
RABA was developed under the assumption that effective natural-resource management, 
including biodiversity conservation, can only be achieved if there is a synergy between three 
different types of capital: human, natural and social. Linkage between human and natural 
capital would result in good land use management, while synergy between natural and social 
capital would produce a solid institution for managing natural resources. The combination of all 
three provides the basis of evaluation for rewarding local agrobiodiversity conservation. 
RABA sees the success of reward mechanism for environmental service as being conditional on 
four elements: Natural capital, human capital, and social bonding and social bridging capital.
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Analytical framework of RABA
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Access to land in Ban Mae Tum village
Cemetary forest grove (1%)

Permanent upland field (5%)

Paddy field (5%)

Rotational shifting cultavation (40%)

Community subsistence use forest (30%)

Rehabilitation to consevation forest (5%)
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Access to land in Ban Mae Ngan village 
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Community subsistence use forest
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Birth spirit forest grove (1%)

Cemetery forest grove(1%)

Orchard demonstration plot (1%)

State
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Mae Chaem Watershed is in the mountainous north of Thailand. The 
area is a mosaic of forest and agriculture with many example of both 
traditional low-intensity shifting cultivation with long fallow periods 
and modern high-intensity agriculture with permanent fields. 

• Initial results form GIS analysis indicate that there are more  
permanent field in Ban Mae Ngan and that there are more areas of 
shifting cultivation in Ban Mae Tum. 

• There is a strong institution administering who can access the land 
and when, there is no strongly acknowledged rule in regard to 
administering hunting. Therefore, in the two villages, hunting 
activities have been one of the major threats to biodiversity. 

• Limited land available for agricultural expansion has lately forced 
farmers to move onto Karen fallow areas. This move was also 
triggered by new economic pressures with increased outside 
influence. 

• Despite being located outside of the Park boundaries, Ban Mae 
Ngan maintain considerably higher species richness than Ban Mae 
Tum. 

From the rapid appraisal, the location of North Thailand has potential for an 

agrobiodiversity conservation initiative. The service to be advocated is the potential 

role as corridor to connect national park.

However, further research is needed to confirm that the land use and area could 

actually fulfill the function. There are some concerns about future challenges to engage 

in developing rewards for biodiversity conservation, namely, that trust is a bottleneck, 

traditional hunting, ethnic conflicts, hunting law and private land control for shifting 

cultivation. 

Summary of SWOT analysis of North Thailand case study is as follow;

ThreatThreat

• High local extinction rate

• Official recognition of village inside 
National Park

• Awareness is high

• Alternative livelihoods are available

• Existing watershed network

OpportunityOpportunity

• Flagship mammal species under threat

• Cultural valuing of species 

• Other taxonomic groups benefit as well

ValueValue
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TrustTrust

• Social bonding within village is high
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Species richness and extinction rate in the study area
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Land use species richness in the North Thailand case study areaLand use species richness in the North Thailand case study area
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Community protected forest (59)

Cemetery forest grove (57)

Spirit forest grove (34)

Community subsistence use forest
(59)

Rotational shifting cultivation (50) 

Permanent upland field (37)

Paddy field (32)

Urban (15)
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Community protected forest (55)

Cemetery forest grove (42)

Head watershed forest (46)

Community subsistence use forest
(50)
Shifting cultivation area (46)

Permanent upland field (27)

Paddy field (26)

Urban (13)

Propotional land use in Ban Mae Ngan village 2005
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Paddy field (10%)

Permanent upland field (17%)

Rotational shifting cultivation (40%)

Utilitarian forest (10%)

Community subsistence use forest (3%)

Community protected forest (15%) 

Head watershed forest (2%)
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Orchard demonstration plot (1%)

Propotional land use in Ban Mae Tum
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Paddy field (5%)

Permananet upland field (5%)

Rotational shifting cultivation (39%)

Community subsistence use forest (30%)

Rehabilitation to conservation forest (5%)

Rehabilitation to subsistence use forest (1%)

Forest plantation (5%)

Community protected forest (5%) 

Cemetery forest grove(1%)

Spirit forest grove (1%)

Birth spirit forest grove (1%)

Agricultural taboo area (0.5%)

Non-productive forest (0.5%)


