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Abstract

Studies indicate that the Thai Government’s pdicgonserve forest resources in protected areas has
resulted in conflict between local population amyernment official. Thus, this study was initiated
to determine the underlying causes and consequehdties conflict on local villagers’ livelihood and
forest resources as well as effectiveness of tbhegolure used to manage it. Both qualitative and
quantitative information has been collected frorffedent sources. According to the finding, the
underlying cause of the conflict have been foundbéothe national forest protection policy which
sees forests as free from human interference meguit establishment of conservation areas in place
where the village Ban Pang Eka is already estadddisihe establishment of such conservation forests
resulted in restriction of agricultural lands whiélrther brought change in villagers’ livelihood
strategies of the villagers to labour work. Althbugis hardly possible to correlate the confliathw

the degradation of the forest, both the direct iaddrect evidences show that the forest in the &ea

in the trend of degradation and the conflict ouee tise of the forest has its own share to the
degradation. Further more, the procedures usedattage the conflict by establishing a community
forest which was proposed by villagers didn't hdegal recognition and the conflict was left
suspended without being addressed in a proper maBased on this particular study which was
done basically on local level views, the problemaarning forest resource management in Ban Pang
Eka village has affected both the villagers andftinest resources. Thus there is a need to consider
local participation and views in management of $oresource in the area since it is certain that th

place cannot be free from human involvement.
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1. Introduction

Forest cover in Thailand is often said to haveefafrom more than 50 % in the 1960’s to around 15
% forest cover in the year 2000 (Sato, 2000). Thgradation has been especially high in the
lowlands due to the policy of export-led growththee 1960s and 1970s that caused a massive
expansion of the agricultural land (Buch-Hanseralet2006). Since these major changes in the
landscape occurred mainly in the lowland the focester is more intact (43 % forest cover) in the
northern more mountainous part of Thailand, everugh it is also under pressure in this region
(Forsyth & Walker, 2008).

In the 1980s the degradation started causing greatonmental concern, especially in the northern
Thailand since that is the region with largest $breover. In 1985, the National Forest Policy
reinforced an aim of maintaining at least 40 % oral forest cover by setting aside 25 % of the
country’s land as economic forest and the remaidifg as conservation forest. However, the
policy was modified following a national loggingrb& 1989 as a result of the disastrous flood in
the southern Thailand. The change in the policyeHaeen officially adopted in 1992 by reversing
the parts of the conservation forest of which 1%o%conservation and 25 % for economic use to
25 % for conservation and 15 % for economic usee [uthe comparatively high forest cover in
the northern Thailand, this part was particularffeeted with 50 % of the area classified as
conservation forest. As much of the area in nonthEnailand had already been changed into
agricultural land, the conservation forest categadion in reality covered large areas of agricaltur
land as well. This means that following the offic@dan, parts of agricultural lands were also
included in the conservation. As a result of thidiqy most of the northern parts of the country
have been affected (Forsyth & Walker, 2008).

Because of this mismatch between the official diassion and the realities, a lot of farmers have
experienced that their land has turned in to “amdigg land” in which their agricultural activities
are officially illegal, a problem still as presetdday as before. One of the most prevailing
challenges in managing protected areas in Thailanithe conflict resulting from utilization of
‘ambiguous lands’ which are legally owned by thetestout are being used by the local population.
Therefore, in understanding the complexities ofiemmental degradation in Thailand it is helpful
to study the conflict concerning ambiguous landd #re people who inhabit them (Roth, 2004;
Walker, 2001 and Sato, 2000).



SLUSE report 6th of April 2009

National parks and conservation forests are goatheles of conflicting areas where the efforts of
conservation have been targeted, though with ldngeccess with respect to the goals. The
conflicting situation started with the Thailand’'svgrnment nation building initiatives and national
strategic plan for protecting areas as nationakp@Roth, 2004). The Royal Forest Department
(RFD) decided in 1973 that fourteen forest areasilshbe established as national parks. This was
followed by the National Parks” committee decisabrincorporating only those forests which were
in good conditions to be under national parks axdueling areas inhabited by villagers. Yet this
was later expanded to also include areas inhabyedcal people. One of the national parks was
the Doi Suthep-Pui National Park which is locatedhe province of Chiang Mai. The village of
Ban Pang Eka, which is the focus of this studypishd in the Doi Suthep-Pui National Park and
the conservation forest in the Mae Ram watershkd.ngtional park was although first established
in 1981 declared as Thailand’s"24ational park, constituting 161.06 square kilomtfThis was
followed by annexation of additional 100 squareikietres of the buffer zone areas to be part of the
stated park resulting in a total area of 261.0Gegkilometres. The establishment of the national
park resulted in the enclosure of a significantiparof Mae Ram Watershed to be Doi Suthep-Pui

National Park (www.dnp.go.th).

In addition, the Thai government has been tryingptotect the forest lands through different
strategies some of which prohibit tree cutting baching by law, and not allowing full land tenure,
but only user rights in forest lands (Roth, 200%he imposition of forestry laws and regulations by
the Thai government which was intended to resdheegdroblem of deforestation has resulted in
conflict between Royal Forest Department and pdéfikials and the local population over the use
and control of forest resources. This is because litrelihood of the local forest-dependent
communities and forest user groups has becomeéstign (Amornsanguansin & Routray, 1998)
Still, due to various reasons such as logging amat@tural expansion, the efforts implemented by
the Royal Forest Department in protection of foeesd natural resources didn’'t meet its objectives,

and the forest resource in the country is stillidishing (Forsyth & Walker, 2008).

The village of Ban Pang Eka is located in Chiang ptavince, one of the provinces in which
problems of conflict between forest protection aaihl livelihood exists. The village is inhabited
by the Karen people, one of the ethnic minoritiesThailand. As we have seen the village has
experienced both the establishment of a nationdd pad conservation forest. The villagers have
therefore experienced all the restrictions and lgrab caused by the conservation policies in the

country.
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1.1 Research Objective

Considering the aforementioned basic situationshef natural resource use conflict in northern
Thailand, this study tries to investigate the majauses of conflict about use of forest resources
between government officials and the local popafatin Ban Pang Eka. The aim is also to
investigate the consequences of the conflict omalldovelihood and the forest resource.

Furthermore, the study looks into how communitye&trcan help to manage the conflict.

1.3 Main research question

How do local livelihood interests and higher leirgkrests over use of forest resources differ and

how can these conflicts be managed?

1.3.1 Sub-research questions
The following chapter will explain why each of thesearch questions is included, what the more

specific focus will be and what data is required.

1. What are the underlying causes of the conflict ase of the forest resources in the area?
To investigate the underlying causes of conflictrouse of forest resource in the area, we
need to know the nature of the actual conflictstdny of the conflict, the different
stakeholders and relationship between them. llss emportant to know about the roles,

needs and interests of different stakeholderscaoindict roots and evolution
2.What consequences have these conflicts of intdradten local livelihoods?

To investigate the consequences of the conflidooal livelihood, the level of dependence
of the community of Ban Pang Eka on the forest thedchanges observed in the livelihood

due to the conflicts was considered.

3. What consequences have these conflicts of gtgein@d on local forest resources?

To investigate the consequences of the conflicthenforest resources in the area, we need
to know about the different classification of faseand the overall condition of the forest. It
is also important to know about the evolution af threst over time.

4. What procedures have been used to manage tifiectoaf interests in the area?

To investigate the likelihood of the conflict todpen in the future or its impact on the

villagers’ livelihood as well as on the forest resmes, it is important to see the procedures

9
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used in managing the conflict. Thus this questiomsaat points related to specific measures
taken by the conflicting parties (villagers and i@é#ls), their perception about the
community forest, possible implication of the difaces in the perception of the
community forest in the management of the foresbuece and improving livelihoods of the

villagers.

10
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2. Methods

This chapter describes the different methods usékde field to collect the data which were used to
answer our research questions. To increase thdityabf our results, triangulation of data and

method of data collection were used.

2.1 Study area

The study was carried out in the village of Ban Bka in Mae Ram Watershed, Mae Rim (District), @bia
Mai (Province) in northern Thailand. The villageearns found inside the Suthep-Pui National Parktaed
conservation forest protected by the Royal ForeBgpartment. Currently, the village consists of @7
households where initially it was established watily 4 households. The population of the village &r
dominantly Karen ethnic group which have come ftbmborder of Thailand and BurmBheir economic
activity in the past was based on shifting culimatof rice basically for household consumption.
The Karen tribe are known for their close attachi:i¢ém forest and forests have both economic and

religious/cultural value for them.
2.2 Data collection Methods

2.2.1 Semi-structured interview
The semi-structured interview was used to triangweth data from the questionnaire and to get

detailed understanding of some the major issuesuofstudy. Specifically, the semi-structured
interview was used to obtain an in-depth insigldulihe causes of conflicts, consequences of the
conflict on the villagers livelihoods and foressoerce base of the area, importance of community
forestry for the villagers livelihoods and managemef natural resources, the key stakeholders
involved in the conflict, interest of the differestakeholders and the relationship among them.

Semi-structured interviews was carried out with tbeal Royal Forestry Department officers,
National Park authorities, a researcher from Chisliag University, an NGO (Northern Farmers
Network), committee members of Community Forest&ryeligious leader and the leader of the

village.

2.2.2 Survey

The household survey was conducted using structured questionnaires which covered the demographic
characteristics of the households, causes and consequences of conflict of interest between local people and

park authorities, livelihood strategies, land ownership status, perception of local community about

11
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community forestry. The survey questionnaire was pre-tested before the actual implementation of the

survey and the original survey questionnaire was modified and implemented.

2.2.3 Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) methods
Different PRA technigues were used to identify thain livelihood strategies, resource uses from

the forest, seasonality of activities and the npaoblems in the village. They are presented togethe

as each method is often seen as part of a gerieAatddlbox (Mikkelsen 2005).

Focus group discussion

Group discussions was conducted with groups of @& mmed 7 women separately, as well as
community forestry committee members, to have therall understanding of the villagers about
the causes of the conflict, consequences of thiictoon their livelihood and on forest resources a

well as the procedures used in managing the conflic

Seasonal calendar

The seasonal activity calendar was conducted tace&ehat extent the situation of the observed
livelihood activities vary throughout the yearwias mainly used to know the time allocation that
the villagers make for labour work outside theagkk as compared to the other agricultural and
forest related activities.

Preference ranking exercises

This is used to quickly identify main problems, ogpnities or preferences as experienced by indaliglor
groups of stakeholders it is conducted using lotedsures, judgment, and materials such as seiefls; etic
usually help to demystify the research process K®lden 2005). Thus, in this context we used the
preference ranking exercise to determine the imapod of difference forest products for the villager
priorities of major problems of the village whicarchelp us in understanding forest use situatioelation

to the restrictions resulted from the conflict.

Transect walk

The purpose of using the transect walk is to haveverall, first hand impression of the villageg th
forest and the surroundings (Mikkelsen 2005). Im oontext, transect walk was conducted in
collaboration with key informants from the villagellage head and a professional working in RFD
at Chaing Mai) to help us understand issue refatedjricultural land, condition of the forest, fste
use procedures and the overall activities arouadiflage.

12
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2.2.4 Forest Resource Assessment

To understand the condition of forest, structuralgsis of the forest was done using 20X20 m

guadrants on six plots selected from conservatimhrational park forests (three plots from each).

The plots were selected purposively in order taesgnt the forest resources in the village. The

forests under the different management were seldaténvestigate the differences that resulted

from the different management rules applied. Thanfiter at Breast Height (DBH at 1.40 meter

above ground level) and tree species with diamaiewve 5cm occurring in each quadrant were

recorded. All individual trees with DBH 5-10 cm weconsidered as regenerating individuals

(Sundriyal, et al, 1994). Regeneration potentiareés in the forest (humber of saplings with 5-10

cm DBH) was estimated for the forest. Species ditiewvas calculated using the method described

by Simpson (Sri-Ngernyuang)

The Six sample plots taken for FRA

AB3000 483500

o The six sample plots

WSumﬂ-p-mi national park
| | Utilization forest

] Graveyards forest

=| [] Preservation forest
.l ooleod Ban Pang Eka village
] Wae Ram watershed

Figure 2.1: The sample plots for Forest Resourcsegament (FRA)

2.2.5 Global Positioning System (GPS) mapping

The GPS mapping was used to see if there was any expansion of agricultural into the forest as compared to

the satellite map developed in 2002.

13
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2.3 Sampling Design

The initial plan for sampling strategy was to usmtdied random sampling technique based on
wealth categories (using size of agricultural landmber of livestock’s and household food self-
sufficiency as a major indicator of wealth as iediby the villagers as criteria to indicate wealth
status) and ethnicity. However, according to thesetiolds’ land holding obtained from the head of
the village, almost all of the villagers have laside less than 5 rai. In addition, as it has been
explained by village head, the land size clasdificacannot indicate the wealth distribution of the
households. The ethnicity criterion was also ndpfaé as almost more than 95% of the villagers
are Karen. Thus we used snowball sampling techniguehich the first respondent was identified
by the translator and the following respondentsewecommended by villagers being interviewed.

In total 25 households (37% of the village popuwiafiwere interviewed.

Key informants as well as participants for PRA teégbes were selected purposely based on the

relevance and level of information they will give im relation to the purpose of our study.

2.4 Data Analysis

The portion of the data that is readily quantife§tlata from the closed ended questions) was
analyzed using SPSS software. The data which wikectad from key informant interviews, group

discussions, PRA techniques and direct observdtiwaa analyzed using qualitative assessment
methods. Finally the output of the analysis from 8PPS was discussed using, tables, graphs,

frequencies and percentages.

14
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3. The underlying causes of the conflict

This chapter will present the major causes forateflict. The findings will be based on primary

data and literature review.

3.1 Results

The underlying causes for the conflict have beemdoto be the different perceptions of forest and
the way it should be used. Furthermore, the toprdapproach of the government in deciding over
local natural resources in general and forest miquéar. The villagers of Ban Pang Eka, see the
forest as contributing to their livelihood and halevays been living with the forest. The Royal
Forest Department and the department responsibteémational park see the forest as an area that
should be under conservation and is best consemthdut human interference (interviews with
community forest committee, interview with UniveysProfessor, survey and Forsyth & Walker,
2008).

The national park and the conservation forest tabdished with that perception and today they are
the concrete causes of the conflict as they puticéens on how the villagers can use the forest.
The biggest problem is that they can’t expand thgitcultural land and that they have restrictions
in the use of the forest (Ranking exercise andes)rv Therefore, the interest of the villagersas t
get legal recognition for their village in the aréave legal right to expand their agriculturaldan
and to use the forest resources around the villelge.villagers are claiming that the forest in thei
area belongs to them and that they know better toomanage the forest resources. The leader of
the committee of the community foresiso mentioned that the interest of the villager® have
legal land tenure as a community, not as indivisia they think that individual land ownership

will lead to a capitalization of the land (interwievith CF committee).

