planners and on ground practitioners will have access to one overarching document guiding Thailand’s national PA system.  The plan will be legitimized through submission for endorsement at Cabinet level of the Royal Thai Government.

Thus, the project’s objective is to develop a National PA Master Plan as a long-term legal and programmatic document for the PA system (POWPA Activity 3.1.1). The document will drive action across all four CBD PoWPA Programme Elements.
The development of this application is based on initial POWPA analysis, was done in partnership between the Government and IUCN, and takes into account all current and expected PA initiatives, including those funded by the GEF.
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	Outcome 1.

A National Protected Areas (PA) Master Plan pending adoption by the Government
	- 6 mths: Stakeholder engagement and input into the draft National Protected Areas (PA) Master Plan

- 12 mths: a detailed draft National PA Master Plan, encompassing a prospective 5-year blueprint for PA designation and management.

- 24 mths: Final National PA Master Plan developed and pending Government endorsement.  Priorities have been identified for implementation with accompanying funding sources.
	1. Low: There may be lack of human resource capacity to effectively develop a National PA Master Plan.


	1. The partnership between DNP and IUCN ensures that a wide range of stakeholders are engaged in the development of the Master Plan.  The strong relationships that both DNP and IUCN have with their stakeholders will benefit the development of the Plan.

	
	
	2. Medium: The timeframe to develop the Master Plan is relatively short for such a large task.  


	2. The Projects Steering Committee will at the beginning of the project approve the projects milestones and associated timelines, the Steering committee will monitor the progress of the project against the agreed to timelines.  

	
	
	3. Medium: Lack of agreement among all key stakeholders about the final provisions in the plan.

	3. Workshops will be held with stakeholders to ensure their input is included in the Plan, this information will be drafted into the plan and a final version of the Plan taken back to stakeholders in a final workshop.  

The project team will ensure close cooperation with stakeholders.


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The Thailand National Report on Protected Areas and Development (ICEM 2003) was developed with 180 stakeholders and identifies a number of broad priorities for Thailand’s PA management, which correspond well to the PoWPA Goals and Activities. Please refer to Annex III.1 for further details.

Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
In 2008 a high level PoWPA Committee has been established to oversee, direct and monitor Thailand’s performance and obligations in meeting the activities and targets specifically under the CBD PoWPA. The committee will be serviced by DNP and Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR). However the Committee is lacking a government endorsed action plan or blueprint to guide its work on the national PA system. Thus, the country can be said to currently have no specific PoWPA Action Plan, and this project, through developing a National PA Master Plan, will address exactly this gap. 

However, Thailand has been very active in PA strengthening, and many of its efforts do result in progress which can be reported under PoWPA.

With regard to ecological gap assessment (Activity 1.1.5), a study by Trisurat in 2006 Applying Gap Analysis and a Comparison Index to Evaluate Protected Areas in Thailand identified gaps in the Thai PA system, the results of the study suggest the priority areas for additional protected areas to address these gaps include mangrove forest, inundated forest, peat swamp forest, dry dipterocarp forest in lowland, and beach forest. The study encourages PA administrators to focus their efforts on the protection of the country’s rich biodiversity and to set priorities for additional designations of PAs in order to ensure that underrepresented ecosystems are protected.  It was noted that a substantially larger effort will be required to predict animal distributions nationwide and to incorporate the species distribution, as well as population viability and ecological integrity, in setting priorities of new reserves (Trisurat 2006)

Thus, under POWPA Goal 1.4 Site Based Management, Thailand has adopted innovative ideas and management practices for PAs with a shift from viewing PAs as isolated pockets of conservation to planning and managing them as productive components of development landscapes. The government has been piloting the management of complexes of protected areas that are linked through natural systems and surrounding developments. 20 PA complexes have been declared, each comprising a number of PAs in a shared geographic region; 18 complexes encompass forest habitats, while 2 cover marine and coastal habitats. This is an important initiative of government, one that paves the way for more effective integration of protected areas with development throughout wider landscapes. Also, it creates opportunities for connecting PAs in ecological networks to enhance their conservation potential. The complexes are exposed to very different population pressures and intensities of resource use. The Western Forest Complex, by far the largest in the country, comprises 17 contiguous protected areas while others include fewer PAs isolated in an expanse of agricultural land. The Government has also been exploring various joint management approaches (Activity 2.1.2 promoting innovative PA governance models) to protected areas so that communities can use and conserve natural resources in the long term.

