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As a Party to the €onvention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Thailand has to
comply at the nationalslevel offthesConvention as well as the decisions adopted by the
Conference of the Parties(COP): However, pri\/ate sector engagement with the Convention
is vitally important for proper implementation,« as described in COP 8 Decision VII/17.
Limjirakan et al. (2009) has indicated that stakehé[dlers involved in national implementation of
the CBD have experienced low levels of interactic;n with the private sector.

Literature reviéw and interviews were conducted to understand the context of
private sector engagement in environmental manéégmgnt and the projects of private sector
entities such as PTT Public Compahy Limited ar]d"thé Charoen Pokphand Group, two of
Thailand’s largest corporations, are summarized 'a'i;d-linked to relevant CBD Articles and
COP decisions. -, ':.J_;-'

In addition, an on-line survey-using ques?b'nnaire was undertaken to understand
the sentiment of the private sector-in- Thailand towards CSR,.the CBD, and public-private
partnerships. Findings demonstrate that the private sector in Thailand is interested in
supporting actions arie programmes related to biological diversity andyin Vpartnering with the
Thai government on eavironmental management projects. Partnerships could be enhanced
by focusing on the areas of work where businesses want to contribute, such as capacity
building and advisory services. Numerous businesses are already implementing relevant
projects in the areas .of_ reforestation, environmental finance and environmental impact
assessment.“Since most businesses lack knowledge of the 'CBD, the CBD_ national focal
point of Thailand, namely the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy &
Planning, should reach out more to dstablish linkages qswith the business coemmunity.
Additional research is,.recommended to understard how private'sector-businesses iprefer to

be engaged byl other stakeholders like government.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The Convention on Biolagical Diversity (CBD) is an international
environmental agreement which came aboutthrough the collaborative efforts
of the 172 governments whieh participated i the United Nations Conference
on Environment and Development (also known as the ‘Earth Summit’) from
June 3 to June 14, 1992. As stated in Article 1 of the Convention (SCBD,
2006a), the objectives of the CBD \

are'the conservation of biological diversity, the sustainable use

of itsgeomponents and thE fair and equitable sharing of the

benefits arising eut of the utilization of genetic resources,

including by appropriate éccess to genetic resources and by

appropriate transier of reléﬁam' technologies, taking into account

all rights aver those resou‘;c"es_and to technologies, and by

appropriate funding. ey
More than simply a multilaterai agreemer?@)h-_environmental management,
the CBD can be envisaged as the major international.agreement governing
sustainable developmentin-that-it-goes-into-trade-and-development alongside
sustainable use of natural resources. .

Thailand signed the Convention on June 12, 1992, and
undertook ratification on January 29, 2004. As a Party to the CBD, Thailand
has to complylatthe natianal levelofthe Canvention as well as:the decisions
reached by the Cenference of the Parties' (COPR)..Since 1992, Thailand has
made significant efforts to implement strategies, actions and programmes
which are calledfor under the CBD. Even with the progress made, theie are a
number of areas of compliance which Thailand has not yetfulfilled and-which
require capacity development.

Because of the need for capacity building, Thailand completed a
national capacity self-assessment (NCSA) report in 2009 under facilitation of



the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) with the financial
support of the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The NCSA report highlights
the barriers and challenges that hamper the national implementation of the
CBD and identifies national priorities for capacity building. One of the
challenges identified in the NCSA reporton CBD implementation in Thailand
was the low level of collaberation with the private sector. Of 100 survey
respondents who work in careers related o biodiversity and environmental
management, 35 responded-that they experienced low levels of collaboration
with the private sector;.enly.20% of respondents enjoyed a high level of
collaboration with the privaie sector (Limjirakan et al., 2009). The report also
identified that Thailandhad net begun implementation of COP decision 111/18
which calls for the prometion of private—é-".ector initiatives for building incentive
measures which could further aid CBDximpIementation.

This ack of engagement 6f the private sector is a weakness
which must be resolved ifthe Convention is'to be effectively implemented in
Thailand. Indeed, “effective implementati_qn_ of the Convention needs the
active involvement of eivil gociety (including nengovernmental organisations,
local and indigenous communities, and thé’pri;vate sector)” (SCBD, 1998,
para. 6). The CBD specifically calls for private séctor engagement in a
number of sections. Article 10 of the Convention states that.“each Contracting
Party shall, as.iar as possible and as appropriate . . . encodrage cooperation
between its governmental authorities and its private sector in developing
methods for sustainable use of biological resources” (SCBD, 2001: 10).
Article 16 of.the Conventien-requires,Contracting.Parties to.adept measures
which facilitate the private sector in transferring technology and providing
access to'technology for the benefit of governmental institutions and other
private sectox institutions=in developingrcountries(SEBD #2004 14), COR
decision VII/17 mentions that the private sector is “arguably the Ieast
engaged of all stakeholders in the implementation of the Convention, yet the
daily activities of business and industry have major impacts on biodiversity”
(SCBD, 2006b). Further, the agenda at the Ninth Meeting of the COP focused

extensively on the private sector.



Although the research from the NCSA report showed that the
governmental and academic sectors are not actively collaborating with the
private sector on biodiversity concerns, there are still Thai businesses taking
action on their own accord. Examples include the Charoen Pokphand (CP)
Group and PTT Public Company Limited.

The CP Group consists 0f.2350 gompanies and employs nearly
200,000 people with eperations in 20 countries«Fhis multinational corporation
is Thailand’s largest business in the food and agricultural sector and one of
Asia’s leading conglomerates. As such, the CP Group has a substantial
impact on biodiversitysAware of its responsibility towards the environment,
the company hasimplemented & number of research and development
projects which preserve native species of chickens, buffalo and native cattle
and share the benefits of such conservxétig_n programmes with local farmers.
The CP Group alse utilizes the waste frbm its pig farming operations to create
biofuel, thereby reusing the excrement which would otherwise pollute the
freshwater resources and increase the Ie_){e_l of methane gas in the
atmosphere. ey

PTT Public Company Limited (“I,;’TT") is Thailand’s largest
petroleum company with a-fully integrate’dj gas business which spans both oil
and petrochemical products (PTT Public Company-Limited,.2009). As part of
its corporate social responsibility (CSR) programme, PT T undertook the
“One-Million-Rai” Reforestation Project in honor of His Majesty the King of
Thailand. The project’s goal included the restoration of degraded lands
through-reforestation initiativess, Under the project; RTT. partnered with the
local community|of Pranburi to restore am abandaned shrimp farm to its
natural state as a mangrove ecosystem. Over 786 rai of mangrove forest has
beemrevitalized under the-project.;P T Tralsorestablished the Sisinath Rajini
Mangrove Forest. Ecology Learning Center to educate the public @bout the
mangroves and the rich biodiversity contained in the local forests.

The environmental and biodiversity projects of the companies
mentioned above can be tied directly to CBD articles and COP decisions to

validate that their actions are contributing towards national implementation of



the CBD. However, many questions remain about the relationship of the
private sector and the national implementation of the Convention. For
instance, what is the general sentiment of Thai businesses towards
conservation of biological diversity? Are Thai businesses interested in
collaborating with the governmental and‘agademic stakeholders on
environmental management and biodiversity.eoncerns? Are Thai businesses
receptive to CSR, and i so, would th_ey considerengaging in projects focused
on biodiversity conservation-and sus%ainable use?

Answeringthese kinds of questions would be extremely helpful
for Thailand’s nationalimplementation of the CBD. Because gaining the
participation of the"private sector is so crucial for effective implementation, the
governmental institutions and academia';'.need to know the current sentiments
and interest of the private sector towaras biodiversity and the environment in

order to enhance their approach at collé_boration and engagement.

1.1. Rationale

The Convention on Biological I?jyersity (CBD), arguably the
major international environmental agreem?nt ;:iealing with sustainable
development,.includes multiple articles and decisions that focus on private
sector engagerient, Despite ratifying the CBD in January.0i 2004, Thailand
has struggledte implement the programmes and strategies of the Convention
on a national level. One of the reasons for the difficulty has been the lack of
collaboration with the private sector on biodiversity-related efforts. Indeed, the
CBD is-elear thatyprivate seetor,engagementisyvitalforeffective
implementatien of the Convention.

Is the private sector interested in collaborating with government
andiacademie stakeholders.on enviranmental, management and biodiversity
conservation? Are for-praofit businesses'in Thailand already engaged in
individual projects which are indirectly aiding the national convention of the
CBD? What strategies would be best suited towards enhancing cooperation
between governmental and academic stakeholders with the private sector on

biodiversity concerns?



The thesis will undertake research to answer these questions
with the hope that the results will stimulate multi-stakeholder collaboration

and aid the national implementation of the CBD.

1.2. Thesis Statement

The thesis will answer the following questions:

1. Is the private sectorin Thailand interestedinsupporting or implementing
actions or programmes related to biologieal diversity?

2. How can the academic.and government sectors better engage the private
sector in order to.attain a multi-stakeholder approach towards national
biodiversity managemeni? v

3. For those businesses already takinéi action, what is the level of
participation'in CBD-relevant activixt:ies.and which type of activities are

being implemented?

4. Which CBD articles and COP decisions are currently being addressed by

businesses?

By addressing these questions;the research Will make a strong contribution
towards the body of knowledge surround}iEQ’C_SR in Thailand as well as the
national implementation of the CBD. The Théﬁ government has full-time staff
dedicated to CBP=related-matters-under-the-Office-orNatural Resources and
Environmental Rolicy and Planning (ONEP). The Ministry of Environment and
Natural Resources (MONRE) utilizes substantial financial and human
resources towardssound environmental snanagement practices. The Ministry
also has the obligation of'overseeing mechanisms and strategies for
Thailand’s national implementation ‘of the CBD:

Since research has shown that private sector engagement
releted to implementationof the CBD is low (Limjirakan et al.; 2008), there is
understood to be a gap of knowledge surrounding the reasons forthe lack of
engagement. The proposed research will fill this knowledge gap and
potentially aid the MONRE and the ONEP in better engaging the private
sector in the national implementation of the CBD using approaches which the

research ranks as most relevant. Implementation of the CBD is a matter of
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compliance which Thailand has implemented in front of the global community.
Hence, any research which can enhance the implementation of the

Convention is beneficial for the nation.

1.3. Scope and Brief Methodology

The research consists of twe elements including case studies
and a survey questionnaire. The env@_ronmental outreach projects undertaken
by Charoen Pokphand Greup and P%T Publie Company Limited, two of the
largest corporations in<Fhailand, were reviewed and then linked to
corresponding CBD auticles and COP decisions to demonstrate what types of
linkages exist. v

The other fesearch eleme;it IS an online survey questionnaire
distributed via e-mail@ndaccessible vi—;;l the Internet. The survey was
distributed to private sector businesses"yvith operations in Thailand. Other
stakeholders such as non-governmental'organizations (NGOs) and academia
were not eligible to'partiCipate in the survey since the questions were

specifically formulatedto gauge certain el.erﬁgpts of private sector sentiment

and decision-making processes. ,
The initial intention of the researcherwas to meet a quota of
100 responses.o the survey but without limiting the-total.aumber of

responses.

1.4. Implications of Research

The NCSA thematic assessment report,on the, CBD (Limjirakan
et al., 2009) found.thatithe government and academia in Thailand
experienced relatively low levels.of collaboration with the private sector
exeluding NGOsiand civil:groups (ike ), thefersprofit busingsses). Private
sector engagementiis directly addressed by COPR-decisions VIII/17,1X/26 and
X/21 and encouraged in the CBD Atrticles 10 and 16. Although the NCSA
report uncovered this shortcoming in the national implementation, the study
did not go further in understanding why the stakeholders lacked effective

collaboration. Nor did the report take stock of the general sentiment within the



private sector businesses regarding their engagement with government
stakeholders on environmental issues or their implementation of the CSR
programmes which address biological diversity concerns.

Based on the findings of the NCSA report, the author has
already established that private sector collaboration for CBD implementation
is lacking in Thailand. Based on the texi 0i'the'CBD and the COP decisions
as well as a review of'the academic Ii_terature, therauthor can also establish
that private sector engagement is a lzey aspect of effective implementation of
the CBD. Therefore, thesmajority of the new research to be conducted as part
of the thesis involves better understanding the relationship of private sector in
Thailand to the CBD mechanisms and demonstrating the connections through
the case studies, and surveying the pri’vate sector to understand their CSR
priorities and to'assess the areas wheFé engagement can be enhanced
between stakeholder groups.

The case studies in Chapter |V present information about
projects from private segtor companies V\_/Ilflif:h are relevant, both explicitly and
implicitly, to the national implementation Qf'th_ga__CBD. This information benefits
the national stakeholders as well as interrﬁtiro,-ﬁal bodies and groups that are
interested in private sectorengagement 'ir';’t'h:e; CBD..The case studies will act
as examples.for other Thai businesses to follow should-they decide to engage
in biodiversity=s€lated outreach programmes as part of pubiic-private
partnerships or as corporate social responsibility initiatives.

The original research which was generated from the distribution
of a survey,guestionnaire(Chapter.l\V) adds-new perspective to.the current
understanding of the private sector’s relationship to the government
stakeholders in general and the national implementation of the Convention on
Biolegical Diversity insparticular.jAs, ayresult this-researchywill-help-theseader
to gain a better understanding af:

(a) how the Thai private sector views national biodiversity in terms of
priorities;
(b) what types of projects relevant to the CBD are being conducted by the

private sector; and



(c) how to better involve the private sector in order to further the progress
of national implementation of the stated goals and actions of the CBD.
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CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. The Case for Private Sector Engagement in Environmental

Governance

In centuries past, the state government was the clear arbiter of
governance, providing social services such as law enforcement, adjudication,
maintenance of public spaeesand management of forests and wild territories.
This was the casesin nineteenth century Thailand where provincial monarchs
controlled the peoplé and the natural resources without consulting with other
stakeholders (Ushery#22009)./The 20" century saw the birth of industrialization
in the West, andwith it the rise of-the-private sector.

Friedman (2008) famously pJ(-)inted out that “the social
responsibility of business is to mcrease |ts proflts" If this were the case, then
business and the private sector would have no responsibility to participate in
governance unless it were profitable to d'o So. However, the role of business
and society has become interiwined and Lqierdependent, especially as the
ramifications of private secigractivities be'c_dn_}e apparent to the public.

Research conducted in 2008 at the requestiof the United
Nations has shown that the cost of cleaning up and remediéting the
environmental damage caused by the world’s 3,000 largest companies would
amount to USD 2.2 trillion, a figure which amounts to nearly one third of their
profits (Jowit, 2010). The cost figures in the research are hypothetical,
however, as most countries do not hold corporations accauntable for ‘external
costs’ likeidamage to the environment.

The United Nations findings are but'ene example. There are a
number of waysun which business and society are set at.odds, where in fact
business operations have a perverse impact on society (Das Gupta, 2008).
This creates additional pressure on the business to reform its ways so that
societal ills can be treated and not accelerated by the activities of the private

sector.
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The situation is, however, more nuanced than simply placing
the blame squarely on the private sector. Ashman (2001) suggests that
“declining legitimacy” of government performance in the provision of public
services has put pressure on the private sector to address such shortcomings
and that this is a major reason for promoting private sector engagement in
governance. Scherer and Palazzo (2008) go.iurther by stating that “in as
much as the state apparatus does not work periectly, there is a demand for
business to be socially respensible, |e corporations are asked to comply with
the law when the enforeement body Is weak and even to go beyond what is
required by law, whenithe legal system is imperfect or legal rules are
incomplete” (p. 444). This ‘over-compliance” is expanded by Heal (2007),
who gives numerous examples of multir{étional corporations that are engaged
in voluntary activitieswhieh lessen theff environmental impact.

Sincg'both the declining p'grformance of the government
(Ashman, 2001) and the perverse impacts from the private sector (Das
Gupta, 2008) are partly to blame for a de_g:li_ne in the quality of public services,
including environmental services, the public gnd private sectors have
gradually learned to work together and coﬂébarate to address the
shortcomings. Logan and Wekerle (2008':'-.2'095) cite.Low who defines these
public-private partnerships as “different networks of public and private actors”
that “come together or are brought together, to formulate-and implement
solutions to public problems™ (Low, 2004: 137). Indeed, both parties are able
to bring their respective strengths to the partnership to further the mission at
hand. Legan and.Wekerle,(2008;2099).argue that “environmental initiatives
benefit from the incorparation of business models ta mitigate the effects of
cutbacksto environmental programs.”

Forbusinessesystriking theright balanceinworkingwith:the
state'is not'always easy. Critics have been quickto criticize such collaborative
efforts when the private sector is seen as overzealous or reaching too far into
the public domain (Young, 1990; Bianco and Adler, 2001; Lane, 2003); yet
they have been equally critical where the private sector is viewed as not

taking enough responsibility or doing enough to address governmental
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shortcomings (Sax, 1993; Frisvold and Condon, 1998; Scherer and Palazzo,
2008).

Even the notion of the public sector working in tandem with
businesses and corporations has fueled controversy. The academic research
into private sector engagement and partnership with state actors is widely
debated. Research can be shown to suppoit collaboration with the private
sector (Larner and Craig, 2005; Logan and Wekerle, 2008) or to be wary of
such collaboration (Lane; 2003; McCarthy and Prudham, 2004), but in
general, the relationship issimore nuanced and the body of research tends to
avoid taking sides. Legansand Wekerle (2008: 2097) describe how “the line
between public:and private is becoming increasingly biurred." As private-
public partnerships have increased in Q@l\/eloped countries in particular, labels
such as "neoliberal gnviconmental govelrnance" and the "privatization of
conservation" have arisen (Young, 199;0; Lane; 2003).

Neoliberal environmental governance can be understood to
comprise voluntary regulations and seIf—'réguIation, public-private partnerships
and citizen interest groups or-coalitions (MéCérrthy and Prudham, 2004).
Some find that neoliberal governance — c_:?rﬁpi_ete with its voluntary
collaborationswith the pfivate sector and -it's- }_é]iénce on market-based
mechanisms = Wil-beneiii-the-siaie-by-giving-the-appearance of greater
consensus within the community and a greater outreach to non-government
actors (Larner and Craig, 2005). However, McCarthy and Prudham (2004
276) worry that increased presence of public-private partnerships and
corporate collaborationiin.environmentalmanagement projects.is not
necessarlly a'sign-of private ‘sector interest and could be indicative of neo-
corporatist frameworks arising as part of a neoliberal expansion inte
environmenial governance. Fhe iconcern iere is that the increaset
Involvement of the private sector in environmental governance is met in
tandem by a "rolling back" of the state's management efforts.