The other primary stakeholders, the Royal Foregtallenent, the National Parks Department and
the TACG? have similar interest in the conflict with diffetelevel of involvement. Based on the

interview with the park officials, the aim of theational parks department is to conserve the
biological diversity of the forest under the parlamagement and making the area attractive for

! Even though it does not have legal recognitioa villagers have created a community forest tadry
manage the conflict. This will not be discussedepth in this chapter as we only treat the causethé
conflict here. Therefore, the community forest agag of managing the conflict will be discussedivapter
6 answering research question 4.
2The TAO is a sub-district administration office

15
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tourism. The Royal Forestry Department is mor@aasible for the management of conservation
and economic forests. Thus their interest is tseore the forest resources by enforcing some rules
on the use of the forest resources. The TAO is esponsible for the management of forest
resources in close collaboration both with locamowunity and RFD. Thus their interest is to
monitor that the forest resources in the area tliead and managed properly. It is clear that ¢her
is a divergence of interest between the local gdfa and the two stakeholders (RFD and Doi
Suthep Pui-national park management). This divergeri interest led to the existence of conflict

over the use and management of forest resourdhs willage.

The Tambon administration Organisation (TAO) yeteag with the problems that the villagers put
forward and confirm that the village has been thmtore the establishment of the National Park
and therefore has the right to be there and shaeildelped in managing the problem. The TAO is
though adding to the causes of the conflict bympthat one of the problems is the increasing size
of the village, which is also confirmed by the mywwhere it can be seen that 25 % of the
respondents have been living 20 years or lessarvillage. This tendency can be assumed to be
general in the area as many villagers in Ban Pa&aghbtame outsiders and people in general for the

decrease in forest products (interview with the Téd survey).

3.2 Discussion

That the different perceptions are an issue oflminé very clear when the director of the Royal
Forest Department in 1999, stated what his opimofA virgin forest is an untouched forest but
that’s a utopian notion so we have to find a wayniongle the two (forest and human occupation)
with minimum impact. But please don’t ever say eedrhumans in the forest to protect it. That's a
lie” (Forsyth & Walker, 2008: 52). It is clear fromishstatement that the RFD in reality would
prefer to move the villagers out of the areas urmtetection. This was actually the procedure
before the director of the RFD presented his statgmsome villages were in fact moved and
another 600 in the province of Chiang Mai were lom list to be moved (Forsyth & Walker, 2008).
The village of Ban Pang Eka was categorized afiaggeithat should be moved.

However, during the 1990s the resistance and tbdaagje of land to the relocated villages made it
clear that the large scale resettlement of villagas not possible. Therefore land use regulation is
today a more common approach than relocation. Tlege of Ban Pang Eka was not moved
before the government changed policy and todayviliage is instead subject to a range of

restrictions (interview with members of CF comnetend Forsyth & Walker 2008).
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The regulations were tightened up in 1992 aftesastrous flooding in 1989. It was decided that 25
% of Thailand’s land cover should be classifiedcasservation forest. This has had a significant
impact on the northern Thailand where 50 % of #r&llhas been classified as conservation forest.
Watershed is divided into different categories magdgrom class 1A to 5 with class 1A having the
highest priority of protection. Ban Pang Eka isal&d in class 1A since most of the area is on
slopes steeper than 35 degrees, which is the tlefirof steep slopes; class 1A is defined as very
high elevation and very steep slopes. The Royatgtddepartment states that class 1A areas must
be “strictly kept permanently as head water sout@® ‘immediate reforestation programs must
be undertaken on the abundant shifting (cultivgtiared’. This classification system is scientific
and has been criticized for not incorporatimgcally relevant socio-economic variable@-orsyth

& Walker, 2008: 42). Furthermore: *“.classification of forest serves the role of mainitag forest

as state property, for production, protection anld@ation purposes on a much broader scale than
the indigenous classificatidiiGanjanapan in Hirsch 1997: 254).

The conservation forest and the categorization, @long with the criticism, is again an indication
of different perceptions of the forest. The “indigeis” categorization is more in relation to how
they use the forest and the forest is seen as a meeaustain their livelihood. They typically
classify it in three different categories: wateshierest, sacred forest and village woodlot.
Watershed forest is typically strictly protectedthg villagers since it is protecting the watereTh
second type is sacred forest, which is typicallptasmaller than the watershed forest; the sacred
forest is protected for religious reasons. In tiigdttype, the village woodlot, everything is alledv

to a certain extent (Ganjanapan in Hirsch, 1997k Villagers of Ban Pang Eka has roughly the
same idea of the foréstwhereas the Royal Forest Department has put thearclass 1a which
means they are not allowed to use any of the fetgsbunding them.

The Karen people have traditionally been usingtisigifcultivation, or slash-and-burn as it is also
called. The shifting cultivation is being blamed #8 % of the deforestation in Thailand, both by
public opinion and by government reports, and meeed is thought to be the cause of biodiversity
loss and smoke haze. One of the Royal Forest Dapatts officers put some of these perceptions
of the shifting cultivation into wordsThis practice has caused deforestation and destmcf the

ecosystem of catchment areas and decreased bisitywer the hill evergreen forest... As a result,

there is now a large area of wasteland on the mainstand a lack of water in the summer, with

% In the village of Ban Pang Eka the preservatioagbcovers both what is termed the watershedtfares
the sacred forest, the utilization forest is wisatalled the village woodlot.
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floods and landslides occurring in the rainy seds@orsyth &Walker, 2008: 71). The assumption
that the shifting cultivation is causing so muchtoé deforestation a long with loss of forest cover
in northern Thailand, which is put at a decreasenf69 % in 1961 to 43 % in 1998, is what has
caused the state intervention. Yet what these ntsrdoe not showing is the cover for the upland
alone. The percentage for the upland forest cavarlot higher and thus the deforestation does not
seem to have been so radical here. The blame driltlvébes for having destroyed the forest could
therefore have it's origin in the conflict betwettre scientific methods and the “indigenous” ones.
Though, it could also be the central governmentssohical wish to exercise control over the more
remote areas (Forsyth &Walker). The villagers ohBrang Eka do somehow express some of the
same impressions when they complain that they wetenvolved at all in the establishment of
neither the national park nor the conservationdbréhey give the impression that it is a very top-
down approach being used in the management ofdtestf which is consistent with the Royal
Forest Department’s trust in scientific knowledgdjch can also be seen by the prohibition of the

shifting cultivation for the villagers in Ban Pak§a.

There are a lot of areas where different perceptmilide between the villagers of Ban Pang Eka
and the Royal Forest Department and the nationél pais can also be seen on the different ways

that the government officials and the villagersaivthe forest surrounding Ban Pang Eka.

The following map shows the division between theomal park and the conservation forest and the
next one shows the villager’s division of the fargstheir area. It should although be mentioned
that the Royal Forest Department’s classificatiérthe@ conservation forest is not shown on the

map.
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Figure 3.1 Map of the boundary between the natipagt and the preservation forest
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Figure 3.2. Villagers™ classification of forest
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During the field work, a variety of perceptions tbe different boundaries have been presented.
Stakeholders’ perceptions about the boundary betviee national park and the conservation
forest, which is also the border between the Rdyaestry Department and the national park
administration, are relatively equal and there tleeem to be much dispute about them. This case
seems to be more about uncertainty in how the tepadments share the administration and
responsibility. It seems as the national park efficalso patrol and administrate part of the
conservation forest for the Royal Forestry Depantimend it can therefore be difficult for the
villagers to find out who they have to addressrtipeoblems (interview with park officer, RFD

officer and different villagers).

The location of the community forest also seemgdose some uncertainty. The most reliable
explanation though seems to come from the committe¢lee community forest; both because they

are the ones that should know the best and bedzaseears to be the most reasonéble

With all the borders there are some doubt as taevtiee exact location is on the ground and no one
has been able to give exact reasonable explanatiéms the officers of the Royal Forest

Department, the border of the conservation foregbing to be established in the near future.

In the case of the community forest, as with theidwal Park and the conservation forest, the

problems at the moment seem to be more about thefuke area and not where it is located

In summary, the causes for the conflict are théediht perceptions of the forest and the use of it
expressed through the creation of the national pawk the conservation forest, which have put
restrictions on how the villagers can use the fofégrthermore is the increase in population in the

area.

* This is because it was drawn be the committeBetbmmunity forest, and because it includes thelevh
area surrounding the village.
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4. Consequences of the conflict on the livelihood | n Ban Pang
Eka

This chapter aims at analyzing the livelihood adbpeople in the environment of this conflitivelihood

in conflict is defined as the ways in which pe@ieess and mobilize resources that enable thenctease
their economic security and thereby reduce theenalpility created and exacerbated by conflict, gndsue
goals necessary for their survival and possibleumgt (www.gdrc.org). Based on this definition, 3
important bases to focus on when addressing liwetihin conflict situation is suggested: (1) the mai
concern of the people and the change over timeth@)availability of resources they used, and (@& t
strategies to access and mobilize those resouncew.(drc.org). Since, the purpose is to relateciwecept

of livelihood to the conflict over forest; this appach would be adapted in this study by mainly fstng on

the natural resource which is one of the 5 asgsdts livelihood framework. IFAD (International Fualifor
Agricultural Development) has proposed some compnef the natural resources that are: land and
produce, water and aquatic resources, trees aadtfproducts, wildlife (http://www.ifad.org). We Walso
refer to some components of the others assetseofrimework depending on the importance and direct

relationships with our issue.

4.1 Results

4.1.1 Restriction of the expansion of agricultural land
During the FGD separately with men and women, is Waghly stressed by the villagers that the major
problem in their livelihood is the limitation in pansion of agricultural lands (law enforced by the

government)

The distribution of land size among the respondeptesented in the following figure:
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Distribution of land size
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Figure 4.1: Distribution of land size

Only few of the villagers have agricultural landgater than 10 rai (12%). Most of them (72%) hasss|
than 7 rai. From the discussion it was indicated the villagers are afraid to expand their landsk to be
arrested and become landless. It has also beeimmmedfduring a transect walk that there has noh lzeg

expansion of land compared to 2002 satellite photo.

The direct effect of this situation on productiastbeen the change in the agriculture system mdkang a
shifting fallow cultivation to continuous land faimg. During the survey, some of the respondents hav
explained that this is the major cause of the deseeof the fertility of the soil and then the protifon.
Finally the production is dependent on only onessaedrainy season). This situation is not new flmrh the

point of view of the villagers it constitutes a loignstrains in this context of restriction of land.
The products cultivated on those lands are: riegurhes (groundnut, long bean, etc), corn, fruin@ioa,

papaya, litchi, etc) and vegetables (tomato, peppterent leaves, etc). The following graph emes the

percentage of people involved in each of the difieagricultural products:
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Use of agricultural land
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** The percentages are not cumulative. It has etimated by considering the number of people wiiivate the product (in each category). This

means that the same person can cultivate many ¢iodnd be considered for each category.

Source: (Own Survey, March, 2009)

Figure 4.2: Distribution of agricultural land use

It can be observed that the majority of the respatgluse their land for the production of rice (¢ #d
legume (42%)But there is less priority to the other crops. T$ugjgests that people are more interested in
producing the basic food than to diversify theiogurction. This choice of priority can be relatedthe
insufficiency of the size of the land or to theKaxt time (see seasonal calendar).

The major use of the agricultural product is fomogonsumption. Only 37, 5% of the respondents hlage

possibility to sell their products and among whicty few (21%) people sell cereals.

Thereafter some of them said that they buy foothftbe market, especially what they do not produste b
also sometimes what they produce when it is ndtcserfit for the whole year. It was also asked altbet

shortage of food during the year. The results efdilrvey are showed by the following graph:
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Sufficiency of food per year
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Figure 4.3: Distribution of land size

Only few people (28%) usually have enough for thel year. The rest (72%) have a shortage of food.
The largest portion of the respondents (44%) erplhithat the food they produce is usually sufficiamy
for a period less than 4 months which is reallyrshod 16% have sufficient agricultural product égperiod
from 4 to 11 months. It means the majority of Wiiagers buy more than they produce. This resaift also
be related to the size of land that is too small xen reduce the possibility to produce enoughhferwhole

year.

4.1.2 Restriction on tree logging

From the perception of the authorities and locapbte logging trees is one of the most illegal \atitis.
Moreover, during the FGDs, villagers have rankenb8r as the second most important natural resource
from the forest. But through the FGD it was saidttit is a normal activity carried out by villagetaring
rainy season (two months). This suggests thatdisisurce may be very important for the local pedptem

the survey, 72% use timber and only few people (8P4hem admitted that they sell it. Actually theaage

in the access to this product is not clear.
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4.1.3 Access to grazing land and other forest produ  cts
Grazing land

Grazing land (due to the chance it gives to coltdicthe products on the land) is the most impdrgantivity
classified separately by men and women during t®.FRegarding that activitythe villagers have
explained that this activity give the chance araright to collect all kind of forest products frahe land.
From the survey results, 42 % of the respondemsratolved in that activity (buffalo or cattle grag).
From our interviews and discussion with park o#fisj community forest committee and villagers, rilles
regarding these activities seem to be more flexésipecially in the utilization forest. Then, thaythe

rules are seem not to affect so much this actinitye forest.

Others products

The other products that the local people colleminfthe forest are: firewood, mushroom, bamboo, idsch
medicinal plants, wild animals, leaves, ants ett.tie respondents use firewood and mushroom frwen t
forest and the most sold products by the respordimnitng the survey are mushrooms (36 respondestgt u
for both purposes: selling and own consumptiomewdod is also the second most important actiwbhked
by the women during FGD. In the case of those prtsjuthe interview with the authorities, the CF
committee and the villagers show a big flexibiliggarding this activity and the easy access bpgfs,
especially when it is for own consumption. Onceimagdglae rules seem to not really affect the acceshdse

resources.

4.14 Change in the source of income

The main consequence resulting of the expansidanafis the change in their major source of incérom
agriculture to labour work in cities. The changehia source of income is the most important consecg of
the conflict on the livelihood. Most of the villagehave shifted from agriculture to off-farm adies as the

main source of income. The actual scheme is shiwyéke following diagram:

25



SLUSE report 6th of April 2009

Major source of income
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Source: (Own Survey, March, 2009)
Figure 4.4: Major source of income

Most of the respondents (80%) stated that theionmsgurce of income is based on off-farm activi{i@$%

in labour work and 16% in employed work). The patage of people who have agriculture as the major
source of income is 8 %. The FGDs revealed thattiction of land and economical problem are the tw
most important problems that explain this situatidfso, from the discussion with some villagerswis

said that before the conflict, agriculture wasnian source of income.