PA conservation has also become a major consideration for economic planners and a range of government and private sector stakeholders (Activities 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 dealing with integration of PAs into economic planning). The Thai Government recognizes that PA conservation and national economic development concerns are substantially interlinked and are essential for maintaining the capacity of critical ecosystems to support sustainable development.  An overarching strategic National Master Plan for Thailand’s PAs will finalize aligning these sectors interests with the requirements of best practice PA management.

Thailand’s magnificent coastal and marine areas and tropical and subtropical mountain ranges have long been highly regarded for tourism (PoWPA Activity 3.1.9 fostering economic/market opportunities). Tourism has become a major employer and revenue provider; (ICEM 2003).  Ecotourism is now the fastest growing sector of the global tourism industry and Thailand stands to gain significant economic benefits by safeguarding the integrity of its natural environment. The number of tourists coming to Thailand has increased steadily, from 1.2 million in 1977 to 15 million in 2007. In 2007, the collective expenditures of international tourists to Thailand increased to $16.26 billion (TAT 2008), becoming the country’s major source of foreign exchange. Thailand also has one of the largest nature based tourism sectors and is working to position its PA system as a critical component of a sustainable tourism industry.

Other notable progressive actions by Thailand in managing PAs and implementing the CBD PoWPA include:

· In 1989, the Royal Thai Government banned commercial logging nationwide.

· The development of the National Forest Policy and the Thai Forestry Sector Master Plan (TFMP) acknowledged by the Cabinet in 1985 and 1992, respectively, intend to increase the protected area estate to 25% of the country’s land area. (Trisurat 2006)

· The development of the eighth National Economic and Social Development Plan (NESDP) (1997–2001) of Thailand, includes a target to maintain 40% of the country’s land area as forest area. Protected forests shall cover an area not less than 25%of the whole Kingdom, and the remaining 15% shall be designated as production forest for timber and other forest products.
· Thailand’s Policy and Prospective Plan for Enhancement and Conservation of National Environmental Quality, 1997–2016 aims to increase forest cover to 50% of the country. At least 30% is to be designated as conservation forest and 20%as production forest  (Trisurat 2006)

· Thailand’s National Policy, Strategies and Action Plan for the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity, 1998–2003, and 2003–2007 includes 7 strategies and a range of activities set up to implement the CBD. The seven strategies are: 

· Strategy 1: Enhance knowledge, understanding and public awareness of the importance and value of biodiversity.  

· Strategy 2: Build capacity and expertise of institutions and their staff in biodiversity conservation. 

· Strategy 3: Strengthen capacity in conservation, restoration and protection of natural habitats, within and outside protected areas. 

· Strategy 4: Ensure efficiency in conservation and sustainable use of species and genetic diversity. 

· Strategy 5: Control, monitor and reduce the threats to biodiversity. 

· Strategy 6: Provide incentives and encourage public participation in the conservation of biodiversity in accordance with Thai traditional and cultural practices. 

· Strategy 7: Promote and develop international cooperation and collaboration in the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. (ONEP 2006).
Section I.4
Project description

I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
Thailand’s protected area system was inaugurated in the 1960s following enactment of the Wild Animals Reservation Act and the National Parks Act. Area gazettal increased rapidly during the 1980s and 90s (ICEM 2003). Although one of the primary objectives of PA gazettal was to conserve biological diversity and critical habitats, most contiguous forest areas were already diminished. Wetland, brackish and freshwater sites were under-represented and several biogeographical zones were not sufficiently covered. 

Thailand has created 409 protected areas (PAs) that include 122 terrestrial National Parks, 57 wildlife sanctuaries, and 26 marine National Parks. These include 11 Ramsar sites, 2 World Heritage Sites and 4 Biosphere Reserves. PAs account for approximately 20% of the country’s total land area (ONRP 2006) and 8% of its territorial seas.  Though there is a strong baseline of work on PA management in the country, several weaknesses remain.  Marshes, mangroves, mudflats, peat swamp forest, monsoonal evergreen forest, mixed dipterocarp forest and heathland have not been adequately represented within PA system, though most of the other major habitats within Thailand have been included (Trisurat 2006). Recently, the PA system has begun to include these poorly represented areas. The average size of PAs is less than 400km2, which is considered small for effective biodiversity conservation.  

