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ABSTRACT 

 

 This study focused on environmental valuation for the National Park conservation of 

Lam Nam Kok in Chiang Rai Province and the analysis on the factors determining the 

willingness to pay for two hypothetical public action, protection were presumably: 1) enhancing 

the nature along the river banks while running ecotourism activity without disturbing flora and 

fauna and  at the same time fostering the environmental improvement through the process of 

developing awareness of the need to conserve rare wild species among visitors by well-grounded 

resource persons; 2) protecting wildlife while improving the surrounding along the river to a 

healthy condition and reducing forest-fire incidents. The rehabilitation was supposed to involve 

the measures concerning: 1) restoration of natural resources along the river banks by increasing 

forested area and improvement of water quality in streams; 2) improvement and addition of 

tourism facilities such as garbage bins, rest rooms, food shops, souvenir shops, camping site 

service, lodging for visitors, including tour vehicles to run within the National Park to replace 

the use of private cars and hence help reduce noise and air pollution. Information were compiled 

from 400 Thai visitors to the Kok River National Park by simple random sampling method. The 
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analysis was based on the results of Tobit Model application using Maximum Likelihood 

Estimation: MLE technique. 

 The average willingness to pay for the first protection action was found to be 331.20 

baht per year or the total economic value of 69,605,985.60 baht per year. The factors 

determining the extent of this willingness to pay were sex, education, income, participation in 

conservation activities, marital status, number of sites previously visited, and the experience of 

revisit, respectively. The average willingness to pay for the second protection action was 278.57 

baht per year or the total economic value of 58,545,106.91 baht per year. The factors influencing 

the willingness to pay were sex, marital status, education, income, number of sites previously 

visited, participation in conservation activities, number of family members, and the experience 

of revisit. The average willingness to pay for conservation of the National Park through the first 

rehabilitation action was 238.48 per year or the total economic value of 50,119,672.24 baht per 

year. The factors affecting this willingness to pay were sex, marital status, income, number of 

family members, number of site previously visited, participation in conservation activities, and 

education. For the second rehabilitation approach, the average willingness to pay turned out to 

be 218.92 baht per year or the total economic value of 46,008,883.96 baht per year. The factors 

determining the extent of this willingness to pay were sex, marital status, education, income, 

participation in conservation activities, the experience of revisit, age, number of site previously 

visited, and number of family members, respectively. 

 