4.1.5 Change in the Social capital

Moreover, during the FGD and interview, the villeggenentioned that they spend less time in the fores
compared to the past due to the off farm activitiey have started doing. The CF committee expthihat
this situation has affected the relationship betwibe villagers and nowadays, people have lessttirhelp
each other. The seasonal calendar shows the ehaneat between the different activities and also how
local people can be busy by the intensity of thevidies. They explained during the FGD that, iattiperiod

of intense activity (rainy season), they usuallytgtheir land or forest only in the weekends.
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Activities
Labor work
Mushroom

Timber collection

Bamboo shoot

Wild animal
hunting

Handcraft making

Rice production

Soya bean

Groundnut

production

Corn production

Vegetables

Banana

Lychee

Lonyan

Mango

Coconut

Source: (Own Survey, March, 2009)

Table 4.1: Seasonal calendar

From the interview, we have also heard that the gemeration, that is generally more educated, besrbe
less conscious about the Karen traditions regardirgst due to the contact with the city.
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4.2 Discussion

The main consequence of the conflict has beengtstr in expansion of agricultural lands that el in
change of major source of income/livelihood strgtélgpday, agriculture is no longer an importani\atgt
Indeed, the restricted size of the land goes tegetlith population growth in the village (resultingneed
for more lands), decrease of the soil fertilityeegi slope of the land (which makes agricultureiatiff),
shortage of water and lack of irrigation systeme Thortage of water in turn have resulted in depece on
only one season of production making agricultuss ldependable and have negatively affected theneco

generated from production.

Furthermore the shortage of food during the yeereimses the vulnerability of the local people. mdther
hand, the absence of the Royal Forest Projectcultare (ethnic), and the insecurity of the land rox
motivate the projects and also the villagers toestv This situation could justify why intensificati of
production has not been chosen as an option comhpartne other villages in the upper zone of thesa
watershed. In this situation, since agriculturprecticed only for own consumption, it is undersianie that
there was a need for the villagers to look for pg@urces of income that can help to cover the rsg®in
the households. Then, the proximity of the city #mel attraction of the tourism sector have ceryapden

some good options for the villagers to get new jobs

Even though the major source of income has chantpedlocal people are still dependent on the forest
especially in terms of NTFP and timber. Accordimgthe law, collection of timber and NTFP from
watershed 1A (protected area) is considered agalllactivity. Indeedjtlegal forest activities include all
illegal acts related to forest ecosystems, foredtstries, and timber and non-timber forest produdtey
include acts related to the establishment of rigbtshe land and corrupt activities used to acquibeest
concessioris(Center for International Forestry Research (ORj01L993). The same author explains that one
of the major causes of illegal forest activitieshis “legislation discriminating” against livelihdaises of the
forest. In Ban Pan Eka, illegal activities has b#ensecond livelihood alternative to access tordueiral
resources in the forest. One of the members ofcdmemunity forest explains: It is not possible foet
villagers to sell forest products to cover the erges of the household. Moreover the school has iesed
from the village and in this case, it became difico cover transport and education fees for thié&den
who have to go to another village. In this situatibe villagers found them obliged to break thesulnd

this increases the illegal activities.
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The relationship between the local people and &k pfficers and the flexibility of the rules allgveople to
use the forest products, but just for own consuonmptin the case of the NTFP, it seems that theeiséihe
conflict doesn't t really affect the contribution the local livelihood since the rules are flexibleough and
then people still have access to it. In the cagbetimber logging, the rule is stricter and thevey results
revealed that few people (8%) sell timber. We dlittla reserved about this percentage because #ifg an
important illegal activity, people are maybe nollimg to reveal us the truth. This has been condidnduring
an informal conversation with one of the responakming the survey. Moreover the observation ofjkt)
tree from the forest cannot tell as much aboutcth@ribution to the livelihood. Indeed, from theinoof

view of the local people, this activity is mainlgrded out by outsiders. It is also difficult toyshow this
activity has changed over time due to the fact Watidn't have data about income generated fromber

before the conflict and at which extent it has dethand then has affected the livelihood finance.

But still, the economical problem is ongoing. Thigiation has also affected the relation betweendbal
people since most of them are less dependenteofotest compared to the past and spend more of the
time in labour and employed work. Moreover, thet that the new generation are actually less atththe
the tradition in relation the forest could resutdonnection towards the city life and emergencsaufio

economical disparity.

In summary, there is an indication of consequerfcthe® conflict in change of livelihood strategigsrh
agriculture to labour work. On the other hand, ¢bst of transportation is the only information wavé got
so far about the problem they actually face inléteur work. Then it is still under question if tbeanged
livelihood is towards better life. It is also cletirat not all people can go out and work in labjmlr,
especially the poor or old people. The opinionh#f villagers about need of more agricultural lacosld

indicate how much they are affected.
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5 Consequences of the conflict on forest resources

This section of the study explains about the resoitt assessments made on local forest resources
followed by discussing the impacts of villagerstiaties over the forest. Issues like factors
affecting the forest resources (such as expandiagacultural land, illegal logging, and forest
fire), the de facto laws of conservation forest gerception of villagers regarding the overalhtte

of forest resource in the area will be presented.

5.1 Results

5.1.1 Results from Forest Resource Assessment (FRA)  /tree measurement
From the six sample plots considered for foresbusse assessment (Figure 2.1), a total of 39

different tree species were identified and categakiin terms of both local and scientific names.
The preservation forest has 28 different typeses species where as the conservation forest has 26
different types of tree species. In terms of stamsity (meaning, number of trees per hectare), the
preservation forest has larger average value, @&&3/Mhectare as compared to the average value to
the utilization forest which is 775 trees/hectdneterms of average tree basal area per hectae, th
average basal area for the whole forest is 39.98am26m which the basal area for preservation
forest is 49.35m2/ha and the basal area for utiiimaforest is 30.61. The following table

summarizes the results of forest measurement.
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Stands Altitude(mal)  Inclination Number Stem Total basal Species
of density(trees./ha area(m2/ha) diversity index
(degree) )
species )

Utilization/Conservat

ion forest
CFP1 605 11.50 12 600 24.31 0.89
CFP2 777 15 15 850 38.28 0.92
CFP3 836 13 17 875 29.24 0.91
Mean 739 13.20 26 775 30.61 0.91
SD 2 124 5.78 0.122
Preservation

/National Park forest

PFP1 638 16 9 650 38.73 0.62
PFP2 711 13 15 1150 35.05 0.92
PFP3 670 13 14 725 74.26 0.77
Mean 673 14 28 842 49.35 0.77
4 230 17.93 0.1

Grand mean 706 13.6 39 809.0 39.98

Source: (Own FRA, March, 2009)

Table 5.1: Summary Forest Resource Assessment (FR# sample plots at Ban Pang E-ka

forest

The figures indicated below (figure 5.1 and fig&t8) shows the distribution of tree diameter for
each sample plot taken from the two major locaklesategory of forest resources. Figure 3.1,
shows that the utilization/conservation forest mmthated by smaller trees with lower DBH
indicating that there is no tree beyond DBH siz&®tm. In plot 1 of the utilization forest, these
no tree with DBH size of 5.0 — 10.0 cm, where aglot 2 and plot 3, there are larger number of
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trees with DBH of 5.0-10.0 cm as well as with DBH1®.0-15.0 cm. Among the three plots in
preservation forest, plot 3 has trees with largenber DBH as compared to the rest two plots.For

example it is in plot 3 that trees with DBH of 88-8re available.
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Figure 5.1: Distribution of tree diameter, DBH(caf)the three plots in the utilization forest (Omeasurement, March, 2009)
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Figure 5.2: Distribution of tree diameter, DBH(caf)the three plots in the preservation forest (Omgasurement, March, 2009)
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The following two graphs are set to compare theaye structure of tree basal area in cconservationpreservation forests. The conservation forest
has trees of lower DBH, mostly with trees less th@om DBH as compared with the preservation fossth has a tree diameter ranging up to 85-90

cm. Althogh the destribution is not even, the ollerature of DBH distribution of the forest decreasith increasing DBH.

Distribution of tree diameter, dbh(cm) of Distribution of tree density, dbh(cm) of preservation
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Figure 5.3: Distribution of Tree Diameter, DBH(cof)utilization/conservation versus preservatiorests in general
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The importance value index was calculated for eguaties and the result of the five dominant tree
species is presented in the following two tablebl@ 3.2 and table 3.3). The highest importance
value index (IVI) was recorded f@horea siamensi®llowed byVitex limoniifoliain conservation
forest where aShorea robustandDipterocarpus tuburculatus had highd$t in the preservation
forest, respectivelySimpson's diversity index (also known as Specigerdity index) was also

calculated for each plot. The result showed thaiseovation forest has larger species diversity

index (0.92) as compared to the preservation f@fes?).

Species name Basal area Relative Relative Relative Importance
(m2/ha) frequency | density (%)| dominance | value Index
%) (%) (%)
Shorea siamensis 0.009 11.8 11.8 18.8 42.4
Vitex limoniifolia 0.007 8.6 8.5 8.1 25.2
Quercus kerrii 0.008 9.7 9.6 4.8 24.1
Quercus Sp 0.006 7.5 7.5 8.6 23.6
Dipterocarpus 0.005 6.5 6.4 8.9 21.7
tuburculatus

Source: (Own measurement, March, 2009)

Table 5.2: Importance value index of conservatamedt
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Species hame Basal area Relative Relative Relative Importance
(m2/ha) | frequency | density (%)| dominance | value Index
(%) (%) (%)
Shorea robtusa 0.013 15.53 16 14.7 45.7
Deptrocarpus 0.018 20.39 20 1.6 42.3
macrocarpus
Shorea siamensis 0.007 7.77 8 10.7 26.2
Vetex limoniifolia 0.006 6.8 7 5.4 19
Schima Wallichii 0.003 2.91 3 9.6 15.1

Source: (Own measurement, March, 2009)

Table 5.3: Importance value index of preservatamedt.

5.1.2 Results collected using other methods

In addition to Forest Resource Assessment (FRA&)fireasurement, using other methods which are
transact walk, key informant interview, comparissinpresent day ground level facts with 2002
aerial photographs, and observation the followiesults were found. First, there is no agricultural
land expansion towards the forest. Second, resinicver local villagers’ practice of grazing and
firewood collection disturbs the normal tree regatien potential of the forest and it affects fares
areas adjacent to the village where there are ialdicators for the expansion of those effects
towards the remaining part of the forest. Thiraréhis local level infringement of national forest
laws and illegal logging both in the utilizationdapreservation forests (5.7). Fourth, villagersenav
lower sense of ownership over the forest as condptarere-conflict periods where they consider
the area as their ancestors’ forest area for niane & century. Fifth, common to see forest firalin
sections of the forest since villagers have a laggd tradition of collecting mushrooms from
forests they use fire to support better regenaratfanushrooms for the coming rainy seasons.

The survey result on villagers’ perception abow ttend of forest coverage in the area is set as

follows:
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B Increasing
B Decreasing

m Nochange

Figure 5.4 Villagers Perception of the Trend indsdrCoverage in the Area

As it is also seen from Figure 3.4, 52% of the oesients in the village believed that the forest
coverage in the area as compared to the previausydars is decreasing, and 28% of the
respondents have a perception that the forest aggen the area is increasing followed by 20% of

the respondents who believed that there is notfomegr change in the area.

Source: (Own pictures, 12 March, 2009)

Figure 5.5: Forest fire observed during tree meamant
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Source: (Own pictures, 12 March, 2009)

Picture 5.6: Commonly observed logged eak tee(tactpandis) in the area

5.2 Discussion

The impact of the conflict on the forest will besdissed by comparing the two type of forest
(utilization and preservation forest) in items bé tdifferences in the management rules applied to
these forests. The section of the forest calledquwvation forest by the villagers overlaps wité th
boundary of the national park. The villagers halso aheir own rules that tree cutting is not
allowed for any kind of use in this part of thedst. On the other hand the part of the forest known
as the utilization forest is located within the servation forest according to official classificati
where the rules of the forest resource uses are ftexible as compared to the national park. These

differences in forest conditions can be explaingdhe differences in the use of the two forests

types.

As it is indicated in the table 5.1, the averagenber of trees per hectare was higher in the
preservation forest as compared to the utilizatbwest. According to the information obtained from

the key informants, based on our observation duhegransect walk and data collection time there
is high extraction of forest resources in the coreeon forest both by the villagers and outsiders
for timber and fire wood. Moreover, it was also ebed that the incidences of forest fire and
grazing activity are more intense in the conseovaforest. However, in the preservation forest
relatively there is low level of human interferescé his is due to the fact that this part of et

is recognized by the villagers as section of thedbthat should be preserved. In addition the
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villagers celebrate their religious activities wnge part of this forest (plot 3 for example), angb i

strictly forbidden to cut trees from this part.

The average tree basal area was also high in gseiation forest as compared to the conservation
forest. The explanation for this result is also slane with the number of trees mentioned above
that there is less illegal logging in the presaoraforest. Relatively the stem diameter of thesre
found in the preservation forest is higher and fbi$ to the overall higher basal area in the

preservation forest.

According to the official law of the conservatioardst enacted by the RFD, villagers are not
allowed to collect any tree except in the case edddtrees. However, at the local level, illegal
loggers find a legal loophole by making standirege$rto die (figure 3.6) and indirectly collect any
kind of timber they need. According to key infornsduring the FRA activity and transect walk,
the type of illegal loggers in case of the utiliaatforest are mainly local villagers where as ase

of preservation forest the illegal loggers are ¢hado are non-local community members from
upper and lower stream villagers as well as fraarby villages. According to the perception of
the villagers, the reasons for the decreasing tianfibrest converge are illegal logging by the
outsiders (people from other villages and illegaiber traders) and the increasing in population

size in the village.

As it can be seen from table 5.1 there is highatiam between the individual plots within the same
type of forest especially in terms of the basa&aikhis variation is partly related to the locatmin

the plots from the village and main asphalt roasspay through the area. Plot 1 of the conservation
forest was the nearest plot to the village andetliemuch forest resource exploitation around that
plot. In the same way plot 2 of the preservatioes$b was the nearest to the asphalt road there are
some illegal logging in that area. The basal awratlie plot 3 of the preservation forest was
exceptionally higher as compared to the rest ofplbés in both type of forest. This is due to the
fact that this plot was taken from the forest avdzere the villagers celebrate their religious
activities for longer time and there is no trediogtin this site. Thus, the trees found in this@fic

plot are very big in diameter which contributedhe high tree basal area in that plot.

In terms of the number of tree species there wts irariation where the preservation forest has
only two tree species more. However in terms otsgsediversity index there was high variations
between the two forests. The conservation forest ligher species diversity index (0.92) as

compared to the preservation forest (0.77). Algiothe number of tree species were higher in the
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preservation forest the plots were dominated by fime species and the calculation of species
diversity index takes into account both richnesd amenness of the species. In the preservation
forest big tress with higher canopy coverage dotatchahe plots and this situation suppressed the

under growth of other tree species.

The analysis of the general distribution of DBHisitally shows us that the richness is mainly
attributable to saplings and small trees. The hifftegjuency of lower DBH indicated that the stand
came under positive pressure a few years andgimstiall plots taken as a sample, for example plot

1 of the utilization forest.