Raymond and Fairfax (2002: 600 - 601) describe "a 'shift to
privatization' in policy” and denote these policies as comprising four

characteristics, namely (i) the promotion of conservation on privately owned
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land, (ii) the use of market-based mechanisms, including voluntary actions by
the private sector, (iii) providing compensation to non-state actors for their
efforts in conservation to a pre-established degree, and (iv) the "contracting”
of "private groups" in the achievement of the "conservation objectives".
Examples demonstrative of this privatization in environmental policy include
land trusts, the Kyoto Protocol and the 1990 Clean Air Act of the United
States (Raymond and Fairfax, 2002). HoweVver;such examples are largely
confined to the case of Nokih Americé; whether this holds any truth for the
case of Thailand cannetbe eoncluded from the available research.
Researcifram developing countries shows that increased
voluntary actionsifrom ihe private sector such as public-private partnerships
(PPPs) do not necgssatily indicate-a md-\"./e towards a privatized or neoliberal
policy approach:n the case of develoffmgnt in India, Kuriyan and Ray (2009:
1663) found that the "outsourcing of dei(elopment services to private entities
need not 'privatize' the state but does alter the way in which citizens 'see’ the
state." In order words, PPPs allow the state to improve their image with the
general public by using the efficiencies of__the_,private sector to appear more

market-friendly and less buréaucratic.

2.1.1. The Negative Environmental Impacts of Business

There is ample research to support the position that business
actions have a negative impact on biodiversity (Shrivastava, 1995; Heal,
2007; Mills and Waite, 2009). Scherer and Palazzo (2008: 423) make several
referenees to theynegative, enviconmentalkimpacts.of the private-sector,
especially multinationatl corporations which “are perceived as the driving
forces behind global warming (Le Menestrel et al., 2002)” and “ecological
proklems,in‘general(Shrivastava, 1995)%

Some reseéarch expands business actions to.include economic
growth in general as a culprit in the loss of biodiversity. Mills and Waite (2009)
make use of quantile regression to disprove earlier findings (Dietz and Adger,
2003) that economic development initially leads to a loss in biodiversity but

eventually brings about increased conservation efforts and investment (also
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known as the environmental Kuznets curve or EKC). The findings of Mills and
Waite (2009) show that economic development leads to sustained loss of
species diversity, especially in Asia; moreover, they make a number of
compelling arguments that developed countries’ perceived gains in

conservation are “illusory”.

2.1.2. Lack of Participation from the'Priate Sector

Despite the.eulpability ;)f the private sector in negatively
impacting biodiversity,few businesses have historically taken action to buck
the trend. Some partigipants in the UNDP Regional Bureau Biodiversity
Initiative lamented the lackof private sector participation in the Mexico
consultation (11ISD,,2009). Confirming thé lack of presence at the Mexico
consultation, COP 8 decision VIII/17 iJéntjfies the private sector as “arguably
the least engaged.of all stakeholders in":_the implementation of the Convention,
yet daily activities of business and indusfry have major impacts on
biodiversity.” s {7,

There are examples put forwat%qf__by academics and practitioners
as to why businesses are not active in pré_is’er\-/ing biodiversity (Frisvold and
Condon, 1998; Siebenhuner and Suplie,'éd()?)’. Frisvold and Condon (1998)
point out that -native species of flora or fauna are naturally cccurring and
cannot be patented because they are considered public geods in the global
commons. This means that there is ample opportunity for businesses to
exploit common goods but little incentive to invest in them since any person
has aceess+to them. Additionally ;Frisvold.and Condonsmake a-strong case
that private Investors have neglected conservation of plant genetic resources
in particular because of the ease.of replication and transport of such
resources and the common.knowledgerassociated with them;

Siehenhunér and'Suplie take a more cynical.response to.the
lack of private sector engagement in the CBD meetings and working process,
stating that “members of the business community regard the CBD as an ill-

structured and uninformed UN-process, governed by politicians who vastly
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over-estimate the value of genetic resources” (Siebenhuner and Suplie, 2005:
508).

2.2. Reasons for Private Companies to Engage in Public-Private

Partnerships

The reasons why a business would be interested in participating
in conservation and sustainable utilization of resources are myriad. Frisvold
and Condon (1998) peint out tnat the loss of species diversity, also known as
genetic erosion or hiediversity loss, negatively impacts commercial
agricultural crops and‘candead to complete collapse of some genetic species.
Such a scenarigwould presumably have a negative economic impact and
businesses wouldwanito avoid this fr(;)fﬁ happening. Ashman (2001) finds
that the private Sector engages in collaboration usually for one of two
reasons. The firstis that collaboration \):z,ith other stakeholders (i.e.,
government or civil society) creates somé'pérceived benefit to the core
business of the company. The second reé_sgn is philanthropic and stems from
the desire of the company:to. create a positive brand image with the public or,
less frequently, a true sense of responsibﬁy on the part of the business
leaders. The results from Ashman’s com-bé'rét—i\’/é analysisshow that
“strategic” partneiships-are-“no-more-successiul-than-the ‘resource-based”
partnerships (philanthropy) in real-time applications in Brazil, India and South
Africa (2001: 1100). Not all researchers agree with Ashman’s findings.
Hopkins (2007) believes that philanthropy should be abandoned in favour of
strategiC partnerships as well as CSR projects which @are focused on
developing the Glebal'South. The former, he argues, is'not as effective in
achieving sustainable development because philanthropy creates
dependency. of the recipient'on the donor.

There'are myriad factors which could influenee private
companies to engage in public-private partnerships. Siebenhuner and Suplie
(2005: 512) describe “external influences” which can be significant drivers of
“learning processes” and can include “political pressures, changing demand

structures, new competitors, new scientific findings, technological innovations,
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criticisms from NGOs, other parts of industry or from the media.” Each of
these can also be understood as a potential factor for a private company to
work more closely with the public sector. In general, such factors can be
categorized as financial incentives, corporate social responsibility (CSR), or

risk reduction to the company’'s business model.

2.2.1. Financial Incentives

There is cestainly ampI;a evidenee that shows that environmental
protection and best praetices can lead to cost savings and financial benefit
(Frisvold and Condong1998; WBCSD, 2006; Heal, 2007). Frisvold and
Condon (1998) describe examples Wh_erg_e plant genetic resources led to
substantial profits from aybrid agriculturéil crops while the World Business
Council on Sustainable Development ﬁfghljghts the cost savings from eco-
efficient lighting and clean technologies":_as an opportunity and motivating
factor for businesses o get involved in environmental concerns (WBCSD,
2006). Heal (2007) cpines that the private sector is willing to “over-comply” or
do more than what is required by law becauég_.it allows them to “internalize
external effects”, thereby reducing the amfurn-t of social conflict which may
otherwise exist between business interests and social interests and leading to
longer-term sustainability of the company. These outcomesican thus benefit
the financial bettom line of the organization and provide further incentive for
the private sector to have a business strategy with regard to the natural
environment.

Suehjineentives stemsfroam-thescongept of,natural-capital, or the
notion that natural reseurces and ecosystem services have an&conomic
value. With this understanding, efforts have been made to quantify this value
intor@a’ monetary equivalent (ten Kate andrkaird,/1999;/RausserandsSmall,
2000). While determining.the value of ecosystem services.such as the
sequestration of greenhouse gases or the conversion of carbon dioxide into
oxygen by trees has proven challenging, researchers have had greater
success determining the value of plant genetic resources: whole plants such

as agricultural crops as well as plant extracts or derivatives which are utilized
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as key ingredients in the pharmaceutical, cosmetic and biotechnology
industries. Research conducted by ten Kate and Laird (1999) shows that
global sales of products which utilized some form of plant genetic resources
totalled in between USD 500 and USD 800 billion a year as of 1999. Gurib-
Fakim (2005: 1) found that “in the pharmaceutical industry, natural products
contribute somewhere between 25-50% oithe total sales of the products on
the market.” Some have even referred to plant.genetic resources as “critical
inputs” for growing the biotechnology industry.(Erisvold and Condon, 1998:
553). As the size of thesbiotechinology and pharmaceutical sectors has
continued to grow overthedast cdecade, the value derived from sales of
products which utilize plani‘genetic resources may be much higher at the
present.

The importance of approf:):riaat_e valuation of natural capital is not
to be underestimaied, especially when"considering the concept of neoliberal
environmental governance and public-private partnerships described earlier in
the chapter and res€arched by the likes of Young (1990), Lane (2003) or
Larner and Craig (2008). In fact, some suggest that utilizing a neoliberal or
market-based approach to conservation and onvironmental management
requires placing a value on hature (Robériéoﬁ,'2004). Richerzhagen and
Holm-Mueller:(2005: 447) elaborate upon the necessity af guantifying the
value of natural'capital if a market-based approach to conservation is used,
stating that “conservation of biodiversity can only be obtained if the private
benefit of conserving biodiversity exceeds the private benefits of cultivating
land or.ef any other biediversity. damaging activity,(e.g«commercial logging).”
It is because.of this private benefit of higher financial returns that many

businesses choose to engage in public-private partnerships.

2.2.2.. Corparate Social Respansibility

While financial incentives can be considered one reason for the
private sector to willingly engage in public-private partnerships dealing with
the natural environment, there are other reasons as well. Corporate social

responsibility (CSR) is one such reason and must be considered when



17

analyzing business engagement in environmental management and
conservation projects. Definitions of CSR vary and are used differently by
different researchers and businesses. There are some common elements
within the definitions, particularly that CSR (i) has some social benefit, (ii) is
voluntary in nature and not foreed upon the firm, and (iii) comprises actions
which go beyond the minimum corporate gompliance as required by law
(Husted and Allen, 2007; Crowther ar_1d Capaldi;2008). One of the most
complete definitions is offered by Hoi)kins (2003:.10):

CSR is concerned with treating the stakeholders of the firm

ethicallyerin@ responsible manner. ‘Ethically or responsible’

means treating stakeholders in a manner deemed acceptable in
civilized saCieties. Socialxiﬁ.cludes economic and environmental
responsibility. Stakeholdé}s exist both within a firm and outside.

The widegaim of sacial ré§ponsibi|ity is to create higher and

higher standards. of living, while preserving the profitability of the

corporation, for peoples both _vvithin and outside the corporation.
Clearly, the definition is relevant to biodiverégy projects in that such projects
address environmental responsibility to sﬁkél;olders both within and outside
the firm. Considering the environment as'ﬁ.éc':tﬂ'o’f CSR then_implies that firms
treat the naturallenvironment in such as way as “deemed.acceptable in
civilized societies” while still preserving profitability.

Private firms opt to engage in CSR campaigns for a multitude of
reasons, although not usually for profit motives; Vogel (2005: 17) points out
that “there is no evidence.that behaving.morevirtuously makes.firms more
profitable.” Semeétimes; such campaignsgare driven by a company’s leaders
who may-wish to truly manage the firm in a socially responsible manner;
whenvdriven-hy thesesmetives; CSR can “represent a movejaway fromrthe
traditional view of companies simplyspraviding services and produgts, to
contributing to the welfare of society” (Tudor et al., 2008: 766). More often
though, CSR motives are driven by pressures from democratic governments
and social groups to comply with national legislation or be ethically

responsible for any actions taken (Ashman, 2001; Vogel, 2005). The declining
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legitimacy of some public service sectors has only added to that pressure
upon corporations and businesses to be proactive. This development is one
of the drivers behind CSR initiatives and public-private partnerships in
general.

Research of the CSR motives of private companies in Thailand
is lacking. There are a number of CSR iniuatives in Bangkok including the
CSR Club comprising publically-trade_d corporaitions (Thai Listed Companies
Association, 2010); the Soeial Ventu;e Network Asia (SVN Asia) which runs a
CSR Centre in Thailandtharpublishes a monthly CSR journal called
“Business & Saociety” (SVNAsia (Thailand), 2011); and the Net Impact
Bangkok Professional @hapter which'aims to support socially responsibly
practices in the private secior and operéfes from a base location at the Sasin
Business Schoelat Chulalongkorn UniVergs_ity (Net Impact, 2006).

Eachrof these groups attré}_cts a different type of member. The
CSR Club only includes those campanies which opt in and are publically
traded on the Stock'Exchange of Thailand ESET). SVN Asia attracts a
membership that is largely,lecal small and njgt_:lium sized enterprises (SMESs).
The Net Impact Bangkok Professional Ch?pfé.r regularly attracts a large
number of expatriates, foreign business bWﬁ’e%é,' CSR enthusiasts and
graduate students. Hence, each group appeals to-a unigue.segment of the
business community and demonstrates just how diverse the interest in CSR
has become. Siill, the motives behind joining such CSR groups and for Thai
businesses undertaking CSR initiatives are not clear and would benefit from

additional research.

2.2.3:Risk Reduction in Operating Environs

A third:factor which influencesbusinesses to engagein public-
private partnerships is risk reduction: This'is closely related to the operating
environment of the business and the social or political risks of doing business
in a particular locale. Das Gupta (2008: 100) points out that "socio-political
instability can, in turn, be detrimental to business". Hence, a company can opt

to work closely with the public sector to limit the amount of socio-political risk
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in the places where it does business. This is sometimes a motivation for CSR
campaigns as well.

Risk reduction can also be viewed as a kind of long-term
investment strategy. For instance, Crowther and Capaldi (2008: 7) explain
that “good environmental performance hy an organisation in the presentis in
reality an investment in the future of the crganisation itself” because by
limiting its environmentally driven inp_uts, the fismis preserving more
environmental supplies for.ihe futuré-“which will enable the organisation to
operate in the future in.a'Similar way to its operations in the present”. The
Coca-Cola Company,ene of the world’s largest producers of beverages, has
engaged in suchan injiiative Py striving to return enough freshwater back to
the natural environmentito iully offset thé amount of water used in their

beverages andbeverage production (fhe}Coca-Cola Company, 2010).

2.3. Private Sector Engagement in Implementing the CBD

The basis for privaie sector.engagement in the national
implementation of the CBD is well establi'shéc{_.-in the documentation of the
Convention. Article 10 requests Parties to encourage cooperation between
their national governmen’t' and private se-c'tt')-f:t‘éxdevelop methods of
sustainable use for biclogical resources. Article 16 calls jar-policy measures
to be enacted by Parties wherein the private sector would facilitate “access to,
joint development and transfer of technology” which would benefit both
governments and the private sector in developing countries in particular.

Whereasithe CBD articlesigive;briefmention:to the private
sector, the decisions téken by the Conference of the Parties (COP) refers to
the private sector in much greater detail and frequency. The issue first
receivednotice, in COP decision|lII/6 regarding financial resources, wheréin
the Conference of the'Parties *requests the Executive Seeretary to explere
further possibilities for encouraging the involvement of the private sector in
supporting the Convention’s objectives” (SCBD, 1996). Thereafter, references
to the private sector became more frequent in the CBD meetings. The final
decisions coming out of the Fourth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties



20

(COP 4) made extensive reference to the private sector and the need to
encourage its involvement in the Convention.

Perhaps most explicit among the Parties to the Convention in
calling for private sector involvement was the government of the United
Kingdom in its Review of the Operations ofithe Convention on Biological
Diversity, submitted on the sidelines of COP_4'which took place in Bratislava,
Slovakia, in 1998. In theii submission, the UK gevernment stated that
effective implementation of.the CBDT-could only.occur if civil society —
including the private segetor = was actively involved and thus, the COP should
explore the linkages giithe £BD and ¢ivil society to promote better information
exchange (SCBD, 1998). _

It waginot until the Eighth R’)Ieeting of the Conference of the
Parties (COP 8) that ihe issue of engafjerp_ent with the private sector would
be highlighted at Iength. Decision VIII/l"Z is entirely dedicated to private-sector
engagement and importantly.covers the pessible mechanisms to be used “in
facilitating contributions®and the “reasons for promoting the engagement of
business and industry.in the implementati_on%gt the Convention.” Among the
reasons identified in COP decision Vlllllﬁ{r:ej:.

(a) the contribution that-adoption.of best practices by business could
render.towards the goals of the Convention, noting that the private
sector4is*arguably the least engaged of all stakehelders in the
implementation” and that business actions “have major impacts on
biodiversity”;

(b) .the power. and-influence, held by the private sector.en “Governments
and publi¢c opinion”;

(c) the knowledge, technological resources and organizational skills which

the privatejseetorbrings to the collaberative mix:

In the last three'meetings of the COP (COP '8'in Curitiba, Brazil,
COP 9 in Bonn, Germany; COP 10 in Nagoya, Japan), the significance of the
private sector and business community has reached a high point. Each has
issued a decision which focused entirely on business and private sector

engagement. Further, the frequency of references to business and private



21

sector has also increased. The COP decisions reached at the COP 8 meeting
contain 46 instances of the word “private” (as in ‘private sector’) or the word
“business”; the number of same word appearances increases to 51 instances
in the COP 9 decisions and even higher to 81 instances of “private” or
“business” within COP 10 decisions (SCBD, 2011). This can be understood to
represent the growing importance which the Member Parties to the CBD
place on engagementwith the privat(_a sector.angon businesses in particular;
indeed, the term “business.sector” a;gpears with_higher frequency in the COP
10 decisions as opposed to.“private sector”, something not previously seen in
the COP decisions. This indicates a greater focus on the business community
rather than NGOs (whoare also traditionally understood to be representative
of the private sectar).