Thailand’s biodiversity is globally very significant.  IUCN’s Red List notes that Thailand has over 1700 globally threatened species, including several Critically Endangered species -including 13 mammal species, 43 bird species, 11 reptile species, 18 fish species, and 20 plant species. Thailand also has many endemic species including 7 mammal, 2 bird, 47 reptile, 7 amphibian, 72 fish and 757 plant species.  Significant portions of several of WWF’s Ecoregions 200 fall inside Thailand - including Northern Indochina Subtropical Moist Forests, Kayah-Karen/Tenasserim Moist Forests, Peninsular Malaysian Lowland and Mountain Forests, and Cardamom Mountains Moist Forests.  

Thailand has identified a target of protected area coverage at 25 % of the country area under the 7th NESDP (1992-1996). Currently protected areas declared by Royal Decrees (under DNP responsibility) cover approximately 20% of the country area. The following table shows all types of forest, marine and coastal areas including international designations.  Many PAs are declared under an inappropriate category and the growth of the system over the last decade has not occurred in a systematic or strategic way that reflects its many uses and objectives. The current protected area categories were originally drafted in 1960-61 and need to be reviewed.  The following table lists the number of PAs against official types and corresponding IUCN Category.

	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Total Area (sq km)
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	By Royal Decree
	
	
	
	

	National Park
	122
	63,443.42
	II
	DNP

	Wildlife Sanctuary
	57
	36,578.71
	Ia & Ib
	DNP

	Marine National Park
	26
	5,810.23
	II
	DNP

	By Ministerial Declarations
	
	
	
	

	Non-hunting Area
	60
	5,233.10
	IV, VI
	DNP  

	Forest Park
	67
	870.49
	III
	DNP

	Botanical Garden
	15
	58.96
	VI
	DNP

	Aboretum
	54
	36.08
	VI
	DNP

	By Cabinet Resolutions
	
	
	
	

	Watershed Class 1 and 2 *
	
	93,090
	I, II, IV & VI
	DNP

	Conservation Mangrove*
	
	428.00
	VI
	DNP

	Environmentally Protected Area
	
	
	
	

	International recognitions
	
	
	
	

	World Heritage (nature)*
	2**
	
	II
	DNP

	Ramsar Site*
	11***
	3,731.80
	VI
	DNP, TAO

	Biosphere Reserve
	4
	261.00+
	VI
	DNP, DMCR, KU, NRCT

	ASEAN Heritage*
	4**
	
	II
	DNP


* Does not show all total area (sq. km) because some of them overlap with other categories, e.g. national park, wildlife sanctuary and non-hunting area.

** Legal status of World Heritage Sites and ASEAN Heritage Parks are either a wildlife sanctuary or national park.

*** Status of some Ramsar Sites (8 of 11) are non-hunting areas.

(ONEP 2006)

Thailand became one of the first signatories to the CBD in 1992 however, only ratified the Convention in 2004, making it the 188th Contracting Party. In February 2004 Thailand committed to the PoWPA which was adopted at the CBD COP 7 in Kuala Lumpur.  Thailand has undertaken a range of activities in support of its PA obligations under the CBD and the PoWPA including:  

· In 1993, the National Environment Board established the National Committee on CBD, with the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MOAC) as the Chair and Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning (ONEP) serving as secretariat.  In 2005, the Cabinet restructured the National Committee on Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity and stipulated the following:

· Assigned ONEP as National Focal Point for CBD.

· Agreed that concerned agencies accelerate the ratification of the Convention and approve the work plan/project and budget to implement the work program, strategy and initiative related to the Convention. (ONEP 2006).

· Under the National Committee working groups are assigned to specific issues, such as reporting on the state of biodiversity in Thailand, development of policies, measures and plans concerning sustainable conservation and utilization of biodiversity. 

· The National Policy, Strategies and Action Plan on the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity (NBSAP), 1998–2003, and 2003–2007 were developed and approved by the Cabinet on 15 July 1997 and 11 June 2002, respectively. The NBSAP’s detail relevant measures, projects, activities, responsible agencies and budgets in support of the implementation of the Convention.

· In 2002, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE) was established by incorporating agencies working on the environment.

Some of the relevant legislation, policy and plans which affect Thailand’s PAs includes:

· The Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand

· Thai Forestry Sector Master Plan (1992-2017) 

· Policy and Perspective Plan for Enhancement  and Conservation of National Environmental Quality, 1997-2018 

· The 9th NESDP 2002-2006 

· National Policy, Strategies and Action Plan for the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity, 1998-2003 and 2003-2007.