As a conclusion, regarding the effects of the konbn the local forest it is possible to say the
following points. First, there is no visible evidenregarding the expansion of agricultural lands to
the forest. Second, as compared to the preservéti@st, tree regeneration potential of the
conservation forest seems limited or lower and eher a higher probability that this tree
regeneration potential will decrease in the futufiéird, there are indicators of forest degradation
like illegal logging of trees, forest fire, and girdg both in the utilization and preservation fases
Generally, although it is hard to perfectly corteléhe conflict with the degradation of the forest,
both the direct and indirect evidences show thatftinest in the area is in the trend of degradation
and the conflict over the use of the forest haswie share to the degradation.

. On the other hand the forest management in the which doesn’'t consider local interests and
views has resulted in a decrease in the over @kfaesources
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6. Effectiveness of the community forestry in manag ing the
conflict

This section focuses on the ways in which the twajomconflicting parties, the government
representatives and the villagers at Ban Pang Bkae been working through the conflicting
situation using community forest as a tool to manig conflict. The chapter starts with describing
the status of the community forestry at the momand then the official perception of community
forest will be presented. At last the villager'sgaption of community forest will be compared with
the official one to see if they correspond and ikipossible to use community forest as a way to
manage the conflict.

6.1 What is community forestry?

Some Definitions of Community Forestry:

"Community forestry is a village-level forestry aitti, decided on collectively and implemented on
communal land, where local populations participatethe planning, establishing, managing and
harvesting of forest crops, and so receive a mpjoportion of the socio-economic and ecological
benefits from the forest (Martel & Whyte, 1992 and

http://www.rainforestinfo.org.au/good_wood/comm hiyn).

6.2 Status of community forestry at Ban Pang Eka Village

According to villagers’ classification, the commuynforest in Ban Pang Eka is majorly divided in
to three different areas: the Preservation forsstréd forest), the utilization forest and agrioat

land. There is a committee responsible for the camty forest consisting of about 25 people who
all have a large involvement in the forest. Howewanrently it is only three of the committee

members who are voluntarily representing the cotemifinterview with CF Committee).

The community forestry is not officially recognizédt it helped as an area of negotiation by the
time when the village was about to be moved outelMine conflict escalated during the 1990s, due
to a more strict conservation policy, the villagersre no longer allowed to use the forest at all.
After various protests from villagers during thegsars the villagers of Ban Pang Eka created the
community forest with help from NGOs and researstissm Chiang Mai University as a mean of

negotiation (interview with CF committee, Northétarmers Network, Professor).
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Today the Royal Forest Department and national pdfikials have to some extent informally
accepted the community forestry initiated by th#agers in trying to settle the conflict. The
villagers can collect NTFPs as long as it is fomovensumption and can cut some timber if they
ask the committee that then have to ask the pdikiadé. The villagers hardly ever ask for
permission for cutting timber or for other usestlod forest but it seems as they in general have
followed the agreement not to sell it (interviewtlwpark official, RFD officer, CF Committee

Members).

Currently the conflict over the forest in the asssems to be kept latent by the procedures of the
different stakeholders. On the other hand evenhisfiilegal, farmers continued to use some ofrthei
agricultural lands inside the national park (Zurch2005; Interview with committee of CF,
Northern Farmers Network and university professdte problem is that the debate over the

community forest bill has been going on for 17 gemnd has yet to be passed.
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6.4 Different perception of the community forestry

6.4.1 The official view on community forest.

ven

Year Events Action taken Aim
1989 Logging ban resulting from massive flood Government Protection of forests
1991 Drafting of CF bill RFD Involvement of villagein management.
1992 Draft law approved Cabinet Request for Appro¥ghe bill
1992-95 Draft bill revised Appointed committee and public Modification
hearing
1993 People draft CF bill Government and committee Modification
1994 People campaign Public Ask for approval offteeple version of the bill
1996 Draft new version of the bill by National RFD and Gov't representatives, Modification of the people version of the bill
economic and social development academics and villagers
board...suan bua version, Chiang Mai
1996 Opposition of the suan bua version and Ministry of agriculture and Modification
Ministry revised it cooperatives
1997 Constitutional reform...right of minorities National government Consideration to peoples rights
recognised.
2000 Signature collection nation wide for approval National community forestry network. Approval ofgpées version of the bill.
of people s version
2001 The Cf bill approved lower house of the gov't Approval
2002 CF Bill was approved by the lower house Padiat members
2005 CF Bill was revised by the Senate orf'15 Senetors Deleted most crucial clause of allow people
march settled in protected areas.
2002 CF Bill was sent back to lower house Parligmeembers To consider senate version.
2003 Community forest bureau established under RFD To manage CF outside protected areas.
RFD
2005 CF bill almost approved by join committeg Qoweent, NGOs, and Citizens Debate continued about people settled in
protected areas and type of ownership to be gi
to villagers while trying to approve the bill..
2008 CF bill still not approved NGO. Gov't, commiyni

Source: (Wichawutipong, 2005 and interview with N@@rthern farmers’ network)

Table 6.1: Short summary of the community foregf) bill
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Thus as it can be seen from the above table, timencmity forestry issue has passed though a loebhatd

and modification and it has been an issue sincd.18%vas first brought up in 1990 when the Royal
Forest Department presented a draft bill on th¢estild was though criticized for failing to addses
the needs of villagers. For manthé initial draft implied little change to centraéd bureaucratic
control of forests and offered little chance fadtagers to start governing forests locdl{yForsyth

& Walker, 2008: 52). This was a beginning for tbad going debate about community forestry in
Thailand. The debate has as some of the main issaaliscussion about whether people are a part
of the conflict or a part of the solution and it& people should be allowed to live and use the
forest inside protected areas (Zurcher, 2005 atah$at al., 2006)Thus, the issue of the debate was

initially about inclusion of villagers’ views andyhts to the bill proposed by the RFD.

However, in recent days, it seems that the idepasficipating villagers in management of the fories
partly accepted especially for areas outside pteteareast-or these places which are outside protected
areas, the community can freely harvest non tinfoeest products such as mushroom, wild
vegetables, bamboo shoots, resins and insectsvdacecollection is regulated in only gathering of
dead trees and dead branches. Timber extractiomtisallowed even if it is possible to get
permission for household and communal use in a btepstep basis. The community forest
committee decides about permission for househatdlngecent condition, the basic issue is whether
community forestry should be allowed inside pratdcareas or ndWichawutipong, 2005)The Royal
Forest Department has started to realise thatgbiisg to be impossible to move the people out of
their villages but the debate is hiding the fight power over forests and land. The policymakers
have defined community forest & form of devolved forest governance that empowecsl
people to shape forest use within a framework t#srestablished by the central stai@orsyth &
Walker, 2008). The Royal Forestry Department sessmunity forest as only being forest, not

land and are still reluctant to hand over power.

It is clear that the Ban Pang Eka village and tiea &laimed by villagers is inside a protected .area
This means that the community forest issue is undestion and depends on the approval of the

community forestry bill.
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6.4.2 Community forest in villagers’ point of view.

The villagers see the community forest as landrggiay to the village where they can do agricultangl
manage the forest more freely (interview with Comtee of CF and University professor). For the gées,
the community forest includes the area of the gélavhich includes parts of the national park, alf ase
some parts of the conservation forest. As far asaicommunity forest is concerned, the villagegiee
that they cannot use the forest for selling purpdseaddition, they believe that the community &ire
committee is responsible for managing forest useillggers and control of illegal activities. Oretlother
hand the community forest committee members meadiainat they have no legal back up in order to
manage the forest in a better way. Thus, they camedethat at its current condition they can’t pcbtide

forest from illegal logging.

Based on the survey conducted within the villagmua 60% of them responded that they have attended
meetings about community forestry at least oncehgir life. However, the meetings were during the
establishment process of the community forestrgndg@rning the issues of the meeting, they respotidsd
conservation of the forest, procedures of fores asd illegal logging of trees is the most common.
Concerning the benefit from community forestry, 88%the respondents said that they have benefited.
About problems concerning use of community foresatyout 70% of them said there is no problem. In

addition, 84% of the respondents said that commdarestry is improving their living condition.

For them the community forest is an area of landrigeng to the village, both including land anddst.
This means that according to the villagers theyukhbave the right to use the forest and the lamthay

want.

6.4.3 Comparison of perceptions about community for estry

As it has been indicated in the aforementionedspdhere are differences in point of view of what a
community forest and ways of using it. The villaggysee community forest as the whole area of thiage
and it includes agricultural land, parts of theioval park and parts of the conservation foresttl@nother
hand, the RFD officials believe that community &irg is outside protected areas (national park and
conservation forest in this context) and agricaltleinds are not part of community forestry. Iniéidd, it is
known that the ban Pang Eka village is inside ptetk area. Therefore, if the community forestry isil
approved without consideration of community forgstr protected areas or if the boundary of the qutatd
areas i.e the national park and the conservatimsfds going to be the same as the satellite rtadqEn
before years, then the situation of conflict wilbsh likely to happen again. At this point it is pitde to
guess that most villages in northern Thailand aiagyto be affected from the proposed law. Themefthis
unsettled situation of the forest management akagets restricted use can affect both the faresburce as

well as the local livelihood. It can be seen tlhmgre is a need for national park and RFD offictalsvork
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closely with local people in a better way than wihas now. On the other hand, an important deais®
needed from the higher level management at natitmadl in maximizing the benefits from people
participation in the forest management than toprdapproach based on strict scientific theory otgmtion

of forest lands. On the other hand, local levelac#ty in terms of awareness, facilities and managegm
ability using grass root committee should be pdiengion. Even if local population have long tramfit of
protection, there is a need to support the indigerimowledge in a more systematic way which takes i
account the trends of economic changes and mod¢ionz The problem of changing approach to forest
policy over time need to be considered insteadndf tocusing on the ethnic minorities’ role as destive,
which seems overrated. The problem of resourcelicordg majorly of poor administration than relates
ethnic or social problem (Englehart, 2008). Thigadof state forest management approach rather than
villagers degradation which is over emphasized heen explained asSince the 1980s a number of
studies have questioned whether the degradatiorainfral resources can really be explained by
accusations of ignorance or irrational farming pcas on the part of rural people, or by the single
variable of population growth. Rather, it is argu@doblems stem from government laws and
policies as well as economic development forcdsesd increase the pressure on the cash economy

to provide livelihoods, and also limit people'shiig) and access to natural resources” (Mogens

Buch-Hansen et. al. 2006: Sdgel Rajesh, 2005http://www.rightsandresources.ory

At summary, the community forest has so far heljgeshanage the conflict in Ban Pang Eka. However the
status of the community forestry in general in Tdrad today doesn’t seem to propose new ways to geana
the conflict in Ban Pang Eka as the village is tedan a highly protected area. At the moment idsuhct
seem like the law is being passed in the nearduaimd even though it would it is not likely it wdube
helpful to the village of Ban Pang Eka. Howevell gtere is a need to handle the issue in a girat@anner
because the community forest is benefiting the éasmrhus balancing the local level potential vaidissible

administrative role will be one way of looking aetsolution.

6.6 Perspectives

For this last section of our research questionagsimption we had in mind before we go to the
field and till the time we started key informantgerview was that there is legal community
forestry. However, the reality gets mixed while were collecting data. On the other hand, since
we are dealing with conflict, the community forgsas it has been brought to the village has helped
a lot since it has kept the conflict lower andagirs are assuming some sort of its existence., Thus
taking in to account how much the existing commufatrestry is far from the theoretical aspect,

we decided to keep on working on it, but in thealamntext.
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7. Conclusion and recommendation

7.1 Conclusion

From the results of the study the following gengihts can be concluded;

» The underlying cause of the conflict is basicaljated to the stakeholders’ different perceptions
about forest use and the government’s top downoagprin managing natural resources in general

and forest in particular. Furthermore the increaggopulation has added to the conflict.

* The consequences of the conflict on the livelih@that it has put restrictions on the agricultural
expansion and forced them to change their livelihémm agriculture to a more labour based

livelihood strategy

» Although it is difficult to completely correlatedttonflict with the degradation of the forest,
both the direct and indirect evidences show thatfthrest in the area is in the trend of
degradation and the conflict over the use of thedibhas its own share to the degradation.
Still there are differences between the utilizationest and the preservation forest, the

preservation is in better condition.

e Even if the community forest is helping in mininmgi the conflict, absence of legal recognition
limits the effectiveness of the management of thdlct for present day and for future management
of the problem. There is also some doubt to wherara aprovement of the law on community

forestry would actually help the villagers of Baang Eka since they live in a highly protected area.

7.2 Recommendation

From the point of view of forest management androwimg the livelihood of the villagers at Ban Pdgkp,
there is a need to consider local level interests @otentials together with the scientific appro&om the
government side. The villagers should also be t@sklsy extension facilities to use the availablecadtural

land in a better manner.
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7.3 Over all reflections

As per the study area, we found it very interesang touching different aspects of livelihood adl\ae

resource management.

Concerning the quality of our data collection meihowe believe that we got sufficient informatioanm
key informants’ interview. However, In relation e conflict, views from RFD officials in Chaing Ma
could not be included due to lack of willingnesgla# officials and this may limit some of the issure our
finding. In addition it could also have added to the usi@deding of the conflict if the perceptions
from other villages close to Ban Pang Eka had beeestigated. It was though chosen not to

investigate this because of lack of time

Another limitation of our study is the missing infmation about the livelihood aspects before the
conflict put restrictions on the use of the land &orest. This is because, the issue of livelihsod
very complex and we didn’'t have time to deal witmidetail. Even though the major consequence
of the conflict over natural resource in Ban Para Bas been identified in this study, it has not
been possible for us in 10 days to cover the wisdae by comparing more in detail the actual
situation to the past in order to tell about to tvbatent the conflict has affected the livelihood,
especially in the case of the timber logging. ltldoalso be interesting to analyze the livelihood i
the whole to get more information about which aséehe livelihood has been the most affected by
the conflict, how differently the different socicanomical classes have been affected and maybe
the positive side of the conflict on the livelihodbout the sampling, it has not been easy tolget t
respondents during the day and also it was quitiewlt for the villagers to categorize the differte
socio- economic classes. But still, with the sitehe sample we use a randomly technique it has

been possible to make it.

For the third part of our question, the consequemtdorest resources is also done in a general
terms and it is in the same context as the likelthssue. Concerning the validity of the methods
used in relation to forest measurement, the samplpks were purposely selected to represent the

variation in tree density that exists in the area.

