206321

¥oiseaInniinug MINATICHHARDUUNUN NS RUYBINITAINY

] Y ar s
?JH’JNﬂﬁﬂQﬂUNWTﬂleﬁ‘lNﬁﬂ “lummmm

A 9 an
YooY UNAMIOIQUT TIWAS
¥orlSayan IS HINAAT NN
Amsanu 2550

d' <2 a =Y I'd
AMEATTUNMINUTNEIMIUNUSE
§R3ARII158 A5 Jadan Faniwuwna 5 sUnITUMS
SOIFNEARTINTIITY TIUFDT

seamaannsdyn Jeelfanena

y 9 T
msAnsiinTaglsyasiine (1) Anvidnenmlumsvesmsilgn
Y o s 1Y A = a Y - LY
gavnsuag Idnludindaae (2) ety IMITHUBYAINEINUNARDLLNUNIY
L) Y as o/ [ 4 vy ~ aa

msiuveamsgnosmsmaz Wdnluiamiame Taslyveyanfegiinsiusim

1 1 o =2 g A o/ 4 A axdg g
MavasIua 9 simsanu luiuiidandame Tasamstiony 25 1 Wi lylu
MIIATIEH Ao yamilegiiugnd (Net Present Value-NPV) 83 INaABUINUAD
ﬁunu (Benefit Cost Ratio--B/C Ratio) sasmansuununelulnsanis (Internal
Rate of Return—IRR) M3Aas1zrianuseulni uazmsnaaeusmnnunlaou-

[% Siq a o A 1 . 1

ntlas ndnnaain 15 lumsing ey Az NPV 1A 0 B/C Ratio 10N 1 1Ay
IRR 1R SasAnaaiimua Taolddasiinaniesas 8, 10 uay 12

wamsany wuh Sandamedifaenmlumsilgaaans uas ddn

2 [ ¥ H

ieannfinduyaAuiimnzay uazdraunsevewiuiilgnldsnduiunann

samsannmstlgnensmisinislddasananiseay 8, 10 1az 12 Wuh

A = o '

1WBE1MI s 1A IgA A 18.05 1M NPV (11111 58,384.45 1N -3,332.87 UM

Uaz -44,117.18 11N B/C Ratio (1171 1.10, 0.99 11az 0.89 Aud 19y uaz IRR 1Ay



206321

9.89 iilegnamnfinaunis 33.50 LT NPV 11 330,505.46 11N 208,752.19 119
1ae 123,134.37 110 B/C Ratio IMAY 1.44, 1.34 4a2 1.24 Mua19 Y uag IRR (MY
17.21 gﬁamawmﬁswmqqqxa 72.12 1M NPV 131111 1,007,419.88 1N 763,086.71
17 118% 538,824.36 1M B/C Ratio 111111 1.84, 1.76 11z 1.68 audA1 Ly IRR
Wiy 28.51 naaeh msasulgaeemsulenanninawigaes 1dsuna

apuumudumAuMsamuiisziudaAnandesas 8 Wiy daunsdifenans
S URAL ATIIMTagA ssin“lﬁ'waﬂau@mué’uﬁﬁumiamuﬁnﬂszﬁuﬁmﬁﬂaﬂ

wamsanmsignlddn wudh 1ddnqanmd NPV if 1,396,307.39
11 1,007,993.53 UM uag 730,872.02 119 B/C Ratio 11111 3.60, 3.22 (19 2.87
MUAAY ez IRR 1 29.27 Iddnganiwihunais NPV i 225,724.91
1 122,658.92 11 1ag 51,677.38 UM B/C Ratio MY 1.53, 1.33 uag 1.16
AEIAY uaz IRR iy 1427 Lidnaaninma NPV iy -226,560.72 11
-218,766.96 11N 118 -209,979.47 UM B/C Ratio 11111 0.38, 0.32 118y 0.26 1ay
IRR fd1fesniszdusasfnanfitmun uaaeh Wdnganma uazaunm
thunaeldransumuduimfumsamuiinnsedusanaaan danlddnaunn
mifu‘lﬁwammmu"lﬁé’uﬁﬁumsamu fiynszausnsAnan

msanswianuseu lnvedlasimslumsilgneamns uaz 1dn
lunsél (1) duuiuiudesas 10 uaz 15 vareuLMUALH (2) 516 1danasiouas
10 1182 15 funuasdi taz (3) Aumuitiduderas 10 uaz 15 uazHARBUINUAAAS
foonz 10 uaz 15 nuh mIamulgnnnst uaz lddn deldnaneuumudue
AUMSAINY

manareuinuAsunaq switching value test) W1 duyunsilgn
o1 dunsaiud |4 Zevay 44.44, 33.93 naz 23.78 daudunumsdgnlddn
Aty 1d¥esaz 259.63, 221.85 uaz 186.95 uayHanaUuNUYIMsIilgn
&N Msaanas 1adesag 30.77,25.33 1Ay 19.21 AIUNAADULUNUYBINS