· Forest Act, 1960 

· National Forest Reserve Act, 1964 

· National Park Act, 1961 

· Wildlife Reservation and Protection Act, 1992

· Plant Quarantine Act 1964

· Animal Species Maintenance Act 1966

· Enhancement and Conservation of National Environmental Quality act 1992

· Plant Varieties Protection Act 1999

· Cabinet Resolution dated 30 June 1998 on Resolving Land Issue in Forest Areas  

I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

Threat 1.
Forest clearing, overuse of resources and fires by local people
Between 1960 and 1990, over half of Thailand’s forest cover was cleared, while the area devoted to agricultural production doubled.  In 1989 a strict ban on logging was imposed, however ten years later Thailand’s forested area had declined further, to 25 per cent by official estimates, and to 22 per cent according to FAO (ICEM 2003). Deforestation has continued to the present time; current estimates of forest cover range from 18 to 33 per cent of national land area. The factors that contribute to deforestation are fairly extensive and complex, including population density, price of wood, poverty, road density, rice yield, distance from the market and demand for agricultural land as central factors contributing to deforestation (ICEM 2003). 
Fire continues to be a major threat to the integrity of protected areas and natural forest ecosystems, particularly in regions with prolonged seasonal changes. The regularity with which fires occur – almost annually in some reserves – can permanently change the structure of ecosystems. In this way, fire sensitive evergreen forests and mixed deciduous forests are gradually converted to fire resistant dry dipterocarp forests. The biomass of dry dipterocarp forest or mixed deciduous forest is markedly lower, resulting in a diminished watershed capacity of these forest ecosystems and reduced biodiversity. Fire induced bamboo forests have also expanded.

Threat 2.
Loss of habitat through agricultural expansion
Thailand’s rural farming population has declined from around 90 per cent in 1950 to 70 per cent today. Most of this change has occurred during the past 15 years. For most of the past century, Thailand pursued a general policy of bringing more forest and swamp land under cultivation.  As Thailand’s population increased, landless and land-poor families continued to migrate to forest frontier areas, clearing land for crop production. By 1980, rapid population growth, combined with the policy to expand commercial export agriculture, had led to an estimated 10 million people establishing farms on land that, in 1964, had been declared National Reserved Forest. 
While the agricultural expansion policy contributed to the development of a large rural population and strong agricultural sector, the policy-induced settlement of previously unoccupied land exacerbated Thailand’s rapid deforestation.  Today, agricultural products are produced in such large quantities that the country ranks as the world’s number one supplier of many commodities. While agriculture continues to contribute significantly to Thailand’s GDP, serious concerns are being raised regarding the long-term sustainability of the nation’s agro-ecosystem management. 
Thailand continues to lose forests to agricultural expansion. Annual field clearance through the use of fire often leads to the destruction of forests at agricultural field boundaries. Farmers then re-locate field boundaries into the areas where forests were excised. Although relatively small areas are added annually in this way, compounded over a decade or more, the process of erosion has excised a significant area from the national forest estate. The use of influence to have protected forests re-zoned to agriculture is a continuing problem, as is land speculation by wealthy business people in areas set aside for land-poor and landless farmers under the national Agricultural Land Reform Program. The continued dislocation of landless farmers provides further impetus for them to open forest boundary areas to agricultural cultivation.

Toxic agricultural runoff in areas adjacent to and upstream of protected areas often threatens their ecological integrity. These impacts have been recognised.  Government authorities and NGOs have been advocating organic farming methods but these have still to take hold in industrial agriculture.

Threat 3.
Infrastructure and tourism expansion.
Mangrove forests have been exploited for aquaculture and tourism, and riparian floodplains only exists in small fragments and commands little interest for legal protection and has economic potential for the livelihoods of millions or rural people in northeast Thailand. Tourism promotion and infrastructure development along the coastline are the main factors in the disappearance of beach forests in Thailand. 

Marine protected areas share the planning and management procedures and challenges of their terrestrial cousins, with the added difficulty of overlapping and ambiguous jurisdictions between the authorities responsible for parks, fisheries and harbour and beach tourism development.  Overall, management of tourism’s rapid expansion has been less than rigorous. Tourist infrastructure development has often been associated with negative environmental impacts and a serious degradation of the natural assets tourists have come to enjoy. Sewage and pollution control systems are often substandard, leading to the deterioration of near-shore environments. Coral reefs have been severely damaged in many areas due to careless boat anchorage and poor management.

The rapid growth experienced by the Thai economy over the past two decades has been accompanied by an expansion of the country’s middle class and a rise in domestic tourism. Domestic tourism is expected to soon account for a greater share of tourism-related expenditures within the kingdom than its foreign counterpart making the pressures on the environment even more pronounced.