For issue of the community forestry and managerogtite conflict, we found it difficult to explain
our data since the community forestry issue hategal background in Thailand. Thus, since the
villagers agree that they have community forestith vestablished committee and use rights we

considered what is practical in the village in tiela to the approval of the community forestry bill
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Summary of Methods used

Research Methods Sampling
guestions
What is the| Literature review Relevant literature
underlying cause _ _ _
) Key informants interview (par
of the conflict . _
officials, RFD  Officers, CH

Committee, NGO: Northern Farme

Network, village head)

Observation,

Transect

s

Purposive sampling for key informants

Consequences ¢
the conflict on

local livelihood

Household survey

fRanking exercise

Focus Group Discussion(FGD)

Seasonal activity calendar

Key informant interview

Snowball sampling for household survey: 25 respotgle

selected out of 67 villagers.

Purposive sampling for key informants FGD , rankamgl

calendar

FGD with group of men(6) and women(7)

Consequences ¢
the conflict on

forest resources

fHousehold survey

Key informants interview

Forest measurement

Transect and observation

Snowball sampling for household survey: 25 respotgle

selected out of 67 villagers.

Purposive sampling for key informants
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Effectiveness of
the community
forestry in
managing the

conflict

Literature review
Household survey
Key informants interview

Transect and observation

Relevant literature

Snowball sampling for household survey: 25 respotgle

selected out of 67 villagers

Purposive sampling for key informants
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Interview Guides Used

A. Interview guide for Village head and religious lead

1. How much number of families lives in the village?

2. How much is the average number of people in a fgmil

3. What criteria do you use to say a household isaighoor?

4. How many types of ethenic groups live in this & Karen and lua
5. What is type common religion in this village? Pebémt

6. Main source of income to this village?

7. how much is the amount of money the villagers ggttrom labour work
8. how is the condition of forest in this area congglato the past

9. What benefits are the community getting from thengwnity forestry?,
10. What about the use of the national park?

11. How the idea of the community forestry started?.

12. who decide the boundary of different forests

B. Interview guide for NGO
1. How was this Ngo Established and who establish it?
2. How are you working with the farmers and what isiryobjective?
3. What was your role during the establishment of comity forestry in Ban Pang Eka?
4. Why the community forestry in the area?
5. problems facing the forest and the villagers
6. current status of the collect
C. Interview with RFD officer at Mae Ram

1. responsibilities of the RFD in the watershed
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classification and use rights of different forests

illegal activities

issue of community forestry , when was it estalgltshwhy, who establish it,
legality

administration procedures of the forest and natipagk

problems facing the conservation forest

boundaries of different forests

D. Interview guide for Community Forestry Committeembers

1. Number of members

8.

Selection procedures and roles

When the committee established and why

history of the conflict

benefits for committee members

document keeping procedures

. power and administration of the area

illegal activities

9. problems in relation to the forests

10.boundary of the village

11.their perception about the way the forest shoulchbeaged

12.land rights

13.problems in the committee

14.legal issues about the community forestry
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E. Focus group discussion guide
15. Benefits the village getting from the forests
16. problems of livelihood
17. borders of different forests
18. illegal activities and use rights
19. issues about the committee
20. condition of the forest
21. issues about the community forestry
F. Interview guide for Head of park official
1. Responsibilities of park officials how are thesed and relation with the village
2. benefits the villagers can get from the park aselrules and control of illegal activities
3. problems facing the national park
4. Establishment of border and how they know it
5. issues related to agricultural land expansion
G. Meeting with TAQO director

- How is the TAO working

- Issues about use of different forest lands

- Administration of the forest lands

- Condition of different natural resources in theaare
- Issues of land rights

- Problems facing the forest resources

- Need of local people

H. Interview with university professor
- History of the conflict
- Classification of forests and protected areas

- Status of community forestry
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Role of the university in the forest management
Issues of land use
Land use classification
Ways of forest management
Precondition for community forestry
Involved parties...NGOs role
Interview with the head of the tambol (district)

Status of community forestry
Selection procedure of tambol
Classification of different forests
Responsibilities of tambol
Boundary of different forests

Status of natural resources in the area
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Location of the study area in the Mae Ram watershed

Location of the area in Mae Ram watershed

A78000 480000 482000 4834000 486000 488000 480000 482000

02000 + + + + + -+ -+ -+ 2102000

[ Utilization forest
[ Graveyards forest
Preservation forest
Village boundary
B} Mae Ram watershed

20920

2090000

AT8000 430000 482000 484000 486000 488000 490000 492000
4 0 4 8 Kilometers
e e ——
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House hold survey questionnaire

Acquaintance and agreement

We are students studying MSc degree in chang Mai University as well as Copenhagen of University in Denmark
and this work is part of the as partial fulfilment of the requirements of one of the curses in our study. The study
intends to assess the condition of forest management and views of the society in Ban Pang Eka area. We will be

grateful if you can be able to take some time to respond to our questions.

The responses you provide, voluntarily, will all be used for the purpose of our study and we will not write your

names on our report and your responses will be kept confidential.

The questionnaire takes approximately 5-10 minutes and thank you in advance for your willingness to respond to

our questionnaire.

General Instruction

The following questions concern your knowledge, experience and believe concerning the conditions of forest

resources in this area. Thus try to give us your feedback for the following questions.

I/ Identification of the household

2- LoOCatioN..iiiieceeee e Name of the HH-household..........ccooveiviiicevieiiieee et

11/ Characterization of the household

1. Sex of respondent: 1- male 2-female

2. Sex of household head. 1. Male 2. Female
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3. Age:

4. Ethnic

5. Religion

6. Education
1-illetrate 2- Adult formation/Alphabetization 3.Primary school
4-Secondary school 5- High School 6. College or university

7. Size of the household
8. Major source of income
1. forest products 2. Labour work 3.fGranan/ss trade 4. Employed work

5. Money sent from relatives (remittances) 7.adfuce

9. How long have you lived in this area (years)

10. If you are not native to this place, from whdigyou come?

lll/ Dependence of the household on the park

1/ Forest use, source and purpose :

List of uses Yes/no Source (1- Purpose

National park, 2-

Outside the Selling Own Both

park) consumption

1. firewood

2. Material for

construction

3. timber

4, Medicinal

plants

Wild orchid

Wild animal

2. If you use of land for cultivation, where is the land located? 1. in the park 2. Out side the park
3. What are the total sizes of your lands (in rais)

4. Do you own the lands you cultivate (precise the type of tenure)?..
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1. Yes ( type of tenure ) 2. No (

5- If you use land for grazing, where is the land located?.......cccccccoeeeiiiiiieennnnnnn.

1- Inside the park 2- Outside the park

6. List the most important crop you cultivate on your land?

Crops Lists consumption Selling

Cereals 1.

Vegetables 1.

Fruits 1.

Legumes 1.

Others 1.

7. Number of Livestock you have?

Type Number of animals
Cattle

Buffalo ..

Goats

Pig
Chicken ...l
Others s

O O O O o o
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8. For how long is the sufficient the food you prod for your home consumption?
1. Lessthan 2 months. 2. 2-4 months 3. 4-fthw 5. 8-11 months 6. All year round.

9. Do you buy food from market? 1. Yes

2..No Precise

10. If you use wild animal, how many times in a month do you get the wild animals?

Research Question Il: Change in livelihood compared to the past

1. Do you think that your access to natural resources has changed over time?

List of uses Yes/no Type of change Reasons
1.Increase
2-Decrease
3- No change

1.firewood

2. Material for construction

3. timber

4, Medicinal plants

Quality of land

cultivation Land

62



SLUSE report 6th of April 2009

Grazing land

Wild animal

Wild orchid

Water

Others (list)

Research Question lllI: Effect of the conflict on local forest resource
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1- How do you evaluate the current forest coverage as compared to some 10 years ago?

1. Increasing

2. Decreasing

3. No change

If 2, mention the reasons

2. Is there a problem of soil erosion in your field?

1. Yes 2. No

If your answer is yes, what reasons do you think are the causes of soil erosion in the area?

Research Question IV: how the local community forestry and changed livelihood help to mitigate the
conflict in the area.

1. Did you hear about community forestry in this area? 1. Yes

2.no
2. Did you participate in any meeting about the CF? 1. Yes 2. No
3. If yes, how many meetings?
4. What were the meetings about?
5. Are you benefiting from the project? 1. Yes 2. No
If yes, what are the benefits are you getting fromthe CF ........cccoeiiiieiiiiie e,
If No, please MeNtion the rEASONS........cciiieiiie e e e e e e e e e eanes
6. Is there any problem in using the community forestry? 1. Yes 2. No

if yes, what are the problems

7. What are the solutions do you propose to improve the

management of
forest

8. Do you think CF has improved your livelihood?

9- What do you think is a solution to improve your livelihood?
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Problem Ranking

The villagers were asked to discuss and mentiomiger problems that they are facing in their
village. After listing all the problems in theirl\dge they were asked to rank these problems

according to their importance.

Major problems in the village Rank

Lack of job opportunity in the village 4

Low market price of the crops 2

Prohibition of agricultural land expansion 1

Increasing in living expense (eg. High fuel co&

to travel to city for work)
Preference Ranking: Forest use preference ranking

Forest 11 10 | 9 | 8 7 6 5 4 3 2
Use
1 | Mushroom 11 1 9 |1 1 6 5 4 3 2
2 | Bamboo shot 11 11 | 9 | 2 2 6 5 4 3 X
3 | Fire wood 11 3 9 | 3 3 6 5 4 X
4 | Bamboo for 4 4 9 | 4 4 6 5 X
construction

5 | Medicinal plants 5 5 9 | 5 8 6 X
6 | Timber 6 6 9 | 6 6 X
7 | Wild animals 11 7 9 | 7 X
8 | Wild orchids 11 8 9 | X
9 | Grazing cattle 9 9 X
10 | Ant egg 11 X
11 | Dry leaves X
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1. Introduction

One of the most prevalent challenges in managing protected areas in developing countries is the conflict
resulting from utilization of ‘ambiguous lands’ which are legally owned by states but are being used by local
population. In addition, understanding the complexities of environmental degradation in Thailand is helpful
to study the conflict concerning conservation areas (ambiguous lands) and the people who inhabit them

(Roth 2004; Walker 2001; Sato 2000).

National parks are a good example of such areas where the efforts of conservation has been targeted in

Thailand but with limited success with respect to the plans.

As part of the government’s nation building initiatives (Roth, 2004) and national strategic plan for
protecting areas as national parks, the Royal Forest Department (RFD) decided in 1973 that Doi Suthep-Pui
and thirteen other forest areas should be established as national parks. This specifically resulted in the
enclosure of a significant portion of Mae Ram Watershed to be Doi Suthep-Pui National Park. This was
followed by the National Parks” committee decision of incorporating only those forests which were in good
conditions to be under national parks and excluding areas inhabited by villagers. After eight years, in 1981,
constituting 161.06 square kilometers, Doi Suthep-Pui National Nark was declared as Thailand’s 24
national park. This was followed by annexation of additional 100 square kilometers of the buffer zone areas
to be part of the stated park resulted in a total enclosure area of 261.06 square kilometers

(www.dnp.go.th).

In addition, the Thai government has been trying to protect the forest lands through different strategies
some of which prohibit tree cutting and burning by law, and not allowing full land tenure in forest lands up
to the extent of evacuating local people (Roth, 2004). The consequence of such consecutive decisions over
local natural forests have been many: the livelihood of the local forest-dependent communities and forest
user groups has become in question, the imposition of forestry laws and regulations by the Thai
government which was intended to resolve the problem of deforestation has resulted in conflict between
park officials and the local population over the use and control of forest resources (Amornsanguansin and
Routray 1998), intervention of some NGOs in smoothing the situation and advocating for human rights

resulted in distrusting tendencies which is believed to have a bearing on conservation strategies especially
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in relation to the recently emerging Community Forestry Projects in the area (Roth 2004; Walker 2001; Sato

2000).

As an important work towards understanding the complexities of natural resource conflict, this study tries
to investigate the major causes of conflict between the park officials and the local population. Furthermore
the consequences of the conflict on local livelihood and the forest resource as well as the effectiveness of
the community forestry projects in meeting sustained management of the forest lands while optimizing
local benefits and thereby managing the conflict will be investigated. Therefore, it is important for us to
investigate the overall aspect of the conflict between park officials and local population in the study area

which is a very good opportunity in understanding of the contexts of natural resource conservation.

1.2 objectives

The aim of the study is to determine the major causes of conflict between the park officials and the local
population. The effects of the conflicts on local livelihood and the forest resource as well as the
effectiveness of the community forestry projects in managing the conflict by meeting sustained

management of the forest lands while optimizing local benefits and active participation.

1.3 Main research question

How do local livelihood interests and higher level interests in the National Park conflict and how may these
conflicts be resolved or managed?

1.3.1 Questions to be answered.

The following chapter will explain why each of the research questions are included and what the more

specific focus will be and what data is required for each question.

In the method chapter selected methodological approaches, required data, data sources and collection

methods for each research question are comprehensively stated.
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2. What are the underlying causes of existing conflict between local people and park officials over

forests and other natural resources?

To investigate the underlying causes of conflict over forest and natural resources, we need to know
the nature of the actual conflicts, history of the conflict, status of the forest land, the different
stakeholders and relationship between them. It is also important to know about the roles, needs
and interests of different stakeholders, the conflict roots and evolution and geographical location

of the different conflicts over park resources.

The progress triangle framework will be used as a main tool in assessing the three dimensions of

the conflict issue (substance, Relationship and Procedure) to answer this research question.

2. What consequences have these conflicts of interests had on local livelihoods?

To investigate the consequences of the conflict on local livelihood we need to understand the
dependence of the community of Ban Pang Eka on the forest and the changes observed in the
livelihood due to the conflicts. More specifically we need to know what types of benefits the locals
are getting from the forest and what other income generating activities they have, which will show

the actual dependence of local people on the forest.

To answer this question the Sustainable Livelihood Approach will be used as a guideline.

3. What consequences have these conflicts of intdradten forest and other local natural

resources?

To investigate the consequences of the conflidchematural resources in the area, we need
to know about the different natural resources presethe park and the over all condition of

the forest. It is also important to know about évelution of the forest/park (state before
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and after conflicts), the location of the chandesy the conflict issue has affected the
condition of the park, and the others factors ¢bating. Here the Forest Resource
Assessment will be used as a guideline to ansvgeqtlestion.

4. How Community forestry and changed livelihood stméds serve to resolve or at least

manage the current conflicts of interests?

To investigate the effectiveness of the community forestry projects in the area we need to know the
official strategy with community forestry and what the specific official status it has. Additionally we
have to know the participation of the locals in the process, the demarcation process, how the locals are
using the community forest and what their opinion about the forest is. Furthermore we need to assess
the condition of the forest and what impact the community forest has had on the condition. This will

make it possible to see if the community forest is serving to manage the conflict.
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2. Methods

This chapter will account for the different methods used to collect data to answer our research questions.
The purpose is to show the methodological approach and thereby show on what background that the

conclusions are drawn.

This will be done by account for the sampling design used for the different methods.