AIKCBD Artigles and COIDfaeacisions which contain any reference
to “business” or the “private” sector hav'g been tabulated and categorized in
Table 2.1. '

Table 2.1  Thematic categarization of GBD Articles and COP decisions
which refer to “private” sector or fbusiness”

Number of
. Decisions// Articles |
gzgfgilﬁﬂggéergory/ ' referringto Reference Locations
J "private" sector or
“pusiness"
Financial Resources COP Decisions 1/2; 111/6; 1V/12;
VI11; Vi[22; VI/16; VII/20;

10 VI/21;8X/11; X/3
Private Sector COP Decisions VI/26; VIII/8;
Engagement / Business VII/15; VIII/17; IX/8; IX/26;
Engagement 8 X125 X|44
Technology Fransfer / Article 16. COR Decisions II/4;
Knowledge Transfer IV/1; VII/29; VIII/12; IX/14;

7 X/16
g‘ﬁ‘;fif\za(‘g‘ég)e”ef't GOP Deéisions 1VIg v/ze!

M1/24: VIV19; VIII/4y X/

I Nagoya Protocol, Article 22
Article 8(j) and related COP Decisions V/16; VI/10;
provisions 7 VII/16; IX/13; X/40; X/42; X/43
Incentive Measures COP Decisions 111/18: V/15:

6 VI/15; VIIII25; IX/6; X/44




Clearing-House
Mechanism
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COP Decisions I1/3; 11/4; IV/2;

5 V/14; VIll/11
Sustainable Use Article 10. COP Decisions
5 V/24; VIII12; X/32; X/44
Agricultural Biodiversity COP Decisions IV/6; VIII/23;
4 IX/1; 1X/2
Protected Areas (Art. 8(a) - COP Decisions VI1/28:
(&) 4 ViI1/24; 1X/18; X/31
Biodiversity and tourisimn COP Decisions IV/15; VI/14;
8 Vil/14
Forest Biodiversity COP Decisions V/4; V1/22;
3 IX/5
National Reports CORP Decisions 11/17; VI/25;
8 X/10
Communication,
Education, Public COP Decisions VI/19; 1X/32;
Awareness (CEPA) 28 X/22
Marine & Coastal
Biodiversity 2 CORP Decisions V/3 and VII/5
Inland Water Biodiversity, COP Decisions VII/4 and
2 VIII/20
Ecosystem Approach /
Millennium Ecosystem COP Decisions VII/11 and
Assessment 2 VI11/9
Dry, Sub-Humid Lands COP Decisions VII/2 and
Biodiversity 2 IX/17
Invasive Alien Species COP Decisions VI/23 and
/. 1.X/38
Miscellaneous* COP Decisions 11/12; V/1;
(*aggregated toinclude all VI8, MI9; MI/21;, VII2T; VI/29;
themes which lacked at VI, VI35 X/2; X/6; X/37.
least two references) Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
15 2011-2020

The rankings in Table 2.1 indicate thatthe private sector and

business community are most commonly referred to in CBD documentation in

relation.to financial resources. As earlyas. 1996,the.COR.was-diseussing

how to engage the private secter foradditional finrancial resourcesito

iImplement the Convention. The second most frequent subject in reference to

the business community is engagement. This topic shows up more often in

later COP decisions as Parties discuss how to best engage the private sector

to collaborate in public-private partnerships which could further the national
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implementation of the CBD. In this regard, the present research on private
sector engagement in Thailand will be valuable as a case study for other
Parties interested in this topic.

In addition to financial resources and engagement, calls for the
private sector to get involved with the implementation of the CBD are
particularly strong with regard to technology and knowledge transfer. The so-
called "knowledge gap* between rich_and pooi-eountries is high, but
especially so between the private co?npanies doing research in the developed
world and the state-sponSored institutes engaged in research in the
developing world (Rausser; Simon, and Ameden, 20007499). Rausser,
Simon, and Ameden (2000) strmise that public-private partnerships (PPPs)
are a logical way toiincrease the equity by having the private companies
transfer knowledge to'the state aciors Via}such collaboration.

This is hotito say that the ﬁfivate sector must do all the thinking.
Indeed, the public institutions in developing countries must plan carefully and
strategically so that the appropriate therrlgtic areas where synergies may
arise are the focus of suchknewledge transfgr__(Rausser, Simon, and
Ameden, 2000). The CBD and the associﬁerd;decisions by the Conference of
the Parties (COP) to.the CBD may prove 'l-..lé_éf.ljl In such strategic planning as
numerous thematic areas are discussed at length-therein.(e/g., access to
plant genetic resources, benefit-sharing, in situ conservation, traditional and
indigenous knowledge).

In Thailand, and more broadly in developing countries as a
whole, more research-s needed to.examine.whether state-actors are crafting
knowledge transfer strategies around sueh thematic areas when they do
engage in PPPs.

As extensive-as-the calls fargprivate-seetor engagement are
within CBD decisions and academicresearch, there s less information.on
whether private companies have any interest in engaging with government to
implement projects related to CBD implementation. Some companies may be
proactive and seek to be “first-movers” in pursuing CBD-related

environmental outreach; indeed, COP decision VIII/17 points out that there
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are members of the private sector who are engaged in collaborative activities
to implement the Convention. However, there has equally been a resistance
to engage in the CBD process. While many developed countries which
imported genetic resources from biodiversity-rich countries sought to engage
multiple stakeholders such as the private sector in debating the access and
benefit-sharing (ABS) provisions of the Convention, the overall response from
the business community-was apprehensive, aceording to Siebenhuner and
Suplie (2005); specifically,the mentfoning of guidelines to define a set of
standards for bioprospeeting activities in line with the CBD caused concern
rather than active cooperation” (Siebenhuner and Suplie, 2005: 513).

Theg@pprehension may possibly be attributed to a lack of
encouragement from the global econom"i'.c marketplace to prioritize
environmental stewagdship among the?t‘)uasjness community. As the world's
largest economy, the United States of Aﬂmérica (USA) has a significant reach
in the global business community. The fact that the USA has not ratified the
CBD may have seta precedent for busthe_s_s to ignore engagement in the
CBD or to participate in nationat implemeptaij,qn.

The lack of engagement fron‘ﬁﬁeg private sector in implementing
the Convention, however, is also attributé'a-'fO‘;é lack of awareness of the CBD
itself. Gurib-Eakim (2005: 3) cites Iwu and Laird (1998) when she states that
businesses which are dependent on floral and faunal biodiversity for their
products — such as in the cosmetics, medicinal and personal care industries —
display “significahtly low” level of “awareness of the CBD”. Other research
has uncevered that 64-percent.of European,Union, citizens-either have never
heard of the term “biodiversity’ or have heard of the term but de not know
what it means (Zeller Jr., 2010). With such poor public awareness, it is
interesting tesnote that only three GOP idecisions*make, reference to,improving
communication, education andpublic awareness’in relation to the private

Sector and business community (Table 2.1).
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2.3.1. Access to Genetic Resources and Benefit-Sharing (ABS)

Another thematic area within the CBD which garners attention in
relation to the private sector is that of access to genetic resources and
benefit-sharing, also known as ABS. As seen in Table 2.1, ABS-related
provisions within the CBD documentation/are some of the most frequent to
reference “business” or the “private” sectom” Thereason is because
businesses are some.oi the largestfinancial-beneficiaries of biodiversity,
particularly in the dferm of plant.genetic resources. When, in 1999, ten Kate
and Laird studied the global sales of products which eontain derivatives or are
derived from genetie'sources, they found that the value of such products lie
somewhere in the range of USD 500 billion and USD 800 billion a year (ten
Kate and Laird, 1999).These productslextend across a variety of industries,
from cosmetics and pharmaceuticals to agriculture and botanicals.

ABS provisions within thé CBD are an attempt by Parties to the
Convention to share the benefits derived:'f'rd'r:n biodiversity in an equitable
manner so that the full benefit'is not sqdai;ldered by the private industries
described above. Since many of these cdjn[;a'chies benefitting financially are
based in developed countries, the ABS diaI,QQU_e often frames the
stakeholders initerms of “provider countrieé", or countries/which are the
source of originrand export of genetic resources, and “reeipient countries”
which import genetic resources (Siebenhuner and Suplie, 2005: 513). The
line between pravider and recipient countries is not always clear. For
instance, Thailandds a.major donor country:for rice, particularly the native
variety known as' Hom Mali; or jasmine Tice."Yet Thailand isalse a recipient
country in,the form of apples imported from China and wheat imported from
the United States.

By.the very nature of genetic resources 'resulting in seme
private value to be gained, ABS provisions add to the concept of a “market”
for biological resources (Richerzhagen and Holm-Mueller, 2005). In the global
marketplace of international trade, it is the private value of tradeable
biological resources which can have a major effect on how sustainably such
resources are utilized. Hence, ABS provisions go to the very heart of the
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CBD’s objectives of conservation, sustainable use, and fair and equitable
sharing of benefits. At a minimum, there is an implied expectation that
developed countries, with their bringing technological advancements in
genetic resources to market, will share the gains from such activity, either in
terms of financial resources, technological know-how, or research
(Siebenhuner and Suplie, 2005).

Brenner(1997) explains that PPRPsshould be understood as a
necessity rather an as an.eption becéuse of-how the private sector's role in
the biotechnology industry has grown over the past 50 years. Whereas the
"Green Revolution” of.the 1970s was brought to market by public-funded
research institutes andphilanthropic entities in developed countries, the
growth and expansion of the bioteeh ind'-t.lstry, especially in agricultural
developments including seed hybridizaxt:ior)_ and genetically modified food
crops, has been daven by the private sérctor (Brenner, 1997: 8). Indeed, ten
Kate (2002) proposes that it isnot the governments themselves that do the
majority of the implementation but the ot[p[ stakeholders such as universities,
NGOs, research institutes and the private sector which do so. When
considered alongside research showing that i;westment in agricultural
research is flat or shrinkingin-developing '}:b’uhtries (Brenner, 1997; Rausser,
Simon, and Ameden, 2000; Pray and Naseem, 2003), there/is a strong case
for encouraging private sector engagement alongside state‘actors in CBD
implementation.

There are private companies in Thailand that are implementing
geneticresearch-and.development(R&D).programmes, that further the
national implementation of the/CBD. The CP. Group is ane such company and
its genetic research and development work with Thai species of chicken and
buffalo is,one,of thescase-studies relevantito-this-thesis, furtherexplored in
Chapter 4.

2.4. Geographical Distribution of CBD-related Research

The literature relating to private sector engagement, CSR and

the CBD in practice largely focus on public policy theory in areas outside of
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Southeast Asia (Dyker, 2001; Ingenbleek et al., 2007). While studies from
developing countries are considered (Ashman, 2001; Fryxell and Lo, 2001;
Artuso, 2002), Thailand is rarely highlighted in this regard. An exception is
Gerpacio (2003) who considers research and development of maize in private
sector versus public sector capacities in/Asian countries including Thailand.
Here, Gerpacio concludes that “the reluectance of the private sector ... to
address the needs of marginal maize farmers.should encourage the public
sector to continue playing.an-active rble in maize research and development”
as well as technology. dissemination (Gerpacio, 2003: 319).

The ABSidialegue has also been assessed from a Japanese
perspective by Sumida(2008). Soon after the CBD was developed in Rio de
Janeiro in 1992, the Japan Bioindustry,&ésociation (JBA) began collaboration
with Japanese busingsses which benefit from biclogical resources to assist
the Japanese government in the implerhentation of the CBD, with particular
focus on the ABS provisions which stood to affect the Japanese bioindustry
(e.g., cosmetics, pharmaceuticals; etc.)..ﬁs_a recipient country, Japan is
reliant on provider countries-ike Thailand for ebtaining the derivatives of
genetic resources which form the basis foT’nu;nerous products. The
aforementioned apprehension of the buéiﬁé’ssf community to engage in ABS
related dialogue (Siebenhuner and Suplie, 2005) out of coneern about new
ABS policies ever-regulating the industry did not escape the pharmaceutical
industry in Japan, where there was perception that the “CBD has negatively
affected corporate management’s incentives for investment in natural
product-based drug discovery because.of uncertainty-over.the.regulatory
procedures of a humber of developing ceuntries”/(Sumida, 2008: 39).

Rather than pull away from the CBD, the JBA in partnership with
the Ministryyof Eeconemys<Frade and Industry<ME{ I)«decided to.engage with
developing'(provider) countriesito pramote technology transfer and
knowledge sharing on “win-win” terms. Japan, through the efforts of the JBA
and the METI, planned for several bilateral research cooperation projects
throughout Southeast Asia to facilitate this technology transfer and knowledge

sharing; in doing so, they were furthering Japan’s implementation of CBD
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Article 16 (*Access to and transfer of technology”), Article 17 (“Exchange of
information”), Article 18 (“Technical and scientific cooperation”), and COP 7
Decision VII/29, among others.

Thailand, as an important provider country for the Japanese
bioindustry, was one of three countries (the others being Malaysia and
Indonesia) with which the JBA and the MET] established Bilateral Research
Cooperation Projects;these projects _“exchanged a total of 591 Japanese and
Southeast Asian scientistsyinstalled j[he mosi-needed equipment and
instruments in the locakresearch facilities, and sponsored domestic research
programs” (Sumida, 2008:.39). While, Sumida’s research gives a clear
example of an Asian re€ipient country engaging in ABS related developments
with Thailand, therg'does not appear to ';E.)e research from the Thailand
perspective in this arga. ' r

Similarly, CSR is an area*':v_vhich IS heavily researched in
developed markets but less so from the developing country perspective. In
general, CSR literattire falls into four main Ehematic areas including social,
environmental, ethics and stakeholders (L_oc}gett et al., 2006; Visser, 2008).
The understanding of CSR IS largely comﬁg: f;om the developed countries of
the West (Gugler and Shi, 2007) and Thailand’s fledging CSR movement is
still nascent..Ofthe developed market CSR research, the.major themes
comprise ethieal and environmental issues (Lockett et al:;-2006); however,
developing countries have a tendency to focus on social development wthin
CSR initiatives (Visser, 2008).

If Viisser's findings also-holds true for Thailand, the expected
outcome of the present research would show a preference ameng responding
businesses to focus on social thematic areas instead of the kinds of
envirenmental themes (e:g. sconservationy ABS;1orestyrestaration)which
make up the CBD literature. Such outcames are heretofore unfounded. in the
Thai context; hence, the present thesis proposes novel research that
simultaneously sheds new light on the private sector’s sentiment towards

CSR in Thailand as well as private sector engagement and collaboration with
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other stakeholders towards environmental best practices in line with the CBD
documentation.

AULININTNEINS
AR TUNNINGAY



CHAPTER I

METHODOLOGY

Two instruments were used inithe data collection: case studies
and a survey questionnaire. The instruments.address different aspects of
private sector engagement. While the survey questionnaire sought to gauge
the current sentiments of the private sector with regard to CSR, biological
diversity and collaboration with the government and academic sectors, the
case studies demonstraté the ability of the Thai private sector to contribute
towards national implementation of the CBD. The latter point was deemed
necessary for the'thesis because-having real examples helps convey to the
reader the type of private sector engag:erﬁént which is possible in relation to

the CBD (and the articles and COP deci'sion_s of which'it is comprised).

3.1. The Case Studies of the Charoen Pokphand Group and PTT
Public Company-limited 2 0

3.1.1. Desk Study- = - f -

Various sources of information were compiled and reviewed to
understand the types of CSR initiatives employed by the-Charoen Pokphand
Group (CP Group) and PTT Public Company Limited (RFT). This included
company websitesyinformation pamphlets, CSR annual reports, compact
disks containing electronic presentations;.newspaper articles,"and other

reports.

341 .2+ Field VYisits

To observe firsthand the type of projects which PTT and CP
Group engage in with regard to biological resources and environment, two
field sites were visited: PTT’s Sirinath Rajini Mangrove Forest Ecology
Learning Center in Pranburi, Thailand, and CP Group’s Native Chicken

Academic and Demonstration Center in Chonburi, Thailand.
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The Sirinath Rajini Mangrove Forest Ecology Learning Center
was visited once on July 22, 2009. Two separate visits were made to CP
Group’s Native Chicken Academic and Demonstration Center — once on July
21, 2009, and again on April 22, 2010.

3.1.3. Interviews

A consultant.to CP GroJup was.interviewed on June 29, 2009,
regarding CP Group’s CSRinitiatives in relation to CBD implementation in
Thailand. As a representative of CP Group, the consultant participated in the
Ninth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP 9) 1o the CBD in Bonn,
Germany. v

Another interview was Iate.’r' arranged with the Vice President of
the Native Chicken Business at CP Grz_)‘upr on April 22, 2010. The Vice
President of the Native Chicken Busine’g,s ieads CP Group’s research and
development (R&D) efforts in relation to native species of chicken and water
buffalo in Thailand,including ex situ conservation efforts through sperm
banks and breeding programs.. -, i:_;),

While no arranged intervieVV.?tp(-)k place with staff from PTT, in-
person discussions took place during the field visiton July.22, 2009, and

personal communications followed via e-mail.

3.1.4. Constraints

The case studies of the CP Group and PTT are limited by the
sheer sizé and breadth,of-activitieswhich-beth companies-engage in. To fully
research andireport on every type of CSR initiative.which these multi-national
corporations (MNCs) undertake is beyond the scope of this thesis. Hence,
only these CSR initiatives which|relate to enviranmental iSsuesiare covered

herein. Socially themed projects were not'reviewed.
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3.2. Survey Questionnaire

3.2.1. Purpose

A survey questionnaire was decimed the most efficient
instrument to utilize in.order o collect data.irom the largest number of
businesses in the private sector. Given the thousands of businesses spread
across Thailand, engaging invindividual interviews with businesses was
deemed inefficient andunrealistic. Focus group discussions and other group
settings were alsgideemed.to be inaplpropriate for this study. Such group
methods are costly and gan/bias the results when group sentiment sways
honest individual feedback. Further, the research proposed herein is fairly
high-level and does notrequire subject}\/leeedback. The form data is
standardized forall participants. Furthef;'_;hq_questionnaire allows for
statements of mode Such as frequency Qf_,pe.rcentage figures (Gomm, 2008:
26). Knowing the mode, for example, all_cI)__-v;s };he researcher to identify the
most common type of social-eutreach pro¢arﬁs amongst the participants or
the percentage of respondents that consider environmental initiatives as
outside the scope of their business interests.

The questionnaire was devised with the intent of assessing the
willingness of the private sector in Thailand to engage in public-private
partnerships and other environmental management initiatives that are called
for in the COP decisions of the CBD. The purpose of the questionnaire also
included gauging'the extent of CSR applications being utilized by the
respondents’ companies. Understanding the penetration of CSR programs in
the participating private sector and.knowing what types of CSR initiatives are
mast frequently used is very useful information. Knowing this information
allows one to understand the relative importance that companies place on
environmental outreach compared to other common CSR goals such as
poverty reduction, community infrastructure improvement and enhancement

of skill sets in the local community. This information could also assist the
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public sector agencies responsible for Thailand’s national CBD
implementation to better hone their engagement methods when reaching out
to the private sector. For example, knowing that a particular business is more
concerned about community initiatives than nationwide issues may help
Thailand’s Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE) to
propose a local-level partnership with that.pasticular company instead of a

large-scale, national-level project.