Increasing energy demand has direct implications for protected areas and the environment. Hydro-power has the potential to be a sustainable and environmentally benign energy source and government may need to consider small scale decentralised schemes. Inevitably, projects would need to be constructed in protected watersheds, most of which are covered by national parks or wildlife sanctuaries. Also, transmission lines often need to be routed through protected areas. Power plants running on fossil fuels can also have implications for protected and environmentally sensitive areas. 

Threat 4.
Fragmentation and low representativity of some habitats
Thailand’s PA system is fragmented with many of the areas too small to sustain ecosystem function and viable flora and fauna populations, especially populations of large mammals, including tigers, leopards, elephants and bears.   Also key ecosystems and critical habitats remain under-represented in the national PA system.  A study by Trisurat in 2006 Applying Gap Analysis and a Comparison Index to Evaluate Protected Areas in Thailand has also identified gaps in the Thai PA system, suggesting priority be given to the protection of mangrove forest, inundated forest, peat swamp forest, dry dipterocarp forest in lowland, and beach forest.  This study stated it was important to identify additional priority designations of protected areas in order to ensure that underrepresented ecosystems are protected and that a substantially larger effort was required to predict animal distributions nationwide and to incorporate the species distribution, as well as population viability and ecological integrity, in setting priorities of new reserves (Trisurat 2006).
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1
Innovative PA management and governance models, although trialed through various projects, are not recognized legally yet.
The existing PA system is not able to capitalize on the full range of management options and models offered by contemporary PA practice and reflected through the IUCN system of PA categories.  There are currently 16 different types of PA’s in Thailand however, the full spectrum and flexibility of the IUCN category system has not been embraced.  The Birdlife Gap Analysis noted for Thailand that the PA system be revised as a priority and that improved PA policy needed to be established at the national and departmental levels (2007). The PA management models currently recognised by Thai policy and law are focused primarily on enforcement and preservation. The policy and legal framework is no longer up to date and does not adequately reflect current field realities, the needs of PA managers and the diverse benefits which PAs can offer. As a result, despite several demonstration projects, it has not been possible to adopt the more flexible PA management used in other countries which permit the sustainable use of natural resources and traditional agricultural practices. This has exacerbated land-use conflicts and heightened tensions with local communities. A further concern is that there are relatively few mechanisms available to promote the involvement and coordination of civil society in the design, establishment and management of PAs.  The 2003 ICEM review identified the following priorities to address this threat:

· develop a national protected areas system plan and an appropriate legal framework for Thailand’s PA management;

· develop policies and approaches that maintain economic benefits while ensuring effective protection of core conservation zones;

· develop and improve formal processes for multi-stakeholder consultation and sharing of protected area and environmental management responsibilities and benefits; (ICEM 2003)

Development of a National PA Master Plan for Thailand is needed to recognize the different stakeholders and plan for managing these uses in a collaborative manner.  

Barrier 2
Inconsistent PA institutional platform
There is a lack of institutional coordination in PA management with multiple agencies administering and influencing protected areas and conservation.  The PA system is complex with responsibility for PA’s cutting across 4 Ministries resulting in a strong degree of overlap and different and at times conflicting management objectives (IUCN 2008).  This management complexity can result in confusion on the ground, competing objectives and priorities and complex internal and institutional politics which obstruct effective management and PA development.  The ASEAN Gap Analysis identified that ‘There are management gaps in the protected areas systems of most of the ASEAN countries.  Many of these relate to inadequate human capacity and financial resources, but other issues include a lack of cooperation between the agencies involved in protected area management” (Birdlife 2007).  The report identifies the need to address gaps in all levels of management at the site, regional, departmental and national levels.

Barrier 3.
Protected area management is not well integrated in sectoral planning.
Separate line ministries have this responsibility with respect to their own sectors and cross-sectoral natural resource and environmental management is not well coordinated. Divergences emerge between agencies with different responsibilities, objectives and priorities for managing the environment, including accounting for protected areas in sectoral development plans and investment appraisals (ICEM 2003).  These differences in objectives make it difficult to implement the CBD PoWPA as a cohesive effort is required from all Ministries.
Barrier 4.
Inadequate basis for the development of on ground PA management plans 
Management plans have been prepared for about 100 protected areas across Thailand. The first management plan was prepared for Khao Yai National Park in 1981. Since then, there have been many approaches to find the best way to draft a plan.   Internal monitoring indicates that PA management plans have around a 50% implementation rate. The reasons for this moderate performance include prescriptions being too elaborate or demanding, insufficient staff, insufficient time and/or inadequate equipment (ICEM 2003).  The lack of an overarching strategic Master Plan means that the on ground PA management plans are variable and have limited high level policy guidance to assist them in their management direction.  
Barrier 4.
Technical difficulties
Most of the documentation on the CBD’s Strategic Plan and 2010 targets use highly technical terminologies and are in English. These publications and information need a huge investment to be translated into Thai, in order to make them effective PA management tools.  They also need to be rearranged in easy language for general public consumption and to be relevant to policy makers.  Capacity building for regional offices in protected area management is recognised as a priority (Birdlife 2007 and ICEM 2003).
I.4.D
Project outcomes and activities, and PoWPA Activities related to outcomes