2.1 Study area

The study will be carried out in the village of Ban Pan Eka in Mae Ram Watershed, Mae Rim in Changwat
(District), Chiang Mai (Province) in northern Thailand. The village consists of 80 households and is mainly
populated of the Karen people, which is originally a hill tribe from Thailand and Burma. The villagers mainly
grow upland rice for self-sufficiency and collect bamboo shoots. The village is situated at the boarder of
Suthep-Pui National park (there is some dispute about the actual boarder of the national park) which in

most of the Mae Ram watershed is situated.

The area in which the village is situated mainly consists of evergreen forest and mixed deciduous forest.
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2.2 Data gathering Methods

1) What are the underlying causes of existing conflicts between park officials and the villagers in Ban Pang Eka?

Operational questions Methods Respondents Sampling Comments
Who are the Literature
stakeholders in the review
conflict?
Informal Thai students and teachers at

conversation

Chang Mai university

What is the substance semi Key informant: Park officials, Purposive: expert sampling
of the conflict? structured Amphoe and TAO (local (people who have
interview administration, district and knowledge, experience,
subdistricts), development agent expertise on the topic and
the area)
Head of the village and some Local | Purposive: snowball sample | The criteria would be
villagers (a respondent will be based on ethnicity
identified based on our and/or well-being.
criteria, then get the other
respondents from him)
What is the boundary GPS Head of the village and some Local | Purposive: snowball sample | The criteria would be
of the park? And mapping villagers (a respondent will be based on ethnicity
location of others identified based on our and/or well-being
conflicts over the criteria, then get the other
natural resource in the respondents from him)
park?
key informants: Park official and Purposive: expert sampling
development agent (people who have
knowledge, experience,
expertise on the topic and
the area)
What are the interests Semi Key informant : Park officials, Purposive: expert sampling
and relationship structured Amphoe and TAO (local (people who have
between the interview administration, district and sub knowledge, experience,

stakeholders?

districts), development agent,

expertise on the topic and
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ONGs

the area)

Head of the village and some Local
villagers

Purposive: snowball sample
(a respondent will be
identified based on our
criteria, then get the other
respondents from him)

The criteria would be
based on ethnicity
and/or well-being

What are the
stakeholders’
perceptions of the root
causes of the conflict?

semi
structured
interviews

Key informants : Park officials,
development agent

ONG,

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have
knowledge, experience,
expertise on the topic and
the area)

Focus Group

local villagers

Purposive: snowball sample

The criteria would be

discussion (a respondent will be based on gender,
identified based on our ethnicity or well-
criteria, then get the other being
respondents from him)
What have been the Literature
procedures in
managing the conflict?
semi Key informants: Park officials, Purposive: expert sampling
structured Amphoe and TAO (local (people who have
interviews administration, district and sub knowledge, experience,

districts), NGO

expertise on the topic and
the area)

Head of the village and some Local
villagers

Purposive: snowball sample
(a respondent will be
identified based on our
criteria, then get the other
respondents from him)

The criteria would be
based on ethnicity
and/or well-being

2) What consequences have these conflicts of interest had on local livelihoods in Ban Pang Eka?

Operational questions

Methods

Respondents

Sampling

Comments
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How is the dependence
of local people on the
natural and other
capitals?

Semi structured
interview

Key informants:
NGO and
development
agent

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the
topic and the area)

Ranking exercise

Local villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a
respondent will be identified
based on our criteria, then get
the other respondents from
him)

The criteria would be
based on ethnicity and
well-being

Focus Group

Local villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a

The criteria would be

Discussion respondent will be identified based on gender,
based on our criteria, then get ethnicity , well-being
the other respondents from
him)
Survey Local households | Stratified random sampling The most relevant criteria

(criteria for stratification is
ethnic or/and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will
take the 50% of the total
household

from the both proposed
will be decided on the
field basing on the
context and information

we would get

What are the changes
in the access to natural
resources of the park?

Semi structured

Key informants:

Purposive: expert sampling

interview NGO and (people who have knowledge,
development experience, expertise on the
agent topic and the area)
Survey Local households | Stratified random sampling The most relevant criteria

(criteria for stratification is
ethnic or and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will
take the 50% of the total
household

from the both proposed
will be decided on the
field basing on the
context and information
we would get

Trend analysis

Head of village
and some local
villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a
respondent will be identified
based on our criteria, then get
the other respondents from
him)

The criteria would be
based on gender,
ethnicity and well-being
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lllegal activities...

Observation

Park officials

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,

Semi structured Tao experience, expertise on the
Interview topic and the area)

and amphoe

(local

administration)
Informal villagers

conversation
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3) What consequences have these conflicts of interest had on forest and local natural resources?

Operational
questions

Methods

Respondents

Sampling

Other comments

What is the condition
of forest cover in the
area?

Observation/transect

Forest area
measurement:

Density of trees

Stratified sampling using GPS

satellite map

This will be
asked from our

university.
Semi structured Key informants: Purposive: expert sampling
interview Park officials, NGO | (people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the topic
Development and the area)
agents
Head of village and | Purposive: snowball sample (a The criteria
some villagers respondent will be identified would be based
based on our criteria, then get the | on gender,
other respondents from him) ethnicity and
well-being
Survey Local households Stratified random sampling The most

(criteria for stratification is ethnic
or and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will take
the 50% of the total household

relevant criteria
from the both
proposed will be
decided on the
field basing on
the context and
information we
would get

What is the condition
of land in the area?

Observation/transect
walk

With local people

Semi structured
interview

Key informants:
Park officials, NGO

Development

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the topic
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agents

and the area)

Head of village and
some villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a
respondent will be identified
based on our criteria, then get the
other respondents from him)

The criteria
would be based
on gender,
ethnicity and
well-being

Survey

Local households

Stratified random sampling
(criteria for stratification is ethnic
or and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will take
the 50% of the total household

The most
relevant criteria
from the both
proposed will be
decided on the
field basing on
the context and
information we

would get
What is the status of | Observation/transect With local people
wild life in the area? walk
Semi structured Key informants: Purposive: expert sampling
interview Park officials, NGO | (people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the topic
Development and the area)
agents
Head of village and | Purposive: snowball sample (a The criteria
some villagers respondent will be identified would be based
based on our criteria, then get the | on gender,
other respondents from him) ethnicity and
well-being
Survey Local households Stratified random sampling The most

(criteria for stratification is ethnic
or and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will take
the 50% of the total household

relevant criteria
from the both
proposed will be
decided on the
field basing on
the context and
information we
would get

What is the condition
of water in the area?

Observation/transect
walk

With local people
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Semi structured

Key informants:

Purposive: expert sampling

interview Park officials, NGO | (people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the topic
Development and the area)
agents
Head of village and | Purposive: snowball sample (a
some villagers respondent will be identified
based on our criteria, then get the
other respondents from him)
Survey Local households Stratified random sampling The most

(criteria for stratification is ethnic
or and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will take
the 50% of the total household

relevant criteria
from the both
proposed will be
decided on the
field basing on
the context and
information we
would get

Is there a change of
the natural resources
compared the
past?(yes/no, what,
how)

satellite map

From university

Semi structured

Key informants:

Purposive: expert sampling

interview Park officials, NGO | (people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the topic
Development and the area)
agents
Head of village and | Purposive: snowball sample (a The criteria
some villagers respondent will be identified would be based
based on our criteria, then get the | on gender,
other respondents from him) ethnicity and
well-being
Survey Local households Stratified random sampling The most

(criteria for stratification is ethnic
or and well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will take
the 50% of the total household

relevant criteria
from the both
proposed will be
decided on the
field basing on
the context and
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information we
would get

4) How Community Forest and changed livelihood strategies serve to resolve or at least manage the current

conflicts of interest?

Operational
questions

Methods

Respondents

Sampling

Other comments

What is the policy of
CF in Thailand?

Literature,

semi structured
interviews

Key informants:
Park officials, NGO,
local
administration

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the
topic and the area)

How was the CF
started in Ban Pang
Eka?

Semi-structured
interview

Key informants:
Park officials, local
administration

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the
topic and the area)

Focus group

Local villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a

The criteria would be

discussion respondent will be identified based on gender,
based on our criteria, then get | ethnicity and well-
the other respondents from being
him)

Survey Local Households Stratified random sampling The most relevant

(criteria for stratification is
ethnic or well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will
take the 50% of the total

criteria from the both
proposed will be
decided on the field
basing on the context
and information we
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household

would get

How are the villagers
using the CF?

Semi-structured
interview

Key informants:
Park officials, local
administration

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the
topic and the area)

Focus group

Local villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a

The criteria would be

discussion respondent will be identified based on gender,
based on our criteria, then get | ethnicity and well-
the other respondents from being
him)

Survey Local Households Stratified random sampling The most relevant

(criteria for stratification is
ethnic or well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will
take the 50% of the total
household

criteria from the both
proposed will be
decided on the field
basing on the context
and information we
would get

How CF address the
conflict?

Semi-structured
interview

Key informants:
Park officials, local
administration.
NGO

Purposive: expert sampling
(people who have knowledge,
experience, expertise on the
topic and the area)

Focus group

Local villagers

Purposive: snowball sample (a

The criteria would be

discussion respondent will be identified based on gender,
based on our criteria, then get | ethnicity and or well-
the other respondents from being
him)

Survey Local Households Stratified random sampling The most relevant

(criteria for stratification is
ethnic or well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will

criteria from the both
proposed will be
decided on the field
basing on the context
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take the 50% of the total
household

and information we
would get

What are the
involved
stakeholders’ views
of CF?

Semi-structured

Key informants:

Purposive: expert sampling

interview Park officials, local | (people who have knowledge,
administration, experience, expertise on the
development topic and the area)
agent
Local villagers Purposive: snowball sample (a | The criteria would be
respondent will be identified based on gender,
based on our criteria, then get | ethnicity and well-
the other respondents from being
him)
Survey Local Households Stratified random sampling The most relevant

(criteria for stratification is
ethnic or well-being) of the
household.

If the village is not big, we will
take the 50% of the total
household

criteria from the both
proposed will be
decided on the field
basing on the context
and information we
would get

NB: The different methods mentioned in the table are going to be administrated at only once time to the

different interviewee. This means we are not going to the same interviewee many times.

2.2.1 Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) methods
According to Selener et al. (1999) Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) “is a methodology which helps to

identify community problems and to plan solutions with the active participation of the community

members”. Therefore different PRA techniques will be used to identify the main livelihood strategies,

natural resource uses and so on.

They will be presented together as each method is often seen as part of a general PRA toolbox (Mikkelsen

2005).

82




SLUSE report 6th of April 2009

2.2.1.1 Semi-structured interview

The semi-structured interview will be used to triangulate with data from the questionnaire and to go more
in dept with some of the data acquired from same questionnaire. The method has been chosen because it
can give a deeper understanding of how and why the respondents act as they do. At the same time it works

as a guideline and can keep a focus on the subject.

Specifically, the semi-structured interview will be used to obtain in-depth insight about the causes of
conflicts, consequences of conflict on the rural livelihoods and natural resource base of the ares,
importance of CF forestry for the rural livelihoods and management of natural resources, key stakeholders
involved in the conflict, interest of the different stakeholders and the relationship between them. Semi-
structured interviews will be carried out with the Forestry Department, Park authorities, researchers from
Chang Mai University, NGOs working in the area, committees of CF, community leaders, development

agents and purposive chosen people from the community.

2.2.1.2 Focus group discussion

Group discussions with the community members or/and stakeholders allow us to explore a range of
concerns and interests about the subjects of concern for the group. The process of group discussions raises
awareness of resource concerns and conflict and provides a platform to negotiate issues. The information
that is gathered during the group meeting might help develop a management plan that is acceptable to all
forest user groups (Asian Forest Network, 2002) thus by using this method we will try to observe how a
group of villagers/stakeholders, when discussing about the situation, react and to what extent they agree
or disagree on the issues. The method also enables us to see the variations and commons between

different villagers/stakeholders.

2.2.1.3 Historical Trend analysis

Creating a graph that diagrams changes in the population, rainfall, and trend lines can also be used to chart
patterns of forest disturbance and regeneration, volume flow of important forest products over time (Asian
Forest Network, 2002). In this study, the trend analysis will be used to get an idea of the change in the

availability of forest products and the condition of natural resources in the area over time.
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2.2.1.4 Preference ranking exercises

It is used to quickly identify main problems, opportunities or preferences as experienced by individuals or
groups of stakeholders. Using local measures, judgment, and materials such as seeds, sticks etc usually help
to demystify the research process (Mikkelsen 2005). Thus, in this context we will use the preference
ranking exercise to see the priorities of local population about the major causes of the conflict in the area,

uses of the forest, status of the forest resource, and alternative course of action.

2.2.1.5 Transect walk

This will be conducted in collaboration with key informants.

The purpose of using the transect walk is to have an overall, first hand impression of the village, the forest
and the surroundings (Mikkelsen 2005). This will help us in getting and impression of Ban Pang Eka and the
surroundings. The method is specifically important to cross check to what extent the information provided
by key informants and villagers is valid. It can also indicate the effects of past and present activities on the
forest as well as the agricultural land while opening a chance to come across some new areas of

investigation.

2.2.1.6 Secondary Data

The secondary data is used to get as good information as possible about the areas of interest. This safe us
time in the field by avoiding unnecessary questions in the interviews and be more focused and specific
when we get there. Furthermore the data can to some extent be used to triangulate data when we get back

from the field.

2.2.1.7 Ranking exercise

This is used to quickly identify main problems, opportunities or preferences as experienced by individuals
or groups of stakeholders. Using local measures, judgement, and materials such as seeds, sticks etc usually
help to demystify the research process (Mikkelsen 2005). Thus, in this context we will use the preference
ranking exercise to see the priorities of local population about the major causes of the conflict in the area,

uses of the forest and main livelihood strategies.
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2.2.2 Non PRA methods

2.2.2.1 Global Positioning System (GPS) mapping

The GPS mapping will in this research be used to define the different stakeholders’ perception of the
boundary of the national park. In practice it will be conducted with the transect walk. The purpose of the
combination is because the boundary is not physical visible and we will therefore examine if the local

villagers’ understanding of where the boundary is correlates with the park officials’ understanding.

2.2.2.2 Satellite map

A satellite map will be used to get an overview of the development in land use in the area and will be

helpful in triangulating with data from the PRA methods.

2.2.2.3 Survey

The household survey will be conducted using structured questionnaires which will cover demographic
characteristics of the households, causes and consequences of conflict of interest between local people and
park authorities, livelihood strategies, land ownership status, perception of local community about
community forestry and despites between local people and park authorities. The survey questionnaire will
be pre-tested on a few households before the actual implementation of the survey. This is to make sure
that the questions and response choices are clear for the respondents and to identify if there are irrelevant,
incomplete or redundant questions in the questionnaire. Based on the information obtained during the

pre-test adjustment will be made to the questionnaire.