Ugn1idn aunsaanasldfesas 72.19, 68.93 tag 65.15 gy



206321

Thesis Title An Analysis of the Returns on Investment in

Rubber and Teak Cultivation in Loei Province

Student’s Name Miss Onuma Ramsiri
Degree Sought Master of Economics
Academic Year 2007

Advisory Committee:
1. Assoc. Prof. Dr. Wallada Wiwatpanashart Chairperson
2. Assoc. Prof. Virach Tharnasuan

3. Assoc. Prof. Boonkij Wongwaikijphaisal

The two objectives of the study were (1) to examine the potential in
expanding rubber and teak cultivation in Loei Province, and (2) to analyze the
difference in return from investment between rubber growth and teak
cultivation in related agencies in Loei province (The project regarding the
cultivation of rubber and teak lasted 25 years.) The analysis was made in the
form of Net Present Value (NPV), Benefit Cost Ratio (B/C Ratio), Internal
Rate of Return (IRR), as well as a sensitivity and switching value test. The
criteria were as follows: NPV > 0, B/C Ratio > 1 and IRR > Reduction Rate
(8%, 10% and 12%)



206321

Tt was found that Loei Province had the potential for the cultivation of

rubber and teak because its soil was appropriate and the area under cultivation
could be greatly expanded .

- The study of rubber cultivation with reduction rates of 8%, 10%, and
12% revealed that when the rubber price was at its lowest point, 18.05 baht,
the NPV would be 58,384.45 baht, -3,332.87 baht, and -44,117.18 baht; the
B/C Ratio would be 1.10, 0.99, and 0.89, respectively; and IRR would be
9.89. When the average rubber price was 33.50, the NPV would be
330,505.46 baht, 208,752.19 baht, and 123,134.37 baht; the B/C Ratio would
be 1.44, 1.34 and 1.24, respectively; and the IRR would be 17.21. When the
rubber price reached its peak of 72.12 baht, the NPV would be 1,007,419.88
baht, 763,086.71 baht, and 538,824.36 baht; the B/C Ratio would be 1.84,
1.76, and 1.68, respectively; and the IRR would be 28.51. These figures
indicated that investment in rubber growth when the rubber price was at its
lowest would result in a rate of cost-effectiveness of 8% only. When the
rubber price was at an average or median level and when it fetched the highest
price, cost-effectiveness would be possible at all the reduction rates.

With regard to high-quality teak, the results of the study of teak
cultivation indicated that the NPV would be 1,396,307.39 baht, 1,007,993.53
baht, and 730,872.02 baht; the B/C Ratio would be 3.60, 3.22, and 2.87,
respectively; and the IRR would be 29.27. In terms of medium-quality teak,
the NPV would be 225,724.91 baht, 122,658.92 baht, and 51,677.38 baht; the
,B/C Ratio would be 1.53, 1.33 and 1.16, respectively; and the IRR would be
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14.27. With regard to poor-quality teak, the NPV would be -226,560.72 baht,

-218,766.96 baht, and -209,979.47 baht; the B/C Ratio would be‘0.38, 0.32,
i and026 baht; and the IRR would be lower than the reduction rate. These
” ﬁgﬁfes show that high-quality teak and medium-quality teak would be cost-
| e:f:fectlve at all reduction rates, whereas poor-quality teak was not cost-
effective at all reduction rates.

The analysis of the sensitivity of the rubber and teak cultivation
project was conducted based on the following conditions: (1) in case the
production cost increased by 10% and 15% while the return was stable, (2) in
case income decreased by 10% and 15% while the product cost was stable,
and (3) in case the production cost increased by 10% and 15% while the
return decreased by 10% and 15%. It was found that investment in both
rubber and in teak cultivation were cost-effective.

The results of the switching value test indicated that the production
cost of rubber cultivation could rise by 44.44%, 33.93%, and 23.78%,
whereas the production cost of teak cultivation could rise by 259.63%,
221.85, and 186.95%. The return from rubber cultivation could decrease by
30.77%, 25.33%, and 19.21%, whereas that from teak growth could decrease
by 72.19%, 68.93%, and 65.15% respectively.