	PoWPA activities to be addressed
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA activities
	Activities per each outcome

	3.1.1 Identifying and addressing legal and institutional barriers
	A National Protected Areas (PA) Master Plan for the establishment of an effective system of protected areas for Thailand pending Cabinet adoption
	1. Conduct a literature review of all relevant legislative, policy and planning documents. Establish links with all relevant PA projects to ensure information exchange and proper reflection of PA aspects in the PA Master Plan. Gather baseline data and develop draft plan. 

The Master Plan will encorporate the elements of Protected Area Network, Protected Area Management and Protected Area Enabling Environment (Ervin 2007) and will consist of 2 sections – (i) baseline and (ii) plan. Each section will have chapters covering key aspects of PA conservation and management in Thailand, and addressing key barriers. These will be (the list is not exhaustive):
Protected Area Network

a. Ecological Representativity baseline and plan for the PA system. Here, the key sources will be the Trisurat 2006 and the ICEM report. 
Protected Area Management
b. Recommendations for a Capacity building plan for the PA system (for different geographic tiers).

c. Recommendations for Strategies to account for PAs in tourism, agriculture, fisheries and energy.

Protected Areas Enabling Environment
d. Financial sustainability baseline and plan for the PA system. On this, the project will link up closely with the UNDP/GEF project.

e. Set of recommendations for improving the current legal and institutional basis for PAs, including (i) relationships between different ministries and agencies in the area of PAs, (ii) issues governing relationships between Government and civil society, 
f. Chapter on the PA conservation options, classification types, and governance modes. This will, summarizing all previous studies, develop optimal PA classification according to IUCN to enable a variety of PAs depending on local objectives and circumstances with special focus on enabling engagement of local communities (e.g. by promoting Cat. V and VI of IUCN classification), private reserves, etc. the plan will recommend standards and rules for site management plan standards preparation and enforcement.
2. Conduct national and local stakeholder consultations, through a series of workshops, to ensure the incorporation of ideas and concerns from multiple stakeholders on both sections of the Master Plan. The workshops will elaborate in detail on the prospective 5-year action plan for the PA system, with identified responsible institutions and funding sources. The workshops will help prioritize these activities.
3. Final National PA Master Plan developed, incorporating comments from stakeholders. Final National PA Master Plan submitted for endorsement by relevant Ministers.


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing)

	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Catalyzing the Sustainability of Thailand’s PA System (CSTPA)
	UNDP/GEF Full Size Project 
	UNDP & DNP 
	The project is designed to deal with 3.4.1- to overcome barriers to sustainable financing of Thailand’s protected area system.

	Andaman Complex Management Plan and WH nomination 
	DNP
	DNP
	Strengthen the creation of networks of marine and coastal PA’s and links between terrestrial and marine ecosystems.  Also links with the World Heritage Convention to support improved PA management.  1.3.1

	Strengthening Andaman Marine Protected Areas Network (SAMPAN)
	AFD, FFEM, 

$1 million Euro
	DNP & WWF & AFD
	The project is designed to improve management and tourism in parks. It will strengthen national park administration and protection, reduce the impacts of tourism and develop replicable best environmental standards with private tourism operators. It is designed to promote sustainable tourism and ensure safeguards are in place to protect vulnerable natural sites. 3.2.1, 4.2.1

	ADB’s Programme to promote biodiversity corridors in SE Asia
	ADB
	DNP
	Restore and protect ecological integrity and reduce poverty.  Develop environmental performance indicators to be included in national and regional planning. Building capacity for sound environmental monitoring and including communities in biodiversity conservation.  2.1.2, 3.1.2

	Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem
	GEF $12.7 million USD
	IBRD - World Bank 
	The project will develop an agreed strategic action program for the sustainable management of the Bay of Bengal Large Marine (LME) Ecosystem. It will address transboundary marine resources issues along the coast of this LME. 1.2.1


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	DNP
	DNP will oversee the development and implementation of the project, providing technical expertise and networks.  DNP will also identify relevant stakeholders to engage in the development of the Master Plan, will assist in gathering of information and the running of the workshops (as these will often be in Thai).  