2.3 Sampling Design

Key informants as well as participants for PRA techniques will be selected purposely based on the relevance
and level of information they will give us in relation to the purpose of our study. It will take in consideration

the points of view from different socio-economical categories. Purposive sampling method will be used for
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the selection of key informants and stratified random sampling will be used to categorize the respondents
into a certain number of categories based on their ethnicity or the well-being (the best criteria will be
found out on the field) Random sampling will be used for the selection of households from each category to
administer the structured survey questionnaire. The sample size will be determined based on the
population of the villages, time available and variations in the community. But from our information from
the Thai students, the size of the population is around 80 households. Then, we suggest 40 households for
the sample of the size to be statistically relevant. Stratification criteria, sampling size will be confirmed after

getting more information from the field.

2.4 Data Analysis

The data collected from the primary and secondary sources will be analyzed using qualitative description
and descriptive statistics. The portion of the data that is readily quantifiable (data from the closed ended
questions) will be analyzed using excels/SPSS software. The data which will be collected from key informant
interviews, group discussions, PRA techniques and direct observational will be analyzed using qualitative
assessment methods. Finally the output of the analysis from the SPPS will be discussed using tabulation,

cross-tabulation, means frequencies and percentages.

86



SLUSE report 6th of April 2009

3. Contribution of group members to the project in

area of study

relation to

Institution Name of Field of specialisation/interest Main contribution to | Comments
member the project
Danish group | Anton Geography and International Social, political and
Development livelihood aspects and
structures, policy
analysis
Dereje Management(BA),Environment | The political,
and Development(MA), and Forestry(forest policy
Tropical Forestry(Current and Community
Study). Forestry), Legal
aspects of local devt.
Fikadu Rural Development and Gender, food
Human Nutrition security, policy,
income
generation(livelihood)
Marlene Rural Development Development aspect,
social aspects of
research.
Mengistu Plant Sciences (BSc.), Agronomic,
Environmental Sciences (MSc), | socioeconomic and
Agricultural Development Environmental
(Current Study program) aspects)
Neila Gémez Agricultural Engineering Agricultural,
Garcia (Environment and land environmental and
management) development aspects
Thailand
group
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4. Tentative Time Schedule

The overall research process is divided in 4 phases

Phases Activity Time plan
I Meeting local students and discussion , modifaeaf if any) March 4th — 7th
Il Preparation, Contact with key informants, meatk officials, March 8th- 11th

appointment, visit the village and decide aboutparg and sample sizg

i Data gathering, sharing with local students March 12- 17th

v Preliminary data analysis(check up) 18th- 19th

Details of the plans

Phase |
Date activity Remark
March 4th meeting local students are arranging imget
March 5th detailed discussion of the research ¢bEsx; methods and work

plan

March 6th and Finalizing the discussion and preparing materiaite(view

7th guide, questionnaires).
Phase Il
March 8th Contact key informants
March 9th contact park officials and interview
March 10th Visit the village, and the forest, dlecabout sampling strategy ang

sample size, select respondents.

March 11th Selection of respondents and startesurv
Phase Il
March 12th Survey and selection of respondentsaioking exercise and focus

group, transect walk

March 13th- 16th | Survey, transect, interview, iagk

March 17th Finalising the data gathering
Phase IV
March 18th Preliminary analysis and data cleaning
March 19th Finalizing the data cleaning and stipiifiormation with local
students
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6. Annexes

House hold survey questionnaire

Acquaintance and agreement

We are students studying MSc degree in chang Mai University as well as Copenhagen of University in Denmark
and this work is part of the as partial fulfilment of the requirements of one of the curses in our study. The study
intends to assess the condition of forest management and views of the society in Ban Pang Eka area. We will be
grateful if you can be able to take some time to respond to our questions.

The responses you provide, voluntarily, will all be used for the purpose of our study and we will not write your
names on our report and your responses will be kept confidential.

The questionnaire takes approximately 5-10 minutes and thank you in advance for your willingness to respond to

our guestionnaire.

General Instruction

The following questions concern your knowledge, experience and believe concerning the conditions of forest

resources in this area. Thus try to give us your feedback for the following questions.

I/ Identification of the household

T/ o Yor=) 4 [o] o FEOR SRR Name of the HH-household..........coeevievivivceceicee e

11/ Characterization of the household
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1. Sex of respondent: 1- male 2-female

2. Sex of household head. 1. Male 2. Female

3. Age:

4. Ethnic

5. Religion

6. Education
1-illetrate 2- Adult formation/Alphabetization 3.Primary school
4-Secondary school 5- High School 6. College or university

7. Size of the household
8. Major source of income
1. Depend on forest 2. Labour work CBafts man/ss trade

5. Money sent from relatives 7. Others

9. How long have you lived in this area (years)
10. If you are not native to this place, from whdig you come?

11. Description of the household in term of socio-economic aspect

1/ Dependence of the household on the park

1. What are the natural resources that you use from the forest/park?
1. firewood/_ /
Material for construction/__/

timber/__/
Medicinal plants /_/

Grazingland/_/
Wild animal /_/
Water/_/

others (precise)/__/

2. Among the lists above, tell us the three most important:

2
3
4
5. cultivationLland/__/
6
7
8
9

1St
2nd
3rd
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3. If you use of firewood, timber, material for construction, or medicinal plants, complete the

following table:

List of uses Use Specify the Purpose

season

\
es/no Selling Own Both

consumption

1. firewood

2. Material for

construction

3. timber

4, Medicinal

plants

4. From where do you get these resources? 1. in the park 2. Out side the

park

5. If you use of land for cultivation, where is the land located? 1. in the park 2. Out side the park
6. What are the total sizes of your lands (in local unit)
7. Do you own the lands you cultivate (precise the type of tenure)?..

1. Yes ( type of tenure ) 2. No (reason )

8. How many times in a year do you cultivate (produce) your land?

1. once 2. twice 3. three times 4. Plantation.
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9. Which of the following crops do you plant in your land?

Crops Lists Total land area (in Total yield consumption Selling
local unit)
Cereals 1.
2.
3.
Vegetables 1.
2.
3.
Fruits 1.
2.
3.
Legumes 1.
2.
3.
Others 1.
2.
3.

10. How many months in a year do you get food framat you produce?

2. Lessthan 2 months. 2. 2-4 months 3. 4- 7 montBs13. months 6. All year round.
11. Do you buy food from market? 1. Yes 2. no
12. If yes, from where do you get the money?

1. Selling NTFP 2. Selling cattle 3. Labour work 4oy sent from relatives 5. Others, specify
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13. Number of Livestock and other assets 1. None 221436. 3. 7-9 4. >10

(oI 1Y o1 number of animals

Donkeys ........
Chicken ........
Others

©O 0o o o o o o
)
o
D
=
7

14. If you use of land for grazing, Where do you graze your cattle?

1.Inmyland 2.Inthe park 3.Inneighboursland  4.In common lands

15. If you use wild animal, for what purpose do you use wild animals
1. For food 2. For skin (own use) 3. Selling skin 4. Selling other parts specify

16. How many times in a month do you get the wild animals?

17. What quantity do you bring at each time? (if differ depending on season, please
precise)
18. If you use of water, from where do you get the water? 1. from the park 2. Out side the park
3.other places
19. For what purpose do you use it? 1. Home consumption 2. .irrigation3. Animals4.
Others

20. If you use others natural resources, list them:

21. how do you evaluate your living condition in general
1. It's getting better 2. It’s getting worse 3. Its not changing
IV/ Effect of the conflict on the access to the natural capital
1. What is the condition of forest cover in the area? 1. Increasing 2. Decreasing 3. No change
2. How do you evaluate the current forest coverage as compared to some 10 years ago?

1) Increasing 2) decreasing at small rate 3) decreasing at faster rate 4) no change if 2 or

3 mention the reasons. .......cco......
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3. Do you think that your access to natural resources has changed over time?

List of uses Yes/no Comments on the

reasons

1.firewood

2. Material for construction

3. timber

4, Medicinal plants

cultivation Land

Quality of land

Grazing land Wild animal

Water

Others

4. What have been the new livelihood strategies you have adopted to face this situation?
1. Migration/_/,
2. diversification/__/,
3. intensification of farm/__/,
4

competition (competitive market) /_/,
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5. others natural resource based/__/ (precise),
6. development of off activities/ /

5. Why those choices (compared to others possible alternatives)..........cocceeeeeeeeeecececececceerereeeee e

7. What is the condition of land in the area? 1. Increasing 2.Decreasing 3. No change

8. Is there a problem of soil erosion in your field?

2. Yes 2.No

9. If your answer is yes, what reasons do you think are the causes of soil erosion in the area?

10. How do you evaluate the fertility of your farm land over time?

1) Increasing 2) decreasing 3) no change

11. If your answer to the above question is decreasing, can you mention some of the reasons?

12. What is the status of wild life in the area? 1. Increasing 2. Decreasing 3. No change

13. What is the condition of water in the area? 1. Increasing 2. Decreasing 3. No change
V/how can the CF projects and changed livelihood can help to manage or at least minimize the conflict in
the area.

1. Did you hear about community forestry project | this area? 1. yes 2. no

2. If yes, when did the project started?

3. Who started the project? The community 2. The government 3. Both 4. Parlciafis 5. Don’t know

4. Who owns the project?

5. Did you participate in any meeting about the project? 1. Yes 2. No
6. If yes, how many meetings?

7. What were the meetings about?

8. Are you benefiting from the project? 1. Yes 2. No

9. If yes, what are the benefits
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10. If no, please mention the reasons.............
11. Is there any problem in using the community forestry? 1. Yes 2. No

12. if yes, what are the problems

13. What are the solutions

14. Is the CF project important for your livelihood in general?
15. What do you think is a solution to improve your livelihood apart from the CF

project?

16. To which resources of the park do you have legal access?

1. Grazingland 2) fire wood 3) charcoal wood 4)kdenwood 4) water 5) agricultural

land 6) others, Please specify
17. Who owns the forest? 1. The park @ff&c2. The community 3. The government 4. No ona
18. Can people from other villages use the forest ashnas you use? 1. Yes 2. No ....if no why?

19. If your answer is yes, what is your member ship status?

1. Current member 2. Member from its establishment 3. Never member 4.1don’t know
CF
20. Is there a need to protect the forest fimen livestock and human use 1. Yes 2. No
21. If yes, do you have any ideas of hoprtuect it.
22. Do you think community forestry will imgve your living conditions 1? yes 2. no mentioasen
23. what do you think is the solution to improve yowirlg condition other than community

forestry
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Interview Guide for Villagers

This Key informant interview has been conducted by students of Chaing Mai and Copenhagen Universities
as one of the tools for a study on natural resource conflicts management, a research title selected as the
partial fulfillment of the course called ILURM. All the information that respondents give is confidential, their

name will not be mentioned in the study.

A) Background information

Name Of INTEIVIEWET: ....ouevvee it

Date Of INTEIVIEW....cocueeeeeiieecee e

Location of INTerVIEW........ooeevieeeecieeeeee e e

Length of INtervieW......ccccvve e e

INTEIVIEW PrOCESS.....eeeeeeectee ettt e

How well were questions understood by the participant?..........cccoee....

B) General information about Bang Pang Eka

What is the name of the local forest at Bang Pang Eka?

What is the name of the local Park at the Bang Pang Eka?

When was the park established?

How was the boundary of the park determined?

Who were the participants in establishing the park?

How was the Involvement of the local community in establishing the Park’s boundary?
What is the total area of the park currently?

What was and is the aim to establish the national park in the area?

LW ® N o v bk~ W NP

Were there any inhabitants before the area was enclosed as a park?
10. What benefits are local people getting from the park?

11. What natural and special resources has the park?
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18.
19.
20.

21.
22.

23.
24.
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Underlying causes of Conflicts

What are the current problems that the forest/ park is facing?

Is there a conflict between park management and local people?

What is the conflict about?

Who are the stakeholders of the conflict?

How is the manifestation of the conflict (examples for incidences of conflict)?

What are the immediate causes of the conflicts and how do you know it?

What are the economical, social, geographical (park-buffer zone boundary) issues of the conflict?
Explain the locations of special conflicting areas using local map

What political interests are there? Why?

. What cultural interests are there? Why?

. What are the bases of the different interests?

. How is each stakeholder’s interests are judged by others?

. What sanctions (from whom) are there for the interests of each stakeholder?

. How the decision-making process looks like? /How decisions are made about the park/natural

resources in the park?

How the boundary of the park is decided? (collaboration or competitive)

Who has what power on the park?

What are the effects of power imbalance over the park and local forest?

What is the (positive or negative) relationship between the different stakeholders?

Who have the highest interests in the Park?

Geographical and temporal relationship (past, present)? /Is there any change in the relationship
compared to the past? How and why?

What is the relationship of the conflict with other conflicts?(if there)

What are the origins and causes of the conflicts (historical, economic, cultural, civil, international,
and local)?

What are the chronological events of the conflicts?

What is each stakeholder’s perception of the causes of the conflict?

Consequences of the conflict on Local Livelihood at Bang Pang Eka
What are the uses of the forest by the local people?
Describe the well-being ranking (categorization and characterization of different socio-economical

groups and location)
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What are the main sources of income in the village, classification, and degree of contribution on
the livelihood (food and income source) by different socio-economical groups?

What are the uses of the forest by the local people?

What are the contributions of the forest use in the livelihood (poor, rich, middle) for sale and
personal use?

Who exploits the forest the most? And also categorize (poor, rich, middle)? (Point of view)?

Other than the local community, are there any users of local forests and resources? Who are they
and from where?

Who are the most dependant on the forest? How and Why? And also categorize (poor, rich,
middle)? (Point of view)?

What is the major event that has affected the livelihood and when did it occur?

What are the changes in the benefits?

Have the conflict affected the livelihood strategies of the poor, middle, and rich people?

Are there the illegal activities? Why and by whom?

What effect has the conflict on forest-benefits (wood, forest meat, water use, medicinal plants use,
fodders...)? (Poor, rich, middle)

What effect has the conflict on household income?

Effect of the Conflict on the Park

Is there a change of the natural resources compared to the past?

What the major event that have affected the park and when did they occur?

What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and
other threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on water? And how it occur (quantity, quality, use, other
threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),

diversity, stability, Hunting)

Community Forest and Changed livelihood strategies as solutions
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What are the specificities of the Community Forest (CF) Policy in Thailand that can be related to the
current conflict? And gathering of documents?
How is the participation of the local people in the formulation and implementation of the
Community Forest policy?

How was the CF started in Ban Pang Eka?

Who initiated the CF?

When has the CF been started?

How was the participation of the local people in starting the Community Forestry in Ban Pang Eka?

What benefits are the villagers getting from Community Forestry?

Who else get what benefit from community Forestry?

Are there winners and losers in the CF? Who are they?

How the CF addresses the local natural resource use conflict at Ban Pang Eka?

Are there alternative conflict management strategies?( describe them)

What strategies are there to mitigate the effect of the conflict on local peoples’ livelihood?