3.2.2. Language

The surnvey guestionnaire was made available to participants in
both English andThai language. This_isrl_ogical given that the study includes
businesses and campanies basedin T’n:';iiland.

The suweywas created |,n English and subsequently translated
into Thai. Given that werds and meanin"g can sometimes get lost in
translation, every effort was made to make the translations as close to
identical as possible. In addition to the initial translation from English to Thal,
several Thai researchers with strong backgrég.nd in CBD and environmental
terminology made a comparative review oﬁhé two versions to further
strengthen the_quality of the translation. Hdﬁé&er, given the specific
terminology thai is unigue to the CBD, some words are not-easily translated
into Thai language and may present a comparative difference between the
English and Thal versions. Any such effect should be minimal given the

breadth of the survey and the relatively high-level approach taken.

3.2.8. Content

Most of the questions within the survey questionnaire fall within
the nominal ©or categoricallevel (Gomn; 2008)./There are also quéestions with
rating scales (i.e.; rating the'importance of a topic ranging-fromvery
important’ to ‘not important’). In general, these types of questions are deemed
high-level and broad. The reason for keeping the content at a broad level is
because of the wide variation in eligible survey participants and the lack of

data on initial conditions.
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For instance, the small, medium and large businesses from the
private sector were all eligible to participate in the survey. This means that
family-owned small businesses were surveyed alongside large multinational
corporations and all were posed with the same set of questions. This was
done purposely because the COP decisions seek to engage businesses of all
sizes in partnering with governments to furtherthe implementation of the
CBD.

Naturally, the capabilitiés, risks-and opportunities that a
multinational corporatien’is iaced with vary significantly from those faced by a
tiny “mom and pop” type oibusiness. Even so, some questions were posed
(i.e., membershipito standards organizations) that are clearly better fielded by

corporations than by small businesses.

3.2.4. Scope )

Survey participation-was oben-to all businesses with operations
in Thailand, regardiéss of whether they are small, medium and large in terms
of capitalization or number of employees. Businesses were not excluded
based on their size. 7 :

The reason for the wide pa[réfﬁéiérs is.due to.the importance of
small and medium enterprises (SMES) in developing couatries like Thailand.
A report on thesrelationship of business and biodiversity, led by several non-
profit organizations, found that “all companies, even thase located in urban
areas, can make a positive contribution to biodiversity” and that “in the
developing worldsespeciallysit may-be the-local companies-and-SMEs that
hold the key to conserving biodiversity” (Earthwatch Institute, IUCN, and
WBCSD,;2002: 8). In addition, COP 10 Decision X/21 emphasizes “the
interestrand-capacities of:private enterprises;includingjsmall and medium-
sized enterprises; in the conservation and sustainable use.of biodiversity and
ecosystem services.” As such, there is a need to understand how businesses
of all sizes relate to public-private partnerships and environmental thematic
issues of the kind described in the CBD.
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The only prerequisites in participant selection were (i) that the
business has operations in Thailand (exclusively, as in domestic businesses,
or in part, as is the case of multinationals) and (ii) that survey participants
respond on behalf of a for-profit business only. Thus, non-governmental
organizations and civil groups, though often considered part of the larger
private sector, are not included in the scope of the thesis due to the nature of
the survey questions and the limited amount oi.space for fielding such
questions in the survey. Lhe motivatibns forengaging in environmental
governance mechanisms like the CBD are numerous and widespread and are
likely to differ betweendfor-profit businesses and non-profits like NGOs and
civil society organizations. Each of these groups has unique circumstances
which require consideration, espeeially \'/-\"}hen creating guestions within the

context of a sunvey.

3.2.5. Application

The strvey application was applied by cluster sampling (Gomm,
2008: 139). In this case, the Ciusters were the business networking groups
and associations in Thailand that focus oﬁ}es-ponsible business practices,
public-private partnerships and CSR: Thé:s:be;c'ific groups and associations
utilized in this siudy include the Net Impact Bangkok Proiessional Chapter,
the CSR-Thatland Yahoo! Group list, the Management System Certification
Institute of Thailand (MASCI), CSR-Asia, and the Danish-Thai Chamber of
Commerce. While additional groups were contacted for assistance with
distributign of the,survey guestionnaire,.no eonfirmation was received whether
the distribution occurred.

These groups were.contacted because they regularly interact
withtbusinesses and organizationsiinjThailand that have anjinterestini€SR
and corporate respansibility ‘extending beyond the generation of profits.for
shareholders. As such, they have contact lists of private sector companies in
Thailand that may engage in environmental outreach; these companies
certainly fit the description of the private sector which the CBD membership is

hoping to recruit for partnerships.
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These clusters agreed to disperse an e-mail to their contacts
and members which included an Internet link to an online version of the
survey questionnaire. By clicking the link, the recipients were taken to the
survey questionnaire and were able to participate in the study. Participants
were given the choice of filling out the questionnaire in English or in Thai
language.

This applieation method of clusiersampling is very efficient in
that a single e-mail sent by-ihe group associations and business networks
immediately reaches hundreds of representatives from eligible companies.
This means that the sample size can grow quite quickly within a short amount
of time. Howeveigthergarg alsg drawbacks to this approach. First, the
sample is biased inthatonly businesses'-;that are connected to the CSR
networks and group associations are cBntgcted. Businesses outside of these
networks do not form part of the samplé, Second, the online application of the
survey means that busingsses must have Internet access and a certain level
of tech savvy to participate. Thailand bei[}_g_a developing country with a major
part of gross domestic product (GDP) being g_e_nerated by farmers and the
agriculture industry, Internet access is not a standard feature for all of the
private sector. Thus, the cluster sample i’s'r‘ only representative of those
businesses with: Internet access.

However, cluster sampling was not the only-method of
application. Personal e-malls directed at potential participants also
contributed to the overall application of the survey questionnaire. In this case,
potentialbusiness contacts ~— both known.and.unknewn to-the researcher —
were contacted in a similar fashian with a similar request as posed to the
cluster groups. This was done in an effort to further generate responses to the

survey guestionnaire-and-inereaserthe total respoendent size.

3.2.6. Administration

The online questionnaire was developed using SurveyMonkey,
a well known online service provider of survey solutions. Technically, the

survey was available worldwide as the Thai and English webpages that
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hosted the survey were fully accessible to any Internet user who received the
uniform resource locator (URL) addresses; in practice, only those persons
who were informed of the URL address were considered potential visitors to
the online survey. The author is not aware of any instance where a random
Internet user happened to find either webpage and proceed to fill in the online
survey. Since the administrative controls of the website provide full tracking of
all submissions and quality controls to ensure participants are completing the
survey from computers based in Thafiland, the risk of the data being corrupted
by businesses lacking.eperations in Thailand is negligent.

The onlipe questionnaire was applied primarily through
professional networks mentioned above in section 3.2:5 by circulating the
access informationgand request to memBers via e-mail notification. The e-mail
explained the nature of the reésearch aﬁ*d included links to access the Internet
webpage where the supvey lived: Two ﬁpks were provided — one for
accessing the Thai language version of the survey and one for accessing the

English language version. .

3.2.7. Validity

Several types of validity wéf:é"éﬁﬁs’idered while formulating the
survey questionnaire. Content validity refers to whether.ot.not the content of
the survey is relevant to the questions being asked in the research. In
describing content validity, Gomm (p. 34) poses the question, “Does [the
survey] deal with all relevant aspects of what it is supposed to measure?” In
order to-achievesthe clesestpossible-deyvel of,cantent validity in-relation to the
CBD, the COP decisions aof the CBD were reviewed in detail. All references to
“business” or “private sector” were flagged and categorized according to the
subjectheading under, which'the reference appeared.

Foriexample, the subject heading of COP decision I1/6 is
“Additional financial resources” meaning that the Parties to the Convention
looked at this specific subject at the third meeting of the COP and

memorialized the discussion as Decision Ill/6. Paragraph 3 of COP decision
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[11/6 refers to “encouraging the involvement of the private sector in supporting
the Convention’s objectives.”

Table 2.1 categorizes all such references according to the
subjects of the COP decisions and CBD articles under which the references
appear.

The questions of the survey.were developed with consideration
to the trends in Table 2.1. Since the r_najor recurring themes dealing with the
private sector in the COP.decisions i;lclude financial resources, engagement,
technology transfer, inegentive measures and benefit sharing, these topics
constitute the major themaiic areas dealt with in the survey questions. Given
that the references deal with 26 different subject areas, addressing all such
subjects in the survey content was not’réalistic; such a survey would have
been far too detailed and time-consurrﬁhg}for the average respondent to
answer.

Construct validity:was alsé censidered in the formulation of
the survey but ultimately played a Iimited_l.[clle. In order to address construct
validity, one must establish thai the survey'ré_ﬁ_ults are consistent with existing
facts and theories in the studied phenoméﬁdri Among other topics, the
literature review looked at CSR in develdp:i'h'g';éountries; private sector
engagement; CBD implementation; and public-private paitnerships. However,
the literature rarely if ever dealt with the Thai case In partictlar so drawing
relevant comparisons to validate the construct was limited.

To a certain extent, both the construct validity and the content
validity,are ineffective-tools in the case of.the present.research«No prior
research could be identified which looks at the relationship between the
private sector and CBD implementation in Thailand. Even corporate social
andgenyironmental puireaehgnitiatives are; poeorly-understood becausethe
field of CSRis quite nascentinSoutheast Asia in'general and Thailand.in
particular.

External validity, or transferability of results from the
participating group to the wider population, does not hold up in the present

research. The participants in the survey are not statistically representative of
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the true private sector community in Thailand; hence, the results of the survey
cannot be scaled up from the 36 private sector respondents to correlate to all
businesses in Thailand. The author is not aware of any available census data
of Thai businesses to indicate current numbers of capitalization size, type of
industry, market focus, CSR penetration and so on. Therefore, a
representative sample could not be identified.to participate in the research
study. Additionally, the survey was applied threugh existing channels which
may bias the outcome of the results. rThis was explained in detail in section

3.2.5 above regarding.survey application.

3.2.8. Constraints

The fermulation and choicé of content for the survey
guestionnaire creates a number of conxs;traints on the data pool and on the
analysis of the results. The use of ques!tions with rating scales creates the
possibility of what Gamm (2008: 26) calls “positional bias” where respondents
are reluctant “to use the extreme options on a scale ifthey have a choice” -
thereby rendering the majority of responses in.the middle of the scale. The
survey questionnaire had five guestions v?hicr; incorporated rating scales.

Additionally, the stability of’t:hé’ data collected might be affected
based on the.respondents themselves. The majority of partiCipants were
chosen based-on their membership to certain business networking groups
such the Net Impact Professional Chapter. The participants were contacted
through established, contact lists maintained by a number of organizations.
This meanssthat.whichever ecompanytepresentative belonged.te the group
contact list was also the same person torreceive the survey guestionnaire. It
is possible that the results of the survey would change if different employees
within'the participating erganization had completed thejsurveysHencejthe
validity of the 'data is anly.as. good/as the quality Of the respondenis in
accurately representing their companies or organizations.

Comprehensibility, or the ability of the respondents to
understand the language and concepts of the survey instrument (Gomm,

2008: 37), is also a concern. Biodiversity is a very particular term and the



40

CBD a very specific concept, neither of which are common to the typical
workings of industry and business. The survey questionnaire attempted to
identify the level to which comprehensibility affected the participants by
specifically asking the respondents to identify their level of familiarity with the
United Nations Convention on Biolagical Diversity as well as familiarity with
the term ‘biodiversity.” Other than these two terms, the survey was designed
with particular care toraveid academic language-and specific expert terms
from CBD literature such as-access ;md beneiit sharing (ABS), Article 8()),
indigenous peoples, the“ecesystem approach’ and so forth. This was done so
that the survey would be applicable to the layman with no existing knowledge
of the CBD and no environmental background knowledge. The trade-off in
this approach is that the'Survey does no"f. address specific areas of interest
within the CBD;Such.as the request fo?thg private sector to engage in and
maintain the use of remote Sensor tech’rlolbgy to monitor marine biodiversity
trends as called for in'COP decisions /3 and VII/5.

Electing to use the internejtjp_r dispersion of the survey may
have limited the response rate of participanté!,' Gomm (2008: 213) indentifies
internet questionnaires as having a low rate jo} response similar to postal
guestionnaires. However, the ability to réééﬁ'ﬁumerous businesses through
e-mail and cantact lists is believed to offset that limitation, the low response
rate is accepteble when the potential sampling pool is sg'large. The key is to
reach as many private sector businesses as possible through e-mail
distribution channels. The distribution itself is a constraint in the sense that
the researcher cannot-always be,aware.of which eontacts.oept to.further

distribute the.survey tq others unless notification is provided.



CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH FINDINGS
4.1. The Charoen Pokphand Group

The Charoen Pokphand Group(CP Group) was founded by two
brothers, Ek Chor and Siew Whooy Chia; 1n1222 (CP Group, 2004). What
started as a small seed shop in Bangkok has grown into one of Asia’s largest
conglomerates and.thelargest.in Thailand. Today, the CP Group employs
more than 250,000 peoplerand comprises at least eleven different business
groups which are inwelved in‘everything from telecommunications to plastics,
from agricultureto industrial parts. Some: of the CP Group’s numerous
subsidiaries are publicly traded on botf_],the Stock Exchange of Thailand
(SET) and the New York Stack Excharigeff

Thedargest subsidiary-of the CP Group is the CP Foods Group
(CPF) which focuses on the‘full food pri?d‘Uc*t'ion supply chain: seed
development, agriculture, animal feed, livés—t,ock farming, aquaculture and
shrimp farming / production,food proceséiﬁd;‘hnd wholesale and retail sales.
The company has adopted the slogan: KjEZhen of the world” (Charoen
Pokphand Foods PCL, ZOOTéb). The CPF'hés_qgré)wn into a multinational entity
with operations.in-Asia;-Europe-and-iNorth-America:

By raising livestock such as cattle, chickens and swine on an
industrial scale,.the CPF has a substantial impact upon.the natural
environment. The €PF’s aquaculture and shrimp farming activities can affect
mangrove forests, and its.agricultural products including cerni"'soybeans and
rice also, utilize large tracts of land. ‘All of these'operations have strong
correlations to the CBD in areasiranging from sustainable use of bielagical
diversity to access and benefit sharing. The CPF has recognized ihese
connections and has engaged in various environmental managenient

initiatives through its CSR program.
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41.1. CSR Framework

With their agricultural underpinnings, the CPF has a strong
connection to the natural environment where crops are grown and livestock
are raised. As such they have adopted a broad CSR framework and concept
of corporate responsibility. According to a company CSR presentation
(Jiarakongman, 2010: 5):

[CPF] always iealize that the couniry.and society have given it

an epportunity-to.operate its business."Therefore, it is the CPF

respensibiliy to'support activities that are beneficial to society
through'joint eiforts with employees, families, communities, and
societydn order t@ improve the overall guality of society.
The social emphasis isiclear. The CPF;aIso realizes that the communities are
its customers so the'relations with soci?ty‘are crucial for its business
development. -

The CSR framework utilizéa'bif the CPFE covers a wide
spectrum including technology transfer,"é;'lvironment, energy, community and
public welfare, job creation, healthcare a@ S-i;i)rting activities (Charoen
Pokphand Foods PCL, 2008a): Predomir_1_éﬁ=n_t_l};1,L the CPF has focused on
farmers and farming comrhunities as parf df Its outreach campaigns. Given
the nature of this thesis and the focus on the CBD and public-private
partnerships in environmental management, the only aspect of the CPF’'s
CSR frameworkeviewed herein are those projects which relate to

environmental managements and benefits to farmers.

4.1.2. Enpvironmental Managementiand Farmer’s Benefits

The CPF’'s CSR projects in the area.of technology transfer,
agriculture,/environmental restoration, indigenous knoewledge, and'ex situ
conservation all contribute to the national implementation of the CBD. These
linkages are shown in Table 4.1 under section 4.1.4. Most of these projects
involve partnership with local communities, government agencies or other

businesses.
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Integrated and Contract Farming: The CPF operates a nationwide contract

farming operation in Thailand, which provides management training and
best practices to over 10,000 local farmers. While the farmers must utilize
their own land for the farming, the CPF provides breeders, vaccinations,
animal feed, as well as price guarantees for buying back the swine and
chickens (broilers and layers) from the fapmers (Charoen Pokphand Foods
PCL, 2008i). The CPE has also e_mulated this'program with 5,000
aquaculture farmers whe raise “tébtim” fish.. The programs have resulted
in higher wages andSustainable incomes for local farmers. This model
also embodies a form of technology transfer in that local farmers are

getting access to medigines and vaccinations free-of-charge.

Agricultural Villages:The CPF has ehgaged in several projects of similar
design, wherein lgcal farmers are t;ught new techniques and skills and
the CPF provides them with all capi’tlgl equipment (farms, tools, land),
supplies (feed, medicines, vaccinatio'r-]s)eand farming inputs (swine,
chickens, goats, rice, etc). The farmers cover the costs by taking out a
preferred loan with'a partnering bank,'.whi_q_h the CPF supports as a loan
guarantor. These projects have resultéﬁjﬁ technology and knowledge
transfer to the farmers, increased incomes for the local families, and
predictable agriculiural inputs for the CPF to buy backdnto its food
production-supply chain. Examples of these kinds of projects include the
Nong-Wah Agricultural Village (Charoen Pokphand Foods PCL, 2008g),
the Kam-Phaeng-Phet Agricultural Village (Charoen Pokphand Foods
PCL+2008f),the Pak-lor, Area Revelopment Projeet (Ehareen Pokphand
Foads PCL, 2008h), and the Huay-Ong-Kot Project (Charoen Pokphand
Foods PCL, 2008e).