	IUCN RPAP and Global PA Programme (including WCPA)
	In conjunction with DNP, overseeing the development and implementation of the project.  Providing technical expertise and networks.  Assisting in the gathering of information and the running of the workshops.  

	Department for Marine and Coastal Resources

	Assisting with providing information for the literature review and gap analysis. Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  Review final Master Plan.

	Office of Natural Resources and Environment Policy and Planning (ONEPP) 
	Assisting with providing information for the literature review and gap analysis. Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  Review final Master Plan.

	Thailand Environment Institute (TEI)
	Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  Review final Master Plan.

	MFF Project as a ‘stakeholder’
	Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  

	Other relevant Government sections and local authorities
	Assisting with providing information for the literature review and gap analysis. Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  

	Other relevant NGO’s
	Assisting with providing information for the literature review and gap analysis. Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  

	Private Sector
	Technical advice during stakeholder workshops.  


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

The DNP will manage overall project implementation, with support and technical assistance from IUCN Asia Regional Office (ARO) Regional Protected Areas Programme (RPAP).  The DNP will convene a PoWPA Steering Committee which will provide guidance throughout the duration of the project, acting as the Projects’ Steering Committee, meeting on a quarterly basis to discuss project progress.  Monitoring and Evaluation will be a joint effort between DNP and IUCN. It is proposed that this PoWPA committee will be the steering committee for the development of the National PA Master Plan should this application be successful.

IUCN ARO will help with funds management (pending the forthcoming MOU between IUCN and DNP).  IUCN ARO will also help with support to international and national consultants hired for the project.
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	DNP/IUCN
	1 month after funding has been deposited in the project account.

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	DNP/IUCN
	By the 30th of the month following the end of each calendar quarter.  The report should contain both a technical and financial section.

	3. Project completion report
	DNP/IUCN
	Within 45 days of the end of the project. 


Section I.7
Budget
I.7.A
Estimated project costs and budget lines
Outcome 1: A National Protected Areas (PA) Master Plan
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	19,000
	90,000
	109,000

	2. International consultants
	39,000
	30,000
	69,000

	3. Training
	5,000
	     
	5,000

	4. Travel
	18,000
	     
	18,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	81,000
	120,000
	201,000


Note: Continue by presenting similar tables for all listed outcomes. An explanation of eligible budget items is provided in the Guidance Note.

Project management: (maximum 10% of the total amount requested from the GEF under this application):
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	9,000
	     
	9,000

	2. International consultants
	     
	     
	     

	3. Stationery and disposable items
	     
	     
	     

	4. Travel
	     
	     
	     

	5. Inception and closing workshops (two maximum)
	
	
	

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	9,000
	
	9,000

	6. Audit cost
	5,000
	
	5,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	14,000
	
	14,000


I.7.C
Co-financing (provide information on all co-finance sources directly relevant to the PoWPA activities which are the focus of this application)

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	IUCN RPAP/WCPA
	NGO
	In Kind
	30,000
	     

	DNP
	Government
	In Kind
	90,000
	     

	Total co-financing
	120,000
	


· Please present copies of letters of co-financing as confirmation. Please note that only confirmed co-financing is counted by ITRC at the project assessment. 

   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	ITRC Comment
	Response from project team

	
	

	
	

	
	


   PART iii
Annexes

Annex III.1
Outcomes of the initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
III.1.A and B

The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process and outcomes
The Thailand National Report on Protected Areas and Development (ICEM 2003) was developed with 180 stakeholders and identifies a number of broad priorities for Thailand’s PA management, which correspond well to the PoWPA Goals and Activities. 