What approach is used in participating the local people in the Community Forestry?

14. What is the local strength, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the management of the conflict

15.
16.

by the CF

What are the views of involved stakeholders towards Community forestry?

What are the points of view of the local people about the CF? Does it differ? how

Thank You Very Much
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Key Informant Interview Guide for Park Officials

This Key informant interview has been conducted by students of Chaing Mai and Copenhagen Universities

as one of the tools for a study on natural resource conflicts management, a research title selected as the

partial fulfillment of the course called ILURM. All the information that interviewees give is confidential

enough that their name will not be mentioned in the study. You as key informant are highly appreciated in

giving us valuable information that adds imputes for the successful accomplishment of our study which is

expected to have scientific and socio-economic contribution

G)

Background information

Name of INTeIVIEWET: ....c.vevee it

Date Of INTeIVIEW....couiieee et

Location Of INtEIVIEW......ccocevieeeieceiieece e e

Length of INtervVieW.......cvveeiieieeeeese e

INTEIVIEW PrOCESS......oeiieeeee ettt et

How well were questions understood by the participant?..........ccceeee.

12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

nformation about Bang Pang Eka

What is the name of the local forest at Bang Pang Eka?

What is the name of the local Park at the Bang Pang Eka?

When was the park established?

How the boundary of the park was determined?

Who are the participants in establishment of the park?

How was the Involvement of the local community in establishing the Park’s boundary?
What is the total area of the park currently?

What was the aim to establish the national park in the area?
Were there any inhabitants before the area is enclosed as a park?
What benefits local people are getting from the park?

What natural and special resources it has?
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25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,

45,
46.

47.
48.
49.

J)
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Underlying causes of Conflicts

What are the problems currently the forest/ park are facing?

Is there conflict between park management and local people?

What is the conflict about?

Who are the stakeholders of the conflict?

How is the manifestation of the conflict (examples for incidences of conflict)?

What are the immediate causes of the conflicts and how do you know it?

What are the economical, social, geographical (park-buffer zone boundary) issues of the conflict?
Explain the locations of special conflicting areas using local map

What political interests are there? Why?

What cultural interests are there? Why?

What are the bases of the different interests?

How each stakeholder’s interests are judged by others?

What sanctions (from whom) are there for the interests of each stakeholder?

How the decision-making process looks like? /How decisions are made about the park/natural
resources in the park?

How the boundary of the park is decided? (collaboration or competitive)

Who has what power on the park?

What are the effects of power imbalance over the park and local forest?

What is the nature (positive or negative) relationship between the different stakeholders?

Who have the highest interests in the Park?

Geographical and temporal relationship (past, present)? /Is there any change in the relationship
compared to the past? How and why?

What is the relationship of the conflict with other conflicts?(if there)

What are the origins and causes of the conflicts (historical, economic, cultural, civil, international,
and local)?

What are the chronological events of the conflicts?

What is each stakeholder’s perception of the causes of the conflict?

Are there the illegal activities? Why and by whom?

Effect of the Conflict on the Park
Is there a change of the natural resources compared to the past?

What the major event that have affected the park and when did they occur?
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What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and
other threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on water? And how it occur (quantity, quality, use, other
threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),
diversity, stability, Hunting)

What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and
other threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),
diversity, stability, Hunting)

Are there illegal activities in using natural resources in the park? Mention some examples.

Community Forest and Changed livelihood strategies as solutions

What are the specificities of the Community Forest (CF) Policy in Thailand that can be related to the
current conflict? And gathering of documents?
What are the specificities of the Community Forestry (CF) policy in Thailand that can be related to
the current conflict?
How is the participation of the local people in the formulation and implementation of the
Community Forest policy?

How was the CF started in Ban Pang Eka?

Who initiated the CF?

When it has been the CF started?

How was the participation of the local people in starting the Community Forestry in Ban Pang Eka?

What benefits the villagers are getting from Community Forestry?

Who else get what benefit from community Forestry?

Are there winners and losers in the CF? Who are they?

How the CF addresses the local natural resource use conflict at Ban Pang Eka?
Are there alternative conflict management strategies?( describe them)

What strategies are there to mitigate the effect of the conflict on local peoples’ livelihood?
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30. What approach is used in participating the local people in the Community Forestry?

31. What local the strength, weaknesses, opportunities and Threats of in the management of the conflict

by the CF
32. What are the views of involved stakeholders towards Community forestry?
33. What are the points of view of the local people about the CF? Does it differ? How?

Thank You Very Much
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Interview Guide for NGO Representative(s)

This interview has been conducted by students of Chaing Mai and Copenhagen Universities as one of the
tools for a study on natural resource conflicts management, a research title selected as the partial
fulfillment of the course called ILURM. All the information that interviewees give is confidential enough
that their name will not be mentioned in the study. You as key informant are highly appreciated in giving us
valuable information that adds imputes for the successful accomplishment of our study which is expected

to have scientific and socio-economic contribution

L) Background information

NamMe Of INtEIVIEWET: .....ooveeeiee ettt e

Date Of INTEIVIEW....ccuiiieieiciecee et

Location of INTerVIEW........oocevieieeieeeiee e e

Length of INtervieW.....cccce e

INTEIVIEW PrOCESS......veveeectieeieeetee et et

How well were questions understood by the participant?.......................

M) Underlying causes of Conflicts

50. What are the problems currently the forest/ park are facing?

51. Is there a conflict in using forest and other natural resources? If so, what do you think is the conflict
specifically about?

52. Who are the stakeholders of the conflict?

53. How is the manifestation of the conflict (examples for incidences of conflict)?

54. What are the immediate causes of the conflicts and how do you know it?

55. What are the economical, social, geographical (park-buffer zone boundary) issues of the conflict?

56. Explain the locations of special conflicting areas using local map
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What cultural interests are there? Why?

What are the bases of the different interests?

How each stakeholder’s interests are judged by others?

What sanctions (from whom) are there for the interests of each stakeholder?

Who has what power on the park?

What are the effects of power imbalance over the park and local forest?

What is the nature (positive or negative) relationship between the different stakeholders?

Who have the highest interests in the Park?

Geographical and temporal relationship (past, present)? /Is there any change in the relationship
compared to the past? How and why?

What is the relationship of the conflict with other conflicts?(if there)

What are the origins and causes of the conflicts (historical, economic, cultural, civil, international,
and local)?

What are the chronological events of the conflicts?

What is each stakeholder’s perception of the causes of the conflict?

Consequences of the conflict on Local Livelihood at Bang Pang Eka

What are the uses of the forest by the local people?

Describe the well-being ranking (categorization and characterization of different socio-economical
groups and location)

What are the main sources of income in the village, classification, and degree of contribution on
the livelihood (food and income source) by different socio-economical groups?

What are the uses of the forest by the local people?

What are the contributions of the forest use in the livelihood (poor, rich, middle) for sell and
consumption?

Who exploits the forest the most? And also categorize (poor, rich, middle)? (Point of view)?

Other than the local community, are there users of local forests and resources? Who are they and
from where?

Who are the most dependants on the forest? How and Why? And also categorize (poor, rich,
middle)? (Point of view)?

What is the major event that has affected the livelihood and when did it occur?

What are the changes in the benefits?

Have the conflict affected the livelihood strategies of the poor, middle, and rich people?

Are there the illegal activities? Why and by whom?
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What effect has the conflict on forest-benefits (wood, forest meat, water use, medicinal plants use,
fodders...)? (Poor, rich, middle)

What effect has the conflict on household income?

Effect of the Conflict on the Park

Is there a change of the natural resources compared to the past?

What the major event that have affected the park and when did they occur?

What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and
other threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on water? And how it occur (quantity, quality, use, other
threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),
diversity, stability, Hunting)

What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and
other threats)

What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),

diversity, stability, Hunting)

Community Forest and Changed livelihood strategies as solutions

How was the CF started in Ban Pang Eka? Who initiated the CF? and When?

How was the participation of the local people in starting the Community Forestry in Ban Pang Eka?

What benefits the villagers are getting from Community Forestry?

Who else get what benefit from community Forestry?

Are there winners and losers in the CF? Who are they?

How the CF addresses the local natural resource use conflict at Ban Pang Eka?

Are there alternative conflict management strategies?( describe them)

What strategies are there to mitigate the effect of the conflict on local peoples’ livelihood?

What approach is used in participating the local people in the Community Forestry?
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by the CF
44, What are the views of involved stakeholders towards Community forestry?
45. What are the points of view of the local people about the CF? Does it differ? how

Thank You Very Much
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Interview Guide for District (Amphoe) and Sub-district (TAO) Administrators

This interview has been conducted by students of Chaing Mai and Copenhagen Universities as one of the
tools for a study on natural resource conflicts management, a research title selected as the partial
fulfillment of the course called ILURM. All the information that interviewees give is confidential enough
that their name will not be mentioned in the study. You as key informant are highly appreciated in giving us

valuable information that adds imputes for the successful accomplishment of our study which is expected

to have scientific and socio-economic contribution

Background information

Name Of INtEIVIEWET: .....oooveeieeeetee et e

Date Of INTEIVIEW....ccuii ittt e

Location of INTerVIEW........ooeeviiiieciieeeeee e

Length of INtervieW......ccccv e

INTEIVIEW PrOCESS.....eveeeectee ettt e

How well were questions understood by the participant?........................

Specific questions

70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.

What are the problems currently the forest/ park are facing?

Is there conflict between park management and local people?

What is the conflict about?

Who are the stakeholders of the conflict?

How is the manifestation of the conflict (examples for incidences of conflict)?
What are the immediate causes of the conflicts and how do you know it?
What are the economical, social, geographical (park-buffer zone boundary) issues of the conflict?
Explain the locations of special conflicting areas using local map

What cultural interests are there? Why?

What are the bases of the different interests?

How each stakeholder’s interests are judged by others?

What sanctions (from whom) are there for the interests of each stakeholder?
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100.
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How the decision-making process looks like? /How decisions are made about the park/natural
resources in the park?

How the boundary of the park is decided? (collaboration or competitive)

Who has what power on the park?

What are the effects of power imbalance over the park and local forest?

What is the nature (positive or negative) relationship between the different stakeholders?

Who have the highest interests in the Park?

Geographical and temporal relationship (past, present)? /Is there any change in the relationship
compared to the past? How and why?

What is the relationship of the conflict with other conflicts?(if there)

What are the origins and causes of the conflicts (historical, economic, cultural, civil, international,
and local)?

What are the chronological events of the conflicts?

What is each stakeholder’s perception of the causes of the conflict?

What have been the procedures in managing the conflicts?

How frequent are the conflicts?

Who handle the conflict?

What are the mitigation and measures in the management of the conflict?

What mechanisms are there to prevent the conflict?

What are the specificities of the Community Forest (CF) Policy in Thailand that can be related to the
current conflict? And gathering of documents?

What are the specificities of the Community Forestry (CF) policy in Thailand that can be related to
the current conflict?

How is the participation of the local people in the formulation and implementation of the

Community Forest policy?

101. How was the CF started in Ban Pang Eka? Who initiated the CF? and When?

102. How was the participation of the local people in starting the Community Forestry in Ban Pang Eka?
103. What benefits the villagers are getting from Community Forestry?

104. Who else get what benefit from community Forestry?

105. Are there winners and losers in the CF? Who are they?

106. How the CF addresses the local natural resource use conflict at Ban Pang Eka?

107. Are there alternative conflict management strategies?( describe them)

108. What strategies are there to mitigate the effect of the conflict on local peoples’ livelihood?

109. What approach is used in participating the local people in the Community Forestry?
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110. What local the strength, weaknesses, opportunities and Threats of in the management of the conflict
by the CF
111. What are the views of involved stakeholders towards Community forestry?
112. What are the points of view of the local people about the CF? Does it differ? how
Thank You Very Much
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Key Informant Interview Guide for Local Development Agent (DAs)

This Key informant interview has been conducted by students of Chaing Mai and Copenhagen Universities
as one of the tools for a study on natural resource conflicts management, a research title selected as the
partial fulfillment of the course called ILURM. All the information that interviewees give is confidential
enough that their name will not be mentioned in the study. You as key informant are highly appreciated in
giving us valuable information that adds imputes for the successful accomplishment of our study which is

expected to have scientific and socio-economic contribution

Q) Background information

Name Of INTEIVIEWET: ....ouvvvi it

Date Of INTEIVIEW ..ot e

Location Of INTEIVIEW........ccoiivieeeiiieee e

Length of INtervieW........cccueceececece e

INTEIVIEW PrOCESS......veeeeectieeieeeeee ettt et

How well were questions understood by the participant?..........cccoee.....

R) Underlying causes of Conflicts

113. What are the problems currently the forest/ park are facing?

114. Is there conflict between park management and local people?

115. What is the conflict about?

116. Who are the stakeholders of the conflict?

117. How is the manifestation of the conflict (examples for incidences of conflict)?

118. What are the immediate causes of the conflicts and how do you know it?

119. What are the economical, social, geographical (park-buffer zone boundary) issues of the
conflict?

120. Explain the locations of special conflicting areas using local map

121. What political interests are there? Why?
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122. What cultural interests are there? Why?

123. What are the bases of the different interests?

124, How each stakeholder’s interests are judged by others?

125. What sanctions (from whom) are there for the interests of each stakeholder?

126. How the decision-making process looks like? /How decisions are made about the

park/natural resources in the park?

127. How the boundary of the park is decided? (collaboration or competitive)

128. Who has what power on the park?

129. What are the effects of power imbalance over the park and local forest?

130. What is the nature (positive or negative) relationship between the different stakeholders?
131. Who have the highest interests in the Park?

132. Geographical and temporal relationship (past, present)? /Is there any change in the

relationship compared to the past? How and why?

133. What is the relationship of the conflict with other conflicts?(if there)

134. What are the origins and causes of the conflicts (historical, economic, cultural, civil,
international, and local)?

135. What are the chronological events of the conflicts?

136. What is each stakeholder’s perception of the causes of the conflict?

S) Effect of the Conflict on the Park

26. Is there a change of the natural resources compared to the past?

27. What the major event that have affected the park and when did they occur?

28. What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

29. What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and
other threats)

30. What are the effects of the conflict on water? And how it occur (quantity, quality, use, other
threats)

31. What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),
diversity, stability, Hunting)

32. What are the effects of the conflict on the forest? And how it occur (boundary, forest fire, forest
cover (tree, vegetation), species variety, illegal logging)

33. What are the effects of the conflict on the land? And how it occur (erosion, productivity, use, and

other threats)
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What are the effects of the conflict on the wild animals? And how it occur (number (extinction),
diversity, stability, Hunting)

Are there illegal activities in using natural resources in the park? Mention some examples.

What are the points of view of the local people about the CF? Does it differ? If yes how?

What are the points of view of the others stakeholders view about the CF? Does it differ? If yes

how?

Thank You Very Much
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