Biogas and biodiesel=The'CPR haslintreduced hiogasiand hiodiesel

production facilities utilizingthe waste and by=products.of the agriculture
and livestock production cycle. The biogas production commonly utilizes
waste and sewage from swine farms, where methane gas is released and
can be captured for energy production. The biodiesel is created from

vegetable oil derived at a food processing plant and is used to power 47 of
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the CPF’s carriages and trucks (Charoen Pokphand Foods PCL, 2008)).
By using by-products from the production cycle to create energy, the CPF
not only reduces the amount of waste it generates but also reduces the
amount of fossil fuels used. Further, the CPF transfers biogas technology
to some of the local farmers that it partpers with and teaches them the
production skills which provide additional revenue streams for the farmers.

e Saving Aquatic Animails Project: The CPE partnered with the national
Department of Fisheries to introd:Jce farmed fishing practices to 25
different sites nearwatersources (Charoen Pokphand Foods PCL,
2008d). In doing se; the'CPF hopes that the communities at the project
sites will produce and consume more farmed fish, thereby reducing the
amount of wild jish that are consuméa in an effort to rebalance fish

populations«in the affected areas. |

e Planting Mangiove Forests: Althoug"h the CPF does not directly engage in

planting mangrove forests, the compényehas been donating funds to non-
profit groups and universities such as Kasetsart University to finance
mangrove restoration prejects since 1993_,§Charoen Pokphand Foods
PCL, 2008c). The CPF continues this ?ﬁgégement because the company
knows that shrimp farming — one of thé‘bﬁ’F’s core actjvities — is often
detrimental i@ the health and vitality of coastal mangreves. Within the
CPF’s own-shrimp production, 80% of the water from'the breeding ponds
is treated before re-use and discharge (Thummaboad, 29 June 2009).

4.1.3. Native Chicken and Buffalo Breeding Programmes

Perhapsithe CP-affiliated projects most tied to species
conservation are those related to-native chickens and water buffalo, The
foCus on"native speciesof 'chicken and waterbuffalgiis duelin‘largeipart to the
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of CP Groupywho is‘persenally
interested in native chickens because he has been raising fighting cocks from
the time he was a boy. His passion for water buffalo came later in life when,

on his 62" birthday, he saved a water buffalo from the slaughterhouse which



45

sparked the idea to preserve strong breeds of native buffalo
(Keeratipipatpong, 2010).

While Thailand’s agribusinesses produce one billion broilers for
the food economy every year (Keeratipipatpong, 2010), only 61 million
natural-bred chickens of native breed remained in Thailand as of 2009
according to statistics from the Department oirlivestock Development as cited
by CP Group (Jiarakongman, 2010: 1_7). Thalis-@a15.56% decrease over the
last decade. This concern.along Withgthe support of the Chairman and CEO
led to CP Group’s creaiion of the Native Chicken Research and Development
Center in the Chonbugirprovince of Thailand. The objectives of the Native
Chicken R&D Center include the conservation of tradition and culture of
raising native chickens; research and dé.{/elopment of varieties for breeding;
technology andknowledge transfer to Técq_l farmers; and promotion of income
streams related tonative chickens to m'{:_lximize the incentive of farmers to
maintain the breeds (Jiarakengman, 2010).

While'cock fighting. may seem like an odd form of CSR, the CP
Group explains that fighting matches betweég__different breeds of chicken
have been occurring for centuries and arﬁ:fc-;rm of indigenous culture
(Thummabood, 29 June 2009). According to the head of the Native Chicken
R&D Center; Thailand’s climate is roughly divided-into-sixX:-months of rainy
season and sixmonths of dry season. While farms cultivate and harvest
crops during the rainy season, fields sit idle for much of the dry season.
During this time, there are a number of holidays and cock fighting
tournaments. Instead.of trying to change-the.culture of.ithe-farmers, the CP
Group has sought to introduce a higher awareness of civility and safety to the
matchesby encouraging event organizers and chicken owners to have small
‘bexingrgloves” placed aver.the spurs so/as+te avoidibloodshed
(Keeratipipatpong, 2010):

The CP Group also uses the Native Chicken R&D Center as a
demonstration site, often hosting groups of school children or visiting
academics to further educate people on the native breeds of chicken and

pass on awareness of the role of chickens in Thai culture. This ties in well to



46

the CP Group’s business model since the company is the largest producer of
chicken meat and eggs in the country.

The other conservation interest of the CP Group’s CEO is water
buffalo. Some estimates place the number of wild (non-domesticated) water
buffalo, known as Bubalus bubalis, at less than 60 individuals (Kekule, 2010).
Such a critically endangered population./means that ex situ or off-site
conservation is criticalte-the survival of the Speeies. Domesticated water
buffalo have played a pivoialrole in férming culture in Thailand. Prior to the
introduction of industriakmaehinery in the nation, the water buffalo was the
main workhorse on theffarm, responsible for pulling the plough through wet
rice paddy fieldsgHowegver;with the introduction of agricultural machinery
such as tractors during the 4980s,-the namber of domesticated water buffalo
fell from 8 million'to 145 million headsxbyr2007 (Thummabood, 20 July 2009).
From 1997 to 2009, numbers of water Buffalo fell by nearly 40%
(Jiarakongman, 2010: 7). dy &

These figures on species Iggfs_ along with the CEQ'’s interest in
conserving water buffalo led-the CP Group te establish the Thai Buffalo
Conservation and Developmeént Center. The c;bjective of the Conservation
and Development Center Is to conserve h';aﬁvé Thai buffalo and to encourage
farmers to raise.the animals on their farms; to conduct-research on the
genetic traits‘ei*water buffalo; and to extract and donate semen samples from
champion water buffalo to the Department of Livestock Development (DLD)
so that the government can engage in an artificial insemination breeding
programs

Each yeat, the CP Group danates around 26,000-doses of
semen to'the DLD (Jiarakongman, 2010: 12). Progeny from the parent buffalo
isnearly-2,000 head-peryearyof thesep2004emale huifalo aresgiven to
villagers to'maintain on their farms'on an annualbasis, with nearly 2,000
families having received a buffalo as a result of the project (Thummabood, 29
June 2009). The farmers are taught husbandry skills in order to raise the
buffalo and use the animals for farm work such as ploughing. Through genetic

research, breeding and promotion of species conservation, the CP Group has



turned the project into strong example of how the private sector can

contribute to national implementation of the CBD.

In 2008, the CP Group was able to demonstrate these
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connections at the Ninth Meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP 9) to the

CBD in Bonn, Germany. A consultant to/.the CP Group led a team of

delegates to present at a COP 9 side event on'the relationship between the

CP Group, the Thai private sector and biologicaldiversity conservation
ot

(Thummabood and Thawinprawat, 2008). The consultant’s knowledge of

livestock as well as his.experience in the government sector and familiarity

with the CBD made him anexcellentresource (o tie the CP Group's

environmental outreach'projects to relevant aspects of the CBD dialogue.

4.1.4. Relationship of the CR-Greup’s Environmental Projects to the

Implemegtation of the CBD,

o

A number of environmentai-;management projects from the CP

Group and its subsidiary, the CP Foods,fg_rgup, have been summarized in

sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3. All-of these project;s!,pontribute in some way towards

Thailand’s national implementation of the CBD. The linkages of the CP

Group’s environmental projéects and the CBD are shown in.Table 4.1,

Table 4.1 Linliage of CBD Articles and COP decisions to.the CP Group’s
environmental projects

CP Group’s - -
Projects o 3 - v S s &
T £ % g (S o o % CICJ
] @ 3 2 c 0 T = © S
T o © > o5 S 2 S5 £ 5 =
n QL O i© < s 8 = SE D
S5 © 0 = m.“Q = = o m S £
CBD S 2 > ¢ E sl 28 | 08 | =53
Articles o E £ § &)% 3 z v = g $
and COP O o < = 5 O
isi pd o
decisions
1/2; 12 112;
Financial \2; 12y L vide; | viley | ie; 2t | Ve
RESOUIces VI/16; VI1/16; VII/20; | VII/20; | VI/16; | VI/16; VI11/20;
VI11/20 VII/20 | VII/21; | VII/I21; | VIII20 | VII/20 | VII/21;
IX/11 | 1x/11 IX/11




48

VI1/26; VI1/26; VI/26; VI/26; VI/26; VI1/26; VI1/26;
VIII/E; VIII/E; VIII/E; VIII/SG; VIII/E; VINI/SG; VIII/E;
Pri VII/15; | VII/A5; | VIII/15; | VII/A5; | VIIi/a5; | VIII/15; | VIII/15;
Sg‘é";‘éf VII/LZ: | VINA7: | VIiaz: | viaz; | VIiaz | vinaz: | Vilaz:
IX/8; IX/8; IX/8; IX/8; ; IX/8; IX/8; IX/8;
E t ] ] ] ] il ] [l ]
NIAYEMENt | xio6: | Ixi26; | IX/26: | IX/26; | IX/26; | 1X/26: | 1X/26:
X/21; X/21; X/21; X/21; X/21; X/21; X/21;
X/44 Xl44 X/44 Xl44 X/44 X/44 Xl44
VI/19; VI/19; VI/19; \/i#19; VI/19; VI/19; VI/19;
CEPA IX/32; IX/32; I1X/32; 1X/32; I1X/32; I1X/32; I1X/32;
X/[22 X[22 X/22 X122 X/[22 X/22 X/22
Indigenous
Tr?iglsg%()a: ) X/40" | X/40; | X/40: ) VI/10: \)/('//jgf
and related X/48 X/4_f3 X/43 X/40 X/43
provisions |
Technology Art. 16;: Art. 16: Art. 16;
& Art. 36; | Artf16; 1" Vi/E2;" VIII./12', ) ) VIII/12;
Knowledge XI16 X/16 IX/14; IX/14 1 IX/14;
Transfer d X/16, |- X/16
$ .
WIS; VIS | VI8 IV/8; \'/\/’£86
Access _and W24 VI/24;_,'_.‘. \(I/24; VI/24; VI/24"
Bene_flt- VI/24; VII/19; VL9 VII/19; ~ VII/19; VII/191'
Sharing VII/Z9 | INagoya' | “Nagaya [ Nagoya Nagoya N '
(ABS) Protocet—-ProtocolProtocol Protocol Pril)%ggc?l
Art:. 22k slai Arty 2200 fhe ,5[1‘};22 Art. 22 Art. 22
. . | Art. 10; | Art. 10;
Susba;réab'e A\r/t)2140’ /24 A\r/t)zlf’t S\Vf24s | Art. 10 A\r/t)2140’ V/24:
VII/12 VIII12
Agricultural | = 1v/6: V/6: .
Biodiversity .. 2 IX/1 IX/1 P F s i IX/1
VIII/24
Protected v i ) i ‘Al i i
Areas IX/18;
X/31
Biodiversity § i | \ | VI14; )
& Tourism Vii/14
Forest
Biodiversity i i i i XI5 i i
. IX/2;
Biofuels %37 - - - - - -

Source: http://www.cbd.int/decisions/

4.2. PTT Public Company Limited

PTT Public Company Limited (PTT) is a “regional integrated

energy and petrochemical company” that is predominantly focused in
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Thailand but includes other international operations as well (PTT Public
Company Limited, 2008: 9). Long before growing into Thailand’s premier
multinational private oil and gas company, PTT started as a state-owned
entity established under the Petroleum Authority of Thailand Act B.E. 2521 in
1978. After more than 20 years of operations, the Petroleum Authority of
Thailand was privatized in 2001 in orderto make the business more
competitive. PTT Publie Company Limited (PTF)ywas born. With equity
shares listed on the Stock Exchangerof Thailand, PTT is publicly traded,;
however, the Government of Thailand maintains at least a 51 percent share in
the company and it is generally acknowledged that PTT is “the national oll
company” (PTT _Rublic Company Limited, 2009: 1).

PTT'siorganizational strucﬁjre comprises two business groups
including the UpsStream Petroleum andeq_s Business Group and the
Downstream Petroleum Business Groub (PTT Public Company Limited,
2009). The former group is focused on petroleum exploration and production
as well as natural gas procurement and.t_ﬁ_apsmission, while the latter group
engages in retail and eommercial marketing of fuel'and oil products. PTT also
comprises entities for oil refinifng and petrﬁchémical production as well as
international trading of crude oil, petroché'}ﬁicéls and refined products.

With such an extensive product chain-which touches upon
offshore drillingffor oil exploration, oil and gas pipelines, and refineries and
retail sales locations, there are myriad ways in which PTT’s business model
can affect biodiversity in Thailand. Hence, there are myriad ways in which the
company:-could choose to-engage in environmental;management alongside
the government or civil society: actors in approaches which could benefit the
national implementation of the CBD.

4.2.1.. CSR Framework

PTT has spared no expense to develop a fully integrated and
comprehensive approach to CSR. According to PTT’s President and CEO,
the intent behind PTT’s CSR framework is to “lower risks, add sound long-

term business opportunities, and enable the organization to appreciate and
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improve its work to satisfy all stakeholders” (PTT Group, 2009: 4).
‘Stakeholders’ refers to both internal stakeholders and external as well, in
keeping with Hopkins’ definition of CSR which was explored in Chapter 3
above.

Hence, the CSR framework at PTT translates into two
categories. The ‘internal stakeholder’ category includes “the responsibility for
each individual's own'waerk process, _strict comphiance with laws and
regulations” as well as “constant de\;élopment to meet international standards
to control, prevent, andsminimize potential impacts on the company’s
processes to deliver pioduetsand setrvices” (PTT Public Company Limited,
2008: 10). The ‘external stakeholder’ category includes “the responsibility for
society, the community and the environ';r'.nent to ensure that all sectors can
co-exist with sustainability” (PTT PubliEpr_mpany Limited, 2008: 10).

In order t@ address-both ir'!_ternal and external aspects within
their business operations, PTT utilizes an extensive CSR framework which
extends across all stakeholder groups. T_t.v_ig framework is centered on
stakeholder engagement and includes brané[}es for human rights, CSR
reporting, labour rights, enviréamental maﬁédément, product stewardship,
supply chain management; fair operating 'bf'afc;ﬁces, social investment and
community development (PTT Public Company Limited; 2008: 10). Metrics
across these‘categories, as well as other measures, are reported in PTT’s
annual sustainability report which utilizes the industry standard G3 guidelines
as dictated by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI, 2011). Given the nature of
this thesis and the focus on.the, CBD,and.public-private. partnerships in
environmental management, the only aspect of RTT's CSR framework

reviewed-herein is the Environmental Management branch.

4.2.2. Environmental Management

The CSR framework which PTT employs includes a section
dedicated to environmental management. Further, PTT often initiates
environmental projects with the help and support of stakeholders including

NGOs and government agencies. Hence, several of PTT’s environmental
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projects are using public-private partnerships which serve to further the

national implementation of the CBD. The linkages between these projects and

the COP decisions under the CBD are shown in Table 4.2 under section
4.2.4.

Vetiver Grass Cultivation Project: Since 2003, PTT has continuously

engaged with public.stakeholders to'implement vetiver grass cultivation
projects at a variety of scales. The deep roots of vetiver grass help to
strengthen soil stability and prevent desertification; the grass also
promotes soil fegdility by infusing nutrients in the soil and captures water
runoff (PTT, 2008e). PT T partnered with the Royal Project Foundation as
well as 1,000 farmers io plant more than 22 millien vetiver saplings across
5,573 rai (891 hectares) of land froin l2003 to 2006 (PTT, 2008c). In 2007,
PTT partnered with the Land Develﬂqpment Department, the Chaipatthana
Foundation, and the Oifice of-the Rbyal Development Projects Board to
initiate a vetiver cultivation contest and awareness building campaign
(PTT, 2008d). tdda

Biodiversity Resources.Management ﬁdiétt: PTT collaborated with the

Biodiversity Research and Training Rr_cfg_rai_rp (BRT) to devise the
Biodiversity Resources Management Pr'oiéct; The project seeks to
improve sUsiamable=community-developmentthrough.multidisciplinary
approaches 1o science, management and business.-One initiative under
the joint partnership of PTT and BRT involved envircnmental restoration of
30,000 rai (4,800 hectares) along the I'hailand-Myanmar border in
Kanehanaburi province in arder.to improve, the livelihoods ot local
communities"(PTT,"2008a).

Green Globe Awards: PTT established the Green Globe Awards as a way

10 incentivize the'community to'engage in natural resource conservation
and sustainable environmental management. The annual event has
continued to grow since its inception in 1999. For instance, the 11" Green
Globe Award Contest in 2009 attracted 1,017 entries from individuals,
youth groups, media organizations and the community at large (PTT
Group, 2009: 70). Of the 1,017 entries, 54 received awards from PTT,
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including financial support to start up the proposed projects. The Green
Globe Awards have been so successful that PTT is turning the concept
into a center for knowledge exchange by creating the Green Globe

Institute, which will serve as a kind of clearinghouse for communication,
education, and public awareness on sustainable management of natural

resources and environment.

The One-Million RaiReforestation Projectin-Honor of the King: The
initiative to plant one. milion rai (i-G0,000 hectares) of forest across
Thailand grew fromsthe Queen of Thailand’s eoncern about drought and
water shortages. lasorder o honot His Majesty the King of Thailand, PTT
decided to engage in this reforestation effort, concentrating on watershed
areas which would henefit most from';'.the absorptive gualities of the natural
root systems of the trees to retain VT(:alter. PTT estimates that the eight year
long project resulted in the absorpti("):_n of 18 million tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent in addition to adding 14 million tons of oxygen into the air (PTT
Group, 2009: 5). The company also estimates that the value of the timber
that was replaced by the reforestation‘.adiyjties Is THB 6 billion. Ending in
2005, the project was deemed so succ%’ss}ul that PTT has continued with
additional reforestation initiatives eac'h-.y'e:ér’ to the present.

Herb Gardena: PTT planted an herb garden using 60 species of local plants
which are*eemmonly used in traditional medicine andlecal remedies. The
herb garden is planted on 60 rai (9.6 hectares) of land next to the Rayong
Industrial Estate, where PTT has several facilities (PTT, 2008b). The
garden is used as-a demonstration plet te promate-edueation and public
awareness of localtherbs and traditional knowledge indigengus to Thai
culture.