The Thailand National Report on Protected Areas and Development identified the following priorities and gaps:

· Developing a national PAs system plan and an appropriate legal framework for its management linked to Activity 3.1.1 Identify legislative and institutional gaps and barriers that impede the effective establishment and management of protected areas.
· Developing policies and approaches that maintain economic benefits while ensuring effective protection of core conservation zones linked to Activity 3.1.2 identifying the economic and cultural contribution of protected areas, Activity 3.1.3 Harmonize sectoral policies and laws to ensure that they support the conservation and effective management of the protected area system and Activity 3.1.9 Identify and foster economic opportunities and markets.
· Developing and improving formal processes for multi-stakeholder consultation and sharing of PA and environmental management responsibilities and benefits linked to Activity 1.1.4 participation of indigenous and local communities and stakeholders in governance arrangements, Activity 1.1.7 development of PAs that benefit indigenous and local communities, Activity 1.4.1 create a highly participatory process, 2.1.3 Establish policies with full participation of indigenous and local communities, 2.1.5 Engage indigenous and local communities and relevant stakeholders in participatory planning and governance.
· Providing training to PA management staff in facilitating collaborative management linked to Activity 1.4.6 PA’s managed through capacity building of staff;

· Clearly demarcating PA boundaries, especially those of core zones linked to Activity 1.1.6 designate protected areas, ;

· Creating natural corridors between PAs in forest and marine protected area complexes linked to Activity 1.1.2 establish or expand PAs in areas under threat as well as considering the conservation needs of migratory species, Activity 1.2.3 establish and manage ecological corridors to maintain ecological processes, and Activity 1.2.4 Develop tools of ecological connectivity linking PAs.
· Improving the environmental impact assessment process, laws and the enforcement of laws against activities damaging to PAs and natural systems linked to Activity 1.5.1 Apply timely environmental impact assessments which have potential to have effects on PAs, Activity 1.5.2 develop national approaches to liability and redress measures in relation to damages to protected areas and Activity 1.5.6 develop policies, improve governance and ensure enforcement to halt the illegal exploitation of resources from PA’s; and,

· Establishing site level PA advisory committees linked in Activity 2.2.2 implement specific plans and initiatives to effectively involve indigenous and local communities, Activity 2.2.4 promote and enabling environment for the involvement of indigenous and local communities and relevant stakeholders in the decision making, and the development of their capacities and opportunities to establish and manage protected areas.  
The ICEM report included contributions from more than 180 stakeholders, either through interviews, round table meetings, group discussions or written comments and materials. Many were government officers, representing some 25 agencies at national and local levels.  The report identified priorities for the future of Thailand’s PAs.

In addition, the Trisurat gap analysis was an important ecological gap analysis that has identified future priority gaps which need to be addressed in the protection of important ecosystems in Thailand’s PA system.
III.1.C
Linkage between initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes and activities proposed under this application

	Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting result
	Which activity is it linked to in the application

	Developing a national PAs system plan and an appropriate legal framework for its management 
	Outcome I.


III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications and 
additional web-links

BirdLife International and IUCN-WCPA South-East Asia.  (2007) Gap analysis of protected areas coverage in the ASEAN countries.
Davey, A.G. (1998). National System Planning for Protected Areas. IUCN,

Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. x + 71pp.

Dudley, N., Mulongoy, K., Cohen, S., Stolton, S., Barber, C., and Gidda, S. (2005) Towards Effective Protected Area Systems.  An Action Guide to Implement the Convention on Biological Diversity Programme of Work on Protected Areas.  Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, Montreal, Technical Series no. 18, 108 pages.

Ervin, J. (2007) Assessing Protected Area Management Effectiveness: A Quick Guide for Protected Area Practitioners.  Arlington, VA: The Nature Conservancy. 24pp.
ICEM, 2003. Thailand National Report on Protected Areas and Development. Review of

Protected Areas and Development in the Lower Mekong River Region, Indooroopilly,

Queensland, Australia. 131 pp.

IUCN (2008) A MCPA gap analysis: existing protected area coverage and recommendations for additional protection.    Draft Report to the MFF Secretariat March 2008.
Office of Natural Resources and Environment Policy and Planning (2005) Thailand Third National Report.  Royal Thai Government.

(ONEP) Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning. (2006) Thailand: National Report on the Implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity. Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, Bangkok, Thailand. 64 p

Snidvongs A., Utoomprurkporn W., Jarayabhand S., (2002) Regional Coordination for Integrated Protection and Management of Coastal and Marine Environments in ASEAN: Phase I. Bangkok: Southeast Asia START Regional Center Technical Report No.11, 196 p.

TAT (Tourism Authority of Thailand) website Accessed 08/08/08 www2.tat.or.th/stat/web/static_index.php

Trisurat, Y. (2006) Applying Gap Analysis and a Comparison Index to Evaluate Protected Areas in Thailand.  In Environmental Management, Springer Science and Business Media Inc.
WDPA (World Database on Protected Areas) website. Accessed 15/08/08.  www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/
Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

The letter is sent separately.

Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

The letter is sent separately.
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