Sirinath:Rajini:Mangrove Ecosystém LearningiCénteriThe ©Onée=Million Rai

Reforestation'Project'soughttoiimprove national forest.cover of all types
including mangrove forests. Located in the central-southern province of
Prachuap Kirikhan, the Pak Nam Pran community in the district of

Pranburi was the site of some of the worst mangrove degradation at the

hands of shrimp farmers. PTT partnered with the Royal Project
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Foundation, the World Conservation Union (IUCN), and the Pak Nam Pran
community to replenish the native mangrove ecosystems on two plots of
abandoned shrimp farms (PTT Group, 2009: 70). In addition to the
mangrove ecosystem restoration, PTT developed a Mangrove Ecosystem
Learning Center to promote public awareness and knowledge sharing of
the value and utility of mangroves to.the community and the nation. More
details of the Sirinath-Rajini Mangrove Ecosystem Learning Center are

found in section 4.2 3.

4.2.3. SirinatheRajinifMangrove Ecosystem Learning Center

Asgpart oithe™@ne Million Ral Reforestation Project in Honor of
the King” describedabove /PTT placed :aidditional emphasis on the inclusion
of mangrove forests as part of the refo?es];ation campaign. The company
highlighted a speeeh by Her Majesty Q{eren Sirikit as the motivation for
addressing mangrove degradation within the scope of the “One Million Rai”
project; Her Majesty Queen Sirikit is quotéd as stating that “without mangrove
forest, all species will be extinct. The forestisithus considered aquaculture
nursery” (PTT, 2009: 1). ‘ :

Her Majesty Queen Sirikit r’hra:de"r'nangrove restoration one of

her main charitable causes and this led to PTT's interestin.mangrove forest
restoration. They focused their attention on the coastal prevince of Prachuab
Khiri Khan because of the high density of shrimp farms found along the
coastline there. Mangrove forests are commonly reappropriated for shrimp
farming-hecausesthe limited-and use-of mangrove swamps-often means
shrimp producers_can purchase the landiat a low price; furthermore, the
nutrient-rich silt is beneficial for shrimp, as is the tidal currents which bring
freshunutrients torthe area-and,remove toxinsy(de*Graaf and Xuany1998;
Paez-Osuna, 2001).

One particular plot of land in the district of Pranburi was
particularly challenged by land degradation due to the intensive aquacultural
practices of a shrimp farm operation. The 786 rai (125.76 hectares) of land at

the site — the largest abandoned shrimp farm in Thailand — was severely
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degraded when PTT partnered with the Pranburi community to revitalize the
native mangrove forests which used to be there (PTT, 2009). With PTT’s

financial support and project management, the site became the Klong Kao-

Klong Koi Natuional Forest Reserve, a fully revitalized mangrove forest

protected by national law.

4.2.4. Relationship of PTT's Envircamental Projects to the

Implementation-of the CBD

A numberof environmental management projects from PTT

have been summarized in.sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 above. All of these

projects contribuie'in seme way towards Thailand’s national implementation

of the CBD. The linkages of PTT's environmental projects and the CBD are

referenced in Table 4.2.

Linkage of CBD Atticles and COP decisions to PTT’s
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4.3. Survey Questionnaire

As discussed in the survey methodology (Chapter 3),
participants were:given.the option to fill.in‘an English language survey or a
Thai language survey. Both were exclusively available to be filled in via the
Internet at a dedicated website. Fhe English version of the survey
guestionnaitciis available infAppendix A,‘while the Thai versionis available in
Appendix B:Both feature-the same questionsand logic.

The full set of survey responses to all questions is included in
Appendix C as the full responses to all questions are too lengthy to reproduce
herein. Important findings from the survey are discussed under nine

categories as follows:
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e response rate (section 4.3.1);

e demographic of participants (section 4.3.2);

e management standards (section 4.3.3);

e recycling (section 4.3.4);

e the CBD and biodiversity (section 4:3.5);

e environmental outreach (section 4.3.6);

e corporate social responsibility(section 4.3.7);
e public-privatepartnersiips (section 4.3.8);

e and partner.engagement (section 4.3.9).

4.3.1. Response Rate

Between February 8 and;ApriI 19, 2010, the author contacted
thirty-six persons with business contaét§ and distribution networks within
Thailand. These pérsons agreed‘to disiri_bute and/or participate in the online
survey. Based on cofroberation with the fhirﬂ/-six contacts, the survey is
known to have reached at least 668 uniq{;e-e-mails, each of which could
possibly constitute a participantin the suflé&-f;-However, the actual distribution
is higher than 668 because several persphfs_'gg’reed to distribute the online
survey to business groups but did not confi-rrﬁ!the numbep of contacts in such
groups. For statistical"purposes; then; the total-distribution is taken to be
greater than or egual to 668.

A total of forty-four unique persons completed the online survey.
This means the respanse rate (of the total 668 known possible respondents)
is equalito or less than 6.58% 'of potential, participants, though likely lower due
to the unknown population reached by certain email lists as ‘mentioned above.

The survey distribution approach mixed (i) contactinggpersons
through direel personal e=mail invitation with (i) contact second remioved by
having contacts distribute to their contacts via email. PartiCipants were also
given an incentive to participate in the form of a lucky draw wherein one
random participant would receive breakfast delivered to their office for their

colleagues.
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Marcussen (2001) found that “response rates in Internet surveys
can be anything” but “the average response rate is just a function of the mix
of methods used”. For instance, Marcussen’s research found that the general
response rate for Internet surveys was 1.3% but that participation increased
depending on the factors added. By sending a personal e-mail to the potential
respondent, the response rate increased by an additional 29%, whereas
notifying a group of persens through a disiributien-e-mail list resulted in an
increased participation level-of 3.4%.7 Further, having met the potential
respondent in person weuld«add another 15 percentage points to the potential
rate of response.

Applying Mareussen’s findings to the current research results in
an expected response rate which rangeé. from 5.74% - 8.74%, depending on
the effectiveness of the participation inEeqtive (e.g., breakfast at work) offered
which is unknown *This range includes the actual response rate of 6.58% so

Marcussen’s approach holds true.in this case.

4.3.2. Demographic of Participant-s";'f

7,

Survey questions #1 througﬁ’#STreIate to the demographic of
participants. Of the forty-fotr participants that accessed the online survey,
thirty-six (82%)<came from business and private sector wiile eight (18%)
belonged to other sectors and were ineligible to participate«in the full online
survey. As explained in Chapter Il above, the desired methodology sought to
only survey private sector respondents, not those from NGOs, academic or
the publi¢ sector»Of the eight whoweresineligiblesto participateyfour belonged
to academic institutions, three were from:non-profit organizations and one
from a government agency.

Theiremainingdthirty-sixirespondents came from-a variety:of

business types, as seen in Table 4.3.

! The expected response rate (5.74% - 8.74%) was generated with Marcussen’s expected
factors of response, averaging the pool of 668 known possible respondents across three
weighting factors: (i) 650 potential participants contacted via e-mail distribution lists (3.4%);
(i) the 20 potential participants contacted via personal e-mail (29%), of which (iii) 12 had
been met in person (15%). This average (4.44%) was then added to a base score of 1.3% for
general response rate to Internet surveys, with a variable range of 3% added for the
effectiveness of the incentive offered.



58

Table 4.3 Types of industry where participants are employed

Banking / Finance 11.1% 4
Mining / Cement / Paper 2.8% 1
Electricity / Oil / Power 13.9% 5
Legal / Consulting / Advisory services 16.7% 6
Food / Beverage 5.6% 2
Healthcare ) 2.8% 1
Retail sales 8.3% 3
Agricultural / farming / grocery: 2.8% 1
Hotel / Hospitality 8.3% 3
Manufacturing 8.3% 3
Other (please specify) 19.4% 7

answered guestion 36

skipped question 0

Banking, consultingiand.energy were major industries for respondents. The
diversity of participants Is significant ahd_is indicative of the diversity in the
Thai private sector. p

Most partiCipants were quiiéisenior In terms of their standing in
their company. Nearly one-third of particiéar{t’s"(ll) reported being a vice
president, director or other senior managerne_ht role. Almost 20% were the
owner, CEO, on president of the company. -

The scope of company operations was diverse, but most of the
respondents (4 ~#2%) indicated that their company was iaternational or global
in scope. Only six of 36 participants (16.7%) worked for-eompanies within a
national scope, equivalent to the numbergof participants working for regional
companies. The rest of the participants (19.4%) worked for companies
focused.at the community and local levels.

The company’s headquarter of operations seems to mirror the
scope. Of the 35 participants apting to indicate their company’s base of
operations, just over 50% (18) indicated their company was based in Thailand
while the rest were based in other countries but with operations in Thailand.

The employee size of participating companies was as diverse
as the number of industries. The majority of respondents (52.8%) worked in

companies which employed between 11 — 500 people, while 25% worked for



companies employing between 501 — 5,000 people. Only three participants
(8.3%) worked for large-scale corporations with more than 5,000 employees
and only five (13.9%) worked for small-scale businesses with ten or less

employees.
4.3.3. Management Standards

There are'numerous mJanagement standards groups and
certifications available to.ihe private sector forimproving environmental
management practicesrand.efiiciencies. Survey question #6 asked
participants about whieh siandards and certifications were used by their
employers. v

Of the"35 participants who"'opted to identify the standards and
certification schemesiutilized by their c-g;mpany, 25.7% indicated
ISO14001(environmenial managementtstandards) as present within their
business. Three respondents’ firms Weré-;,engaged with the United Nations
Global Compact, three with ISO9000 (qijja_li_ty management systems), and
three with SA8000 (global sacial accountabiti_;y standard). No participating
companies were using the Global Report’iﬁ’gjlr-}itiative (GRI), AA1000
(AccountAbility ethical standards) or ISAE3000 (assurance standard on
ethical requireraents and quality control) standards.

More than one-third of respondents said theydid not know

which standards or certifications were utilized by their company.

4.3.4. Recycling

Survey questions #7 and #8 were designed to understand
recycling practices in the Thai private sector. In total, 21 of 35 respondents
(60%) indicated that'theircompany has arecycling program while’only eight
(22.9%) did-not have such aprogram. The rest were unsure whether their
employer recycles.

Of the businesses which do recycle, the vast majority (95.2%)
recycled paper. Surprisingly, the same number of businesses recycles
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electronic equipment (33%) as recycles plastic (33%). Even more recycle

used printer cartridges (38.1%).

4.3.5. The CBD and Biodiversity

Participants’ understanding of the CBD and biodiversity was
tested in survey questions #9 - #11. When asked to rank their familiarity with
the term “biodiversity”ona scale of % (no familiarity) to 10 (expert), seven of
32 respondents (22%) were not familiar with the term. Counterbalancing this
group was nine respondents (29%) who ranked either a 7 or 8, indicating a
generally high undersianding.of ‘biodiversity”. The overall average ranking
was 4.72 which shows & moderate understanding of the term.

Only 42 of#34 responden’ts"'(35.3%) had heard of the Convention
on Biological Diversity (CBD);.the vast-;r‘na!iority (64.7%) had never heard the
term before. The 12 participants with pfr’idor'knowledge of the CBD were then
asked to identify the three mainzobjectivé_s of the CBD, which are (i) the
conservation of biological diversity; (i) tjgi:n_g biological diversity in a
sustainable way; and (i) the fair and equitaké_lg sharing of the benefits derived
from biological diversity. While one partiCﬁa’aint- declined to answer the
question, 11 did respond with their best ééériim'pﬁons.

Meost respondents did seem to be familtar with/the objectives,
with 8 of 11 ce#rectly identifying the first objective, 7 of 11identifying the
second objective, and 5 of 11 identifying the third objective. Three
respondents incdrrectly believed that combating climaterchange was a main
objectivelofithe GBD ;andtwe persons thought that educating people about
biological diversity was a main objective fHence, while most have not heard of
the CBD;those who have generally display a basic knowledge of the main

themes:

4.3.6. Environmental Outreach

Questions #12 - #14b dealt with the theme of environmental
outreach. A majority (65.6%) of the 32 respondents stated that their company

was involved in environmental outreach projects. Nine respondents’
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companies (28.1%) were not engaged in environmental outreach projects and
two respondents were unclear.

Of the “Yes” and “Not sure” responses (23 persons), eleven (or
47.8%) stated that their company was involved in environmental restoration
activities such as tree planting or reforestation. In addition to restoration
activities, popular answers included financial.stpport or donations to support
environmental programs (43.5%); en\_/ironmental Impact assessment such as
lowering the company’s energy footﬁrint (69.6%); and conservation-related
projects (34.8%). Only.dive of 23 respondents (21.7%) stated that their
company was involvedin climate change and biodiversity related activities.

Therfrespondents who indicated their company was not involved
in environmental outreagh projects gave';'.two main reasons for the lack of
engagement. Five of nine respondentsf(55_.6%) stated that their company’s
environmental impact was minimal and";_herefore that environmental outreach
was not a priority for the business. Three ofnine people (33%) felt that social
issues like poverty and job creation were more pressing needs than the

environment. ey

4.3.7. Corporate Social Responsibjl-it_y:;, .

+he concept of corporate social responstbility (CSR) was

captured in questions #15 - #17. Companies with operations in Thailand
seem to be embracing CSR, 23 of 32 respondents (71.9%) indicating a CSR
program at their place of business. Several respondents (9.4%) were unsure
if such a-pregram existedwithin their-organizations

Of thoserprivate sectar companies with CSR programs, the top
two priority areas of the programs were sustainable development (56%) and
education and job skills training forilocal people(50%):1 CGanservation,
environmental restaration and ‘agriculture projects (44%) were third highest
among CSR priorities. Falling close behind was poverty reduction at 22%.

Based on the answers provided by respondents, Thailand’s
adoption of CSR programs appears to be robust and the priorities which the

private sector focuses its attention seem weighted towards social issues
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rather than environmental issues. This was confirmed in survey question # 17
where respondents were asked to rate how much of outreach programming at
their business was social programming and how much was environmental
programming. Although many (47%) indicated an event split between social
and environmental, more respondents’ arganizations leaned towards social
outreach (34%) than towards the environmeni(12%). These findings are not
surprising as prior reseaich by CSR experts has-eonfirmed a preference for

social issues over environmental ones in the developing world (Visser, 2008).

4.3.8. PublicsPrivatefPartnerships

Suwvey questions #18a - #2_1 addressed public-private
partnerships (PPPs). Participants were éisked where their company would be
interested in partnering with the Thai gxdvernment to implement environmental
management projects as aform of PPP!., A significant number of respondents
were indecisive (50%) on the maiter, whereas 31.3% would be interested and
18.8% not interested. F/A

Those who indicated that they “might be” interested in a PPP
with the Thai government were asked to iaént-ify the necessary conditions that
would define such a partnership. Most re’s:pzér\"d'ents felt strongly that the
company sheuld have the right to publicize the parinership-and that the PPP
should have a-strong benefit for the company. Notably, only one of ten
respondents felt that the PPP must generate a profit for the company while
50% felt that generating a profit was not a deciding factor.

Allparticipants,were also askedto identify the,types of support
which their campany would mast likely provide'inia PPP. The highest ranking
response‘was “training of staff and personnel”, with seven of 27 respondents
indicating sereh training provision as verylikely ercentainiand 21 indicating it
as a possibility. This aligns wellwith*CQP'8 Decision VIII/L7 which identifies
the private sector as a source of technological resources and management
skills which could aid in the implementation of the CBD.

Conversely, participants did not respond favourably overall to

the idea of benefit sharing and the extension of patent rights or knowledge.
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Only three persons were certain that their organization would provide such
support to a PPP. Nine of 27 respondents (33%) said that benefit sharing and
extension of patent rights or knowledge was not likely or not possible.

Still around 50% of respondents generally considered all options
to be a possibility within the setting of @ PPP, including but not limited to
financial assistance, management consuliing,technology transfer and
research collaboration:

Participants.were also ésked to give reasons why their employer
may hypothetically decide net o partner with the government or public sector
entity. An overwhelming number (46.4%) believed that the cost to the
company would e toohigh. More than a third felt thatany PPP with
government partners would not be relatéd to the business strategy or core
objectives of the company, and 25% inxdicgted that the government is not a
trustworthy partner. Sueh responses indjcate a lack of trust in the government
as a business partner which could undermine attempts at establishing PPPs.

Rounding out the questions_,,-p_n PPPs, participants identified the
types of environmental projects that their company would be interested in.
The top rated thematic area for PPPs was in 6ommunication, education and
public awareness (CEPA) with 17 of 28 respondents (60.7%) interested.
Close behind(53.6%) were projects in conservation-and sustainable use.
Also scoring high were climate change and biodiversity, biefuels, forests and
carbon emissions reduction. Conversely, respondents were not particularly
interested in partnering on projects related to biodiversity and tourism issues,
geneticresearch.and.biotechnelogy, or administrative-issues related to the
CBD.

4.3.9. Private Sector Engagement

The final questions (#22 - #24) of the survey.looked at
engagement issues. Participants were asked if Thailand’s Ministry of Natural
Resources and Environment (MONRE) or the Office of Natural Resources
and Environmental Policy and Planning (ONEP) had ever contacted their

business firm. No private sector participants had ever been contacted by the
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MONRE or the ONEP (although 38.9% were not sure if there had been any
contact).
Adding academic institutions to the partnership seemed to

change the sentiment of the privat ector participants to engage in PPPs.

Half of the 28 respondents fe g,. ould more likely support a
PPP if an academic institui involved while 35.7% felt
that including an acac heir firm’s decision
making process. Four pa ar ts indicated their company would be less

likely to support a PPP ' jed: *‘\ o lic partner.
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CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSION

This study was initiated based upon earlier research which
suggested that the private sector in Thailand was the least engaged
stakeholder in the national implementation of the CBD. While lack of private
sector engagement is not unique to Thailand«and is. common among many
Parties to the CBD as described in COP 8 Decision V1i1/17, there is little
information available in Thailand or in the broader academic literature why
this is the case.

As figst described in Chapter |, section 1.2, four questions were
posed which soughto expose the nature of private sector engagement with
the CBD and business firms’ ,general willingness to engage in public-private
partnerships and eavironmental managerﬁént projects. Conclusions to some
of those questions can now be drawn ba$eq_on the research findings in

Chapter IV and documented In Appendixrr_,C. i

5.1. Conclusion of Research Findings'

5.1.1. The Interest of the Private Sector'in Thailand in Supporting or
Impteémenting Actions or Programmes-Related'to Biological

Divessity

The private sector in Thailand is interested.in supporting or
implementing actions.or programmes related to biological diversity and many
are already'doing so! The CP Group and*PTT have demonstrated numerous
projects which are related to biological diversity in‘areas ranging from forests
to fisheries to farms.

Survey responses also indicated that businesses in fnailand
are implementing actions and programmes related to biodiversity. More than
half of respondents stated that their businesses are already implementing
environmental outreach projects. In addition, 31.3% of respondents felt that
their organization would be interested to partner with the Thai government on

project related to biodiversity or environmental management. An additional
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37.5% indicated their company “may” be interested in partnering on such
initiatives. With 68.8% open to the idea, the private sector participants in the
survey questionnaire are clearly open to the concept of implementing

programmes related to biodiversity.

5.1.2. Engagement in Multi-stakeholder Approaches to National

Biodiversity Management

One way_in.which othe} stakeholders can better engage the
private sector in public=private parinerships (PPPs) is to reach out and
connect with interested businesses. According to the responses, no
businesses partigipating inithe survey_ha_d been contacted by the Ministry of
Natural Resources@and Environment (MbNRE) or the Office of Natural
Resources and‘Environmental Policy ziﬁd,PIanning (ONEP). This may
indicate that govegnment agencies sucﬁ_as the ONEP or its parent entity, the
MONRE, need to be the firstto initiate the: partnership. However, this result is
only indicative of the specific participating businesses and is not necessarily
true for all businessesiin Thailand. Neither'thg__.ONEP nor the MONRE was
contacted for this research so-itis uncleaﬁVhi-ch specific businesses they
have engaged with already. More research is needed, however, to
understand how businesses prefer o be engaged by outside stakeholders.

Partnerships with the private sector could also be enhanced by
focusing on the areas of work where businesses want to contribute. For
instance, the survey responses (question #19) indicate that businesses are
most willingstoscentribute capaeity building andadyvisory services to a PPP.
Academic and government partners should think/about how such services
could be'utilized and then propose relevant ideas to potential firms.

Attaining a:multisstakeholder approachitowardsnatienal
biadiversity:management could‘also benefit by incorporating social issues into
the environmental agenda. This may increase the interest of private sector
companies to participate. Survey responses indicate that there is a slight
preference among responding companies’ CSR initiatives to focus on social

issues. If partners propose environmental projects with a balance of social
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and environmental activities, more participants’ companies would be
interested in partnering.

Lastly, the academic and government partners could better
engage private sector firms if they could assure the firms that project costs
will be effectively monitored and managed. Although survey respondents did
not feel that PPPs need to result in a profiefoptheir business, they were
concerned that the costs of partnering with government on such projects
would be too high (question#20). A E)roperly formulated budget shared in
advance might be a useful way to gain the confidence of potential partners in
the private sector.

5.1.3. Participation Levels and Types of CBD-relevant Activities
AmonggBusinesses Alread;y Taking Action

Nearly two-thirds of survéy réspondents stated that their
businesses are already implementing eﬁyirqnmental outreach projects, mainly
in thematic areas like reforestation (47.8_%), énvironmental project finance
(43.5%), and environmental impact asse_sl_-sﬁj?r_]t and footprint (69.6%).
Conservation (34.8%) and climate changé;(—éii?%) were also part of
respondents’ implementation efforis. -

However, businesses appear to be interested in partnering with
other stakehalders on a wide range of projects relevant to the CBD, including
CEPA, conservation and sustainable use, climate change and biodiversity,
biofuels, forests, protected areas and many others.

Surprisingly few businesseSwere interested in working on
projects related to island hiodiversity, biotechnelogy, and eco-tourism. This
may be ‘due to the demographic of survey participants, noting that only three
participants worked in the hotel and hospitality industry and only one‘in
agriculture or farming. Additional research with a.larger number of,partiCipants
from such industries is needed in order to better understand such trends.
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5.1.4. CBD Articles and COP Decisions Currently Being Implemented

by Businesses

The environmental projects of the CP Group and PTT were
reviewed and correlated to the relevant articles and COP decisions in Chapter
IV, sections 4.1 and 4.2 respectively. Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 indicate
numerous linkages between such projects-andsthe decisions reached at the
COP meetings. All thatis-needed to.make such-linkages is a clear
understanding of the'content ci'the CBD articles and COP decisions and
transparent information on a.company’s environmental outreach projects.

Most businesses in the private sector lack knowledge of the
CBD, however. This was made clear by.the low awareness of the CBD
(35.3%) among survey respondents. B’ecause of this lack of knowledge, most
businesses will not be in‘a position to iderit'ify how their environmental
outreach projects‘are gontributing towérds CBD implementation.

Thailagd’s pational focal po'i’htaégency for the CBD is the ONEP.
With its knowledge of CBD matters and 'réquirements, the ONEP is well
positioned to make these linkages betwe@b’pji'vate sector projects and
decisions known. However, doing so will r_éqgjr,efthe ONEP and affiliated
government agencies to reach out to businésées more earnestly. That no
participating busifesses ¢an recall ever being contacted by the ONEP or the
MONRE and yet-over 31% would be interested in partnering with the Thai
government on-environmental outreach is reason to believe that there is
significant opportunity-to engage the private sector and establish these

linkages:

5.2. Recommendations for Future Research

Additional research would be useful to understand how private
Sector businesses prefer to be engaged by other stakeholders like
government. It is currently unclear whether businesses are willing to take the
lead in initiating public-private partnerships (PPPs) or whether they prefer
government agencies or universities to lead first. Knowing this could assist in

getting more PPPs started.
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Future research into CSR in Thailand and PPPs should also
strive to increase the scale of participation by focusing on wider distribution of

the research mechanism (i.e., online survey). While the response rate to the

for this method of polling, the e was too low to be able to draw
significant correlations and t atistical errortoo large to use for predicted
outcomes. By expanding-the distributi usands of businesses in

Thailand, the response pookw ; , ity of statistical

graphic of the

ai businesses are
small, medium Vlar ----- targetlng businesses.
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APPENDIX A
ENGLISH SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following is a copy of the entire original.eontent of the English survey
questionnaire, taken from sereen captured-images of the actual
Internet-based survey.as presented o the participants. However, the
Internet-based surveyspresenied guestions one at a time; here, the questions

are presented in a ruaning list format:

Opening Message:

Hello! My name'is Walker Young and m-); Master’s thesis at Chulalongkorn
University is titled, “An assessment of the relationship of the private sector to the
national implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity: a case study of
Thailand”. -

My research seeks to understand ihe current sentiments of the private sector
companies doing business in-Thailand, specifically looking at private sector
engagement in public-private partnerships, eorporate social responsibility (CSR)
and environmental management-All of these are critical elements in the
implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity.

| have created an online survey to study this relationship, and_1 am asking for your
participation.

By completing this survey, you will be helping to expand the level of knowledge
about CSR in Thailand and the level of engagement that the private sector has
with environmental issues. Currently, CSR trends in Thailand are poorly
understood. It is'my hope that my research will share new details about CSR as it
is being demonstrated in Thailand, and shed new light on the relationship of the
private sector.and the Convention on Biological Diversity.

As a token of appreciation for completing the survey,.you will have'the option of
entering your company in a lucky draw. Three random entries will be selected and
those companies will win a coffee’and snack break-for 20 persons, withsdenuts and
coffeesdelivered directly to.your office.

Thank youfor participating! Ifyou have any'questions or coneerns about
participating in this survey, please contact me at cbd.thai@gmail.com and | will
assist you.

Let's get started!

Please click “Next” to begin the survey.
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Question 1:

Please indicate your position / title within your organization:

Consultant

D Owner/CEQ/President

D WP/ Director/Other executive rmanent staff

management ﬁ-’
sta
D Middle managemant J
o —
D Other (pleasa EW,
Question 2: / A \'h\t
What is the scop ompany / c atinn? (Select

Question 3a:
Is your compan

private sector
group? (Select t
company):

government,
on or non-profit
ribes your

O Governmen! o o) BT 4 “f ituticn.or research institute

O Private 5o e e e --".-
""" ALY
*Auto-responseif sele “private sector / business”:

I'm sorry. This survey il ant to be filled cut only by companies in the private :'! or / business category. Thank
you for your desire to p n:lpate but we are not seeking information from the other sectors at this time.

Mﬁuﬁ@%m AT TP F S
aﬁmﬂﬂim URITNYAY

O 101 - 300 O Mot sure
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Question 4:

What type of industry best describes your company / organization (Select
one):

O Banking / Finance

O Mining / Cement / Paper

lging / Advisory OReal estate

O Retail sales

O Electricity / Oil / Power O Agricultural / farming / grocary

O Other [please spaci

—
Question 5: ‘/
Where is yo o

company | 2,

O In Thailand

Question 6:
Please identify

your company / or

I:' 150 14001

I:I GRI {Global Reporting Initi

I:I UN Glebal Compact

I:' SA3000
I:I Other ' if

Question 7: v. F
:::: :t:':::\ﬂ:aprngram? (Select @
one): ¢ o l-l"

O-F UBINBAINYINT
’;)uestiaf’ : (_or:v if ansyvered "Yes” to Q7). 'Y
PRSI T A e

|| prastic [ ] not sure

D Electronic eguipment

aporting mechanisms
""n' Il that apply):

o 15 |5

Alﬂ

30

de not know which standards or cartifications my

as adoptad.
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Question 9:
Have you heard of the United

Nations Convention on Biologi
Diversity (CBD)? \

O Yes

*Question 10 (onlv] 3
To the best of yo
please iden
objectives of
Biological Diver
selecting thr
below:

Educating people about &
diversity
The conservation of biologics

diversity
Uszing biclogical diversity in a
sustainable way

Combating climate
Sharing the bengfiie o
diversity fairly and gt

Providing a legal fram
biological diversity I[

.1
Increasing the diversily in Nature O O O

| den't know what ﬂ'le

SRUSIEININg

TSI %'ﬁ'?ﬁﬁﬁ

f::i::‘-;:"mf O 0O 0O O O OO0 0 0 0O
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Question 12:

How often do environmental issues get discussed in the context of your

company'’s daily operations and business model?

1 3 (Mot 5 s 7 s 10
{Newver) Often) {Sometimes) {Often) {Everyday)

Select one numbar O O O O O O O O O

from 1 to 10:

Question 13:

“Environmental outrea
the normal operatio
and also those activiii

enhance the natural envi
technological, ge

Is your compay
any environmern

O ves

*Question 14a (only ifa d‘r“ Ot Sure” to Q13):

What types of environme I"'G'u p ] :ts is your company /
organization invalved in? eleol‘lalln-t at apply]:
l'-l{i.-.;" b ,‘J _,_;

Ciinsm a1

of a company that go beyond
essino it the natural environment,

com&ny s-hofmaleperations which seek to

ams are often financial,

|:| Ecosystem rastoration (i.2

Reforastation / tree planting

|:| Agricultural

. Envireanmental impact {i.e.,
rinking the energy usage /
company footprint}

l:‘ Climate change and biodiversity

Please choose the nvironment-related
activities are not a main priority of your company (choose all that apply):

D Environmental |ssues ncll: related to cur Taklng care of the environment is the job of the

company's strategic DI:r_]E Ernrnent not for business or tha private sector

paunam%%q%Jm’mwmj

D Eocialgues like poverty and the creation of jobs

are more u nt issues than the enwrnnment

aﬁmaaﬂm UN1INYIAY

Question 15:
“Corporate social responsibility” is the ethical and responsible treatment of external
stakeholders (i.e., the local community, society) and the environment while
preserving the profitability of the corporation. Corporate social responsibility is
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deliberate on the part of the company; it involves planning and implementation of
actions concerning the external stakeholders and/or environment.
Does your company / organization have a corporate social responsibility

(CSR) program?

*Question 16 (only if answered Yes" to 0-"‘
What are the priorities of you

CSR progran pASe S¢ 3 of
two respon ," '\

Poverty reduction
Community infr. uc

Education and job si@ills RiC goat P | I:'
Environmental enhancems I8 fer 4 | s |:|
restoration / Agricultuge / @onservaci ! A

Sustainable development
-
Preservation of local culture .# I ’

Mot sure
Sl
Other (please-sgecify -

Question 17 V

In your compa 1 at percentage of
outreach prog mine > agﬂs environmental?

73% social ¢ 50% social / 25% so
100%:

100% social 25% 50% FE% - Mot sure
environmental
environmental en ental envirenmental

Ouestlo

RS e

O ves
O e

) maybe
O et sure
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Question 18b (only if answered ‘Maybe’ for Q18a):
You identified that your company / organization ‘may be’ interested in
partnerships related to environmental projects. For each of the following
conditions, identify the impo ch condition in order for your
company / organization t partnershlp [Check the
relevant box]:

Highly Preferable but Mot a factor /
mportant not necessary  Irrelevant

The project should gener.
The project should have M
minimization)

Our company should do the
The partnarship shoul

company
There should be other b
partnership besides cul

contributions
The ocutcomes of the p
apparent
QOur company should have ©

OO0 00000
ORONONONO0X0]0.

partnership

Other (please spacify)

Question 19: :
I "'"ui" , e . .
Suppose that your coir / org: ation were involved in
a partnership or co igram for environmental
managemﬂt cnnsenratmn T ela ject: Given the
capabilitias- V- ease identify

[Check one Cﬂtﬂgﬂﬁf for each type of suppurt]
u Likely ar Mot leelg.r.." Mot

AN ENTH H’i@‘i

TEl:hnul Transfer / Material Suppurt

ajﬁ;@"ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁfﬁﬁ@ 1@ 87 é@
@) @) O

FResearch collaboration / cocperation with other

stakeholdars

Other (please spacify)
]
B
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Question 20:

If your company/business decided NOT to partner with the government or
public sector, which of the following reasons best explain your company’s
reasoning? [Check all that apply]:

I:' This kind of project is net related to o ur company has nothing to offer to this kind of

strategy or core objectives
I:I The cost to the company would benefit to the company in doing this

I:I The governmant is corru

partner 25 not have the capacity to partner

Question 21
If joining a

with
environmen

interested in?

ot Sure §
Mot Clear

Agricultural biodiversity
Dry and Sub-humid lands bi
Forest biodiversity 7
Inland Watars [i.e., lakes, rivers
Islands

Marine and coast

Conservation a " t‘-r-'

Protected Areas (i. -_':[ aticnz

Biodiversity and Tol W Issues

Communication, Educatm nd Public
Awarene

“RHpht

Impact 55men ts

Financial HechamErns

’Q:ﬁ’lﬁﬂﬂﬁfu N

mfueIE

0390
=
Q@ 00
)

cx%%o

Intellectual Property Rights

Environment and local peopla’s rights to
use

Climate change and biodivarsity

ofelelelercle
e

O 000D
5
oo



Question 22:
Has the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Environment (MONRE) or the Office of
MNatural Resources and Environmental Policy
and Planning ever conta te
company / organizati

Question 23:
If academic in

Question 24:

If a seminar or worlsk IE yabo ' ss and biodiversity
'F .[. -"
were held i

_ Jiganization
be interest ‘T'"*‘"*"'-:

—_—
red Y]
O Very Intere "?

O j i

Ellg Ritly inte r'e&l:e‘

Oﬂe’lﬂﬂ?'ﬂ&m‘ﬁwmﬂ‘i
QWW&Nﬂ‘iﬂJ UAIINYA Y
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APPENDIX B
THAI SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following is a copy of the entire original content of the Thai survey
questionnaire, taken from screen capturedimages of the actual
Internet-based survey as presentedg'to the participants. However, the
Internet-based survey piesented questions one at a time; here, the questions

are presented in"a runping listformat:

Opening Message:
siafia¥u nuda JafALnas iy mamsuuﬂ‘%mmﬂm afiiyihadnsalumInede uay
A&9vindnenfiwuyi a9 \
mméfnwuﬁwaommanﬁumaﬂ'sutmmumsmLuumsmuaual’fa_;mmammmnumm/no
‘inmwefioLﬂunsmﬁnwwaaﬂsvmﬁimu

o

mu‘iﬁ’ﬂwaanskummmumﬂLwammmmlamummmnLamjumm
g3Aaludssindlng ‘ImﬂLawummmsﬂuuawaommamjumammswuanumouumu
LANAU,BIANTANTILRALALADEIAN (CSR) LLa"ﬂ'rﬁmmsaaumaau
amnsmuummmuvﬂuaaszma‘ushﬂsu“tumimLuumsmuaua’fmmwmm
UAINURENIITIA N,

nszwu"l,rﬁv‘hLm:um‘s:)aa@uiaﬁtﬁaﬁnmnmﬁﬁ ASENNIIVAAINNINIDNNVINUAIL
TauNsNSANLL LRSI T T T EES S TR NS A AUATSS IRRua Uk .
foau(CSR)luthgwmalng wazszaunisiisiusinuasmiatanzuaailymfwiadan,
wmuuuuﬂuummsnwmmumaé&foﬂu(CSR )Iu dssmeinadeiiasunn
uutﬂummmom‘maaﬂwaawuavumusmmunswmﬂwauauavmw's
Iummmnumm:suwmﬁaumaé’qﬂu(CSR) anundilaficnadvliiuluiinvdssiva’lng
wazuagavauiivaelauaswavnldugn Inlisannidunusuasnatantusa
2UFUANA AR IANRTENSTINTA.

u,amﬁ'al,ﬂumswauamaim%umsﬁ fHusunsanuuua Al )
Anaziidvitaantavisnuasaandintinlun1siuneda Iaanuazduidan3 visumaiu
Hantdanaslasuniun Iatuuazainising §215u.20

AUTAZATTN T8 Tatagv T 98 TTnvIudasviny.

AT AauauAdINIUNsHRIUTINYAIVINY
dvinufidadnaruvsadasedalagiuilsylamiAeAunuugisnad
Arandasadiuasnnlaficbd.thai@gmail.com wainuazinsanulaasINe

1BGuAULAazAY

Tdsatdan "Next" tiafiazvinuuusdsa
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Question 1:
Tdsaszusnuudsluasans /usEnuasvinu

O ey CEO dssaunsiv FEnmn

Mz,omwﬂ

winautR1

O sarlszsiy/ dduems/ 6

O Au  Talsasey x
Question 2: /

Tilsaszuszauns 9IUAQAGVIUY LN
IR R -1 4.‘ e \\
O susuviaeivEa -
O o » “’
SEAULIE 4 . #ﬂ 'il
mdi \
Question 3a: -

Tlsnszuilsas g9 'm I IvIUaL
F i iy -
O MBI TUIFUR ' = ,-""

O Wi HULaATUWS AR AETH:

v WU TUANTANE

‘. mﬁﬂui’anaﬁﬂi
—y
¥ e

*Auto-response-if sele fUnIaNIAgIA:
[

wnasiy o Al ]I ] ﬁ
ifianlsauAnazgaua N NITRUIENUaAYUNTANA

vlavanuuusay
g3faviniu zavaun z\im%ummsmua
mem"ﬁwmo"l,umao sdlayaannnid e uduiona

N R

‘I‘I'l“ﬂ-lﬂ.!'ﬂll"l'lﬂu'lﬂiuﬂu'l g9lUunsaadans AUV LR ?

a@ﬁmmm WA Y

O 101 - 500 Ay O Tuwila
O 501 - 1,000 au
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Question 4:

TdsaszulszinanaadaasdnnssuaaIusENiSaadANT LRIV LAantNasuiilvanaan
O AISEUIATE AT O ngwae, ASnun,/ wsanstiduuzin O adanEunIve
O wilaaus/ s/ nssene 1 O ATIEE

O wneasassy/ maviwhdu S asdanda

O ‘I.ﬂﬂ'l/'li'll.‘iﬂ'na‘aa'lu

O A 4 Talsasey

Question 5:
A1Uneul

' & y
muagaen

Question 6:
= e
1isataan u alddiusdnuayg
wWIUdAIsUIUN
IS0 14001

GRI (Global Reporting Initigtive)
UN Global Cco ) AHEWWSaaIAnTIaEWLE
plompest L el
|:| 5A8000. /. N

D fun ‘i:J-ms:nE 1{ I
i 112075

1INYIRY




*Question 8 (only if answered “14” to Q7):
Tlsaszunuvasivaasniu 3ada a6

Usztania

ASEATHE

Wadnn

al ﬂ‘iﬂ"'l.ﬂﬂ"7
Question 9:

muma'la

HWanaamn
oL
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APPENDIX C

SURV PONSES

The following is a compilation of all received ey responses. The

- T

responses are listed i “-;L__: of the survey guestions and are aggregated

to show all responses (i.€., responses frowi language survey

and English language eyrare included here »\,_\

Question 1:

Answer Options

o T

Owner/CEOQO/President ‘ ,-!':p.'

VP/Director/Other executiv EEE;:‘
management P T A
Middle management S TR
Consultant = 3.3
Permanent staff 2
Temporary staff )

Other (please'spe

Ineligible
Ineligible

Ifeligible

t)

i work at winners

studentsy,
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Question 2:

What is the scope of your company / organization? (Select one):

Eligible

Answer Options 7 ' , Response
: Count

Local or community 15 7
National 16.7% G
Regional : 6. "'f-__

International / GIobaI f r “
L Adswe ’.-h b‘hﬁ‘!ﬂ
Iffhm - w\m

i ///ﬁ‘

Is your company / organization p rt - ( f 1t, private sector
(business), academig the one
which best describ

Answer Options l ﬁ‘ :

Response

Count
Government / state-owned . 1
Private Sector / busines F ffm g 36
Academic institution or resear hgi"_{:‘E a 4
Non-profit organization
44
e SKIppedqueston | 0
* 36 eligible l"‘f le sector participants; other groups

e

r
o :
n RESPONSE
Answ pt%l *EI I Tl El TI i’PngnE I nt

“More than 5,000 8.3% 3
Not sure 0.0% 0
answered question 36

skipped question 0
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Question 4:
What type of industry best describes your company / organization (Select
one):
Answer Options Response Response
Percent Count
Banking / Finance 11.1% 4
Mining / Cement / Paper 2.8% 1
Electricity / Oil / Power w 113.9% 5
Legal / Consulting / Advisery sel : 5.7% 6
Food / Beverage T — 6 2
Healthcare . 9 1
Retail sales T W 8,370 3
Agricultural / farmi C o 1
Hotel / Hospitality 3
Manufacturing - . 3
Other (please specify) e W % 7
T an uestion 36
d gues 0
A J - J
e ﬂf‘_
N Bl i
rigten respon. r sti
e A T < )
M9 Other (please specify)
; == 13191 (Garment)
/ e faunng (Medical Device)
= 931 Hnausn (Research training)
B ot o tural Design & Real
| ment Consultant
(A i

Question 5: E {

Where is your comMn&headquarters or pwt company located?

Answ ' e
In Thanzm 51.4% 18
Outside of Thailand ﬁ' 48.& 17
F = L W o, DL ¢ | iof /1 '
E! SI ed questio
, c | =] | ]
%uestion 6:

Please identify which of the following standards and reporting mechanisms
your company / organization has adopted (Select all that apply):

Response | Response

Answer Options Percent Count




ISO 14001 25.7% 9
GRI (Global Reporting Initiative) 0.0% 0
UN Global Compact 8.6% 3
SA8000 8.6% 3
AA1000 0.0% 0
ISAE 3000 0.0% 0
ISO9000 8.6% 3
1ISO9001 - 14.3% 5
1ISO14061 (Carbon footprint &

offsetting) ( i 2.9% !
| do not know which st 12
company has adopred.f_g(

e =~ 7/l 2
Other (please specify ﬁ ? Eﬂﬁ 16

‘ E ﬁ d que tlon 35
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J::mﬂmmm estion 1
[Written response
ID
E1l
not specific to an ISO,
E2 Jalifie 9002
ISO 1406 on-fo i ffsetting), no general CSR
E3 reportini -"' . J
E4 1SO9000, 1SO 1
E5 BSCl o T Lty 1 4 #: )
6 Green Globe'Certification - .
IISOA:CJOIOl, .A:ccor environm _ g(::_{reen Globe
, Vario ed measurement
stems re -
T1 R | TL il
T2 |1S09001 o
T3 ISO 9001
., T4 *uUp 1ISO9000 VERSION2000 = =~
AUESR W —
] ISO TS 16949, 1SO900 |
'“ T7 Do not need
9001 & 25 a/

AR RHAER Y-

Question 7:

one):

Does your company / organization have arecycling program? (Select

Answer Options

Response Response
Percent Count
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Yes 60.0% 21
No 22.9% 8
Not sure 17.1% 6
answered guestion 35
skipped question 1

Question 8 (only for the 21 who answered “Yes” to Question 7):

Please indicate which materials your company recyeles [Check all that apply]:
. - Response Response

Answer Options Rercent Count
Paper 95.2% 20
Plastic 33.3% 7
Electronic equipment ! 33.3% 7
Used printer cartridges - 38.1% 8

Not sure f . 4.8% 1

answered guestion 21
T _skipped question 15
];i i

Question 9:

Have you heard of the United Nat|ons Conventlon on Biological

Diversity (CBD)? -

. 1 ' Response Response
Junesp p

Answer Options ~ Percent Count

Yes z ~ 35.3% 12

No — 64.7% 22

o L2 answered guestion 34
skipped question 2

Question 10 (onlyifor the 12 who answered “Yes” to Question 9):

To the best of your ability, please identify the three main objectives of the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) by selecting three of the items below:

Answer-Options Response Percent Response
Count

Educating people about biological diversity 18.2% 2

The conservation of biological diversity 72.7% 8

Using,biological diversity in a sustainable way 63.6% »

Cambating climate'change 27.3% 3

Sharing the benefits of biological‘diversity fairly 5

and equally 45.5%

Providing a legal framework for biological 1

diversity 9.1%

Increasing the diversity in Nature 9.1% 1

I don’t know what the main objectives are. 0.0% 0

answered question 11

| skipped question 25
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Question 11:

On a scale from 1to 10, please

rank your level of familiarity with
the term “biodiversity” (10 being
“Most Familiar” and 1 being "Not
Familiar"):

Answer | Resp
Options Response .'L";::-._:

1 (Not
Familiar)

10 (Most
Familiar /
Expert)

Response
Count

Skipped
Question

Rating Average

Question 12:% &

How often do environme
discussed in the context of your
company’s daily operations and business
model? Select one r"m& r from 1 to 10:

s R NBHINUNT

(Never 9%

NIAQINYINE
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8 2 6%
9 1 3%
10
(Everyday) 3 9%
Response
Count 32
Skipped
Question 4

S -

Rating Average

Question 13:
Is your company / organ O] 2N\ mer al outreach
s /| LR
Answer Options ///[A‘\\ 7 R%gl?r?tse
F AL 8 BN\ 21
No i o 9
Not Sure 2
32
4

Question 14a (only )r “Not Sure” to Question
13): 1
What types of environ outreach proje ‘ ompany /
organization involved in~ i

Response

Answer Options Count

Ecosystem res 't

Agricultural V{h..
Marine / Coastal /Wate

I
Conservation-rela,u JI
Plant genetic research / technology 4.3% 1
Financial support or irﬂns in Qs
suppo envir t 0 ‘ %
or agencies — Sg pli pqEI |i| i
Enviroi iﬁtug(i.g i 1
shrinkin%e energy usage / 69.6% 16

company footprint)

E”E!&!—Eﬁl.l’!l

1 guestion 23
skipped
question 13




[Written, “Other” responses for Question 14a]:

Number | Other (please specify)

El permaculiure demonstration property in Pak Chong
Create an . S 1|H environmental education programs
E2 in local sc

10,
E3 hﬁh-.i emples, or -hr, ge

E‘h 0 em i’r apment of facilities for local

, 2NN TNA [En
T1 :; ood afte

nd recycle iens 15§

Mts such as reused
m on]

rs, P M eion

¥ ;‘;‘. , onmental and Clean Energy
Aﬁ 5. 0 & Garbages etc.

Question 14b (on ﬂl > m tlon 13):

Please choose reason(s i
related activities are , pfﬂ ! . oose aII
that apply): s ¢

Answer Options l P, ‘L Rec':s(?s):tse

Environmental issues are rela n e

- - 1
our company’s strategic objectives- - |
Our company’s environmental ﬁé actis | - 5

minimal

job of the govern
or the private secto

| am not sure
| want to skip this qu@gh ,0.0% 0

1,| 7 ‘ 7 sklpped

question

9 AR HURA T Y

ID | Other (please specify)

Tarmsrday ua ladlgarszfianin
T2 | iflesannesdns e nuddniudsuidumsisamiunin

[It is a focus but not the main reason, because the
company focuses on social issues]
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Question 15:
Does your company / organization have a corporate
social responsibility (CSR) program?
. Response Response

Answer Options Perpcent C(?unt
Yes 71.9% 25
No 18.8% 6
Not sure 94% 8

answered _guestion 32

skippedsguestion 4

Question 16 (only fopthe 23 who anslwvered “Yes” to Question 15):

What are the priorities ofyour company’ s CSR program [Please select
a maximum of two responses]i i W ..
Answer Options - = % Response
i { Count
Sustainable development ; 1_'; . 56% 10
Education and job skills tramgqfor loCal peoplé 50% 9
Environmental enhancement, lmprovement or- 44% 8
restoration / Agriculture / Conservation o
Poverty reduction L — 22% 4
Preservation of local culture / historical sites o 6% 1
Not sure = 6% 1
Community infrastructure improvement 2 = ==0% 0
Other (please specify) 11% |
. ahsweked nnncfinn =’ 18
il skipped question 413
Dlsquallfled for not following instructions 5

[Written, “other” response for Question 16]:

ID Other (pleasesspecify)

107

E1l Emphasis on reducing ecological footprint'and community well-being

E2 Educating everyone on the'need for sustainability

Question|17:

In'your company / organization, approximately what percentage of outreach
programming is social and what percentage is environmental?

Answer Options Response Rssponse
ercent
100% social 2 6%
75% social / 25% environmental 9 28%
50% social / 50% environmental 15 47%
25% social / 75% environmental 2 6%
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100% environmental 2 6%
Not sure 2 6%
Response Count 32
Skipped Question 4

Question 18a:

Would your company /orga partnering with the Thai
government on projects re onmental management?
Response Combined
Answer Options 7 . Responses
Yes % 10
No F L VAN : 6
Maybe TSR ONNS 12
Not sure Jl IE 3 A%\ 4
o BN N 32
'Il Hﬁ"ﬁ‘!&w A

Question 18b (on| ﬂ "’ér] A'- e m‘, estion 18a);

You identified tha

related to environment
importance of each ¢

in the partnership [

yourico
Pro)
dition in
eck

an

a’H

‘.:

or@éw

y/

e re_lﬂflgﬂt box] evant boxls Jr,

on ‘ma

i !
be’ int

ested in partnerships

he following conditions, identify the

tqur Qur company

ganization to participate

Answer Options Not a factor / | Response
Irrelevant Count
-;:rﬂ:'_a -,
Our company
should have t 8
right to publicize
the partnershi
The partnership
should have a : ' 1 8
strategic benefit
for our company
A -

The out

the pa
should'be
and ap en
Our com

should recelve

5y £) .6
T

738

The project
should have an
acceptable budget
(cost
minimization)
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Our company
should do the
planning and
design

There should be
other businesses
involved in the

partnership 2 5 8
besides our
company
The project
should generate a
X 5 8
profit for our
company B
Other (please speci 1
- answered
question 10

lfffg l\%= ped question 2

: and the government
Jpport this program

Question 19: ‘
Suppose that your co any'g géﬂz'at-lo ‘ _ :- nvolved in a partnership or
cooperative program for envirenmental manag ent, conservation or related

project. Given the capabllltleS‘g our company / rganization, please identify the
types of support your con‘rb’arry}"lg‘g.an*Zah would most Iikely rovide: [Check
one category, Eieach type of support] ; LE

oovery | ely/
Answer Optior L l\ﬁ Response

Eh possible Count
Financial Assista@/ Funding 90y 7 24
Technology Transfer / Material 7 24

HaGEIEE

. 7 L. 25
1aring / Extension of ‘ 3 1 9 24
Patent Rights or Knowledge _ 2= ] e/
B RV l=d VBT &) B
Other (please specify) 0
answered guestion 27

skipped question 9
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Question 20:
If your company/business decided NOT to partner with the government or
public sector, which of the following reasons best explain your company’s
reasoning? [Check all that apply]:
. Response Response
Answer Options A Percent Count
This kind of project is not related to our business 35 70 10
strategy or core objeciives
The cost to the company woeuld. e oo high 46.4% 13
The government is.eorrupt and not a trustworthy 25 0% 7
partner
Our company has nething,to offer to this k|nd of 14.3% 4
partnership d &
There is no benefit ta'the company in domg Es kind 10.7% 3
of partnership 1
Our company does not have the capacity. to-partner 10.7% 3
with the governmeni J i
Other (please specify) Rk - 14.3% 4
-4 answered guestion 28
il _.r §k|ppedjuest|on 8
o
4 J - o A
" i

[Written, “other” response for Que‘t'o,n 20]

e ——— -

mmmmmﬂwmwm%mm’lnmmmumamwumm savevaa lvfunu 16
Tl lvsuussnipsetaasanas litonee Wifuasdn snasesiesdn
wiadissnuidunalauananu e lufimsnsseastraiuszuy [To really

e see the intention of those who will join a partnership that will extend help
to the. community. Not make only the company succeed or transfer to a
locakgovernment arganizationyor a research proposalpresentation.
However, no extension in a systematic way.|
Question 21:
Ifjoining a partnership withsthe:government or with‘another business|paither;which
types of environmental projects would your'company-be interested in?
. Not Not Sure/ | Response
Answer Options Interested Interested | Not Clear Count
Com.munication, Education and 17 5 3 25
Public Awareness
Conservation and Sustainable Use 15 S S 25
Climate change and biodiversity 14 9 2 25
Biofuels 12 7 5 24
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Forest biodiversity 12 9 4 25
Carbon Trading / Emissions 11 8 6 o5
Reduction
Marine and coastal ecosystems 10 9 5 24
Protected Areas (i.e., National 9 7 8 2
Parks)
Inland Waters (i.e., lakes, rivers) 11, 8 7 24
Agricultural biodiversity \ E\ H f f )l"’ 8 8 25
Financial Mechanisms M 6 24
Impact Assessments 10 24
Intellectual Property Rig! - 4 24
Environment and local people’s m\ 9 25
rights to use
Dotwersty /A’ﬂ\‘t\\\‘\a o |
Biodiversity and Tg - 8 25
Islands ’ f 8 24
Genetic Research i 7 24
Administrative issues re r
ilél’@ \\\\\ s |
. ered question 28
l m E lll kipped question 8

F

Question 22:
Has the Ministry of Nattral Re St ent (MONRE) or
the Office of Natural Resourc nd Environmen al Policy and Planning
ever contacted your compa _,ga,m.z ,-F.ﬁ

.—..l-1|

Answer Options gsponse

:—-m_ﬁ.}i int
Yes . s b
No - - 14
Not sure 38.9% 14
answered question 28
sklpwquestlon

ﬂﬁﬁ’ﬂ'ﬂﬂ‘ﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬁﬂ‘i
QW']&NﬂiELJ UAIINYA Y
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Question 23:

If academic institutions such as universities were also involved in the
partnership, would that have an effect on your company’s desire to support
cooperative environmental programs?

Response Response
Percent Count

Yes, more likely to support 50.0% 14

Irrelevant. Does not change t d o f 35 7% 10
company supporting the p ar 5 E

Answer Options

Less likely to support if aca i itutiw aressm_—rFoo 4
involved

an ST ".E'ug 28

Jffﬂl _skipped que

7 H\\\

If a seminar or workshop about bus ' 1’- 1"’ "'“-'. 're held in
Bangkok, would yeur co \tio ’.i'i."r ; edin
attending?

\"l cesponse

e S 5 @M
\ '

Very Interested

Interested , .. ,-: | 8.6° i

Slightly interested ,FEE: 2.1%
¥ 3

Not interested 4 m

—— answe juestion 28

' "Pi‘l*‘ ion 8

D e 1?'"||

|| 0o

¥

E

ﬂ‘lJEl’J‘VIEWl‘iWEI’]ﬂ‘i
’QW’mﬁﬂ‘iﬂJ UAIINYA Y
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