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Abstract 

Thailand’s coastal and marine governance plays a central role in safeguarding ecosystems, supporting national development, and managing transboundary risks within the South China Sea (SCS) region. This report assesses the current status of Thailand’s governance arrangements by examining economic drivers, institutional structures, legal and policy frameworks, and mechanisms for civil society participation. Using the Transboundary Water Assessment Programme (TWAP) Governance Architecture Assessment Framework—covering completeness, integration, and engagement—the assessment identifies areas of progress and persistent governance constraints.

Findings show that Thailand has established a comprehensive legal and institutional foundation for coastal and marine resource management, including national committees, sectoral legislation, and long-term policy planning. Stakeholder engagement mechanisms, including provincial committees and community-based groups, provide additional support for participatory governance. However, weak cross-sectoral integration, uneven provincial implementation capacity, and limited alignment between climate policy, coastal development, and marine resource management continue to hinder effective decision-making and adaptive responses. Economic concentration in the Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC) further heightens governance asymmetries and ecological pressures.

The report concludes that strengthening policy coherence, climate governance, provincial capacity, and regional cooperation is essential for improving Thailand’s readiness to address emerging environmental challenges and transboundary risks across the SCS Large Marine Ecosystem.
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 Marine Governance in Thailand: Key Components and Assessment Overview
This infographic summarises the core components of Thailand’s marine governance system and the results of the national self-assessment using the TWAP Governance Architecture Assessment Framework. The upper panel highlights the geographic scope of marine governance within Thailand. The middle panel presents four foundational governance elements—economic drivers, institutional arrangements, civil society engagement, and the legal and policy setting—together with the TWAP assessment wheel illustrating scores for completeness, integration, and engagement. The lower panel synthesises the key findings: Thailand has a comprehensive legal and institutional foundation and well-established participatory mechanisms, but governance effectiveness is constrained by weak cross-sectoral integration and economic concentration in the Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC). Together, these components illustrate the strengths and persistent gaps shaping Thailand’s capacity for effective coastal and marine governance.
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6.1.1 Economic arrangements
The Gulf of Thailand is a core economic engine, contributing roughly 60–65% of national GPP through industry, tourism, fisheries, and logistics. Rapid expansion under the Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC) has intensified pressures on coastal ecosystems via land conversion, pollution, habitat loss, and overexploitation. Strong economic disparities among provinces result in uneven capacity for marine resource management, with EEC provinces far better resourced than lower-income coastal areas.

6.1.2 Institutional setting
Thailand has a complex institutional structure involving multiple ministries, agencies, and cross-sectoral committees. While DMCR holds the primary mandate, effective governance depends on coordination with DOF, DNP, ONEP, PCD, DCCE, MD, and RTN. Despite strong national arrangements, coordination remains fragmented and provincial implementation capacity varies. Provincial committees continue to face weak integration, irregular operations, and limited participation of small-scale fishers and women.

6.1.3 Legal and policy framework
Thailand possesses a comprehensive legal and policy framework aligned with key international commitments (UNCLOS, CBD, GBF, SDG 14). Core instruments include the Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015), Fisheries Ordinance (2015), Environmental Quality Act, Climate Change Master Plan, NBSAPs, and the National Marine and Coastal Resources Management Plan (2023–2027). However, enforcement gaps persist, and pending legislation (Climate Change Act and National Biodiversity Act) constrains long-term legal certainty.

6.1.4 Civil society, stakeholders, and partnerships
Thailand is highly active in regional and global marine governance platforms (e.g., UNEP/COBSEA, ASEAN, APEC, IOC/WESTPAC, IORA), with DMCR playing a central leadership role. At the local level, however, participation remains uneven. Women and marginalized groups have limited influence, and community engagement is strongest when supported by long-term donor or academic partnerships.

Overall finding
Thailand demonstrates strong national policy frameworks and active regional engagement, but persistent implementation gaps—driven by institutional fragmentation, economic disparities, and uneven provincial capacity—pose ongoing governance risks. Strengthening cross-sectoral coordination, inclusive participation, legal coherence, and sustainable financing is essential for effective governance of marine and coastal resources in the Gulf of Thailand.
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6.2.1Economic arrangements 
The Gulf of Thailand covers approximately 200,000 km² with a coastline of about 2,000 km across 17 coastal provinces from Trat to Narathiwat. It contains highly productive ecosystems, including coral reefs, mangroves, and seagrass beds, that underpin food security, biodiversity conservation, and coastal livelihoods (DMCR, 2013). These ecosystems also support Thailand’s major marine-based industries, including fisheries, tourism, maritime transport, seafood processing, energy, and emerging blue economy activities. The total annual value of Thailand’s marine and coastal ecosystems (Gulf of Thailand and Andaman Sea combined) is estimated at approximately THB 24 trillion (USD 742 billion), including both direct economic services and indirect ecosystem services such as coastal protection and carbon sequestration (Sub-Committee on Knowledge Management for Marine National Interests, 2019).
Over the past two decades, marine resource use in the Gulf of Thailand has intensified alongside rapid economic development. Key drivers include the Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC), coastal urbanization, and expansion of marine tourism. Since its launch in 2017, the EEC has transformed Chonburi, Chachoengsao, and Rayong into major industrial and logistics hubs, driving large-scale port development, industrial estates, and coastal land conversion. While these investments have strengthened national economic growth, they have also contributed to significant environmental degradation, including mangrove loss, coral and seagrass decline, overfishing, and increasing marine pollution (Sub-Committee on Knowledge Management for Marine National Interests, 2019).
National budget allocations and rising domestic and foreign investments continue to shape infrastructure and industrial development across the Gulf, with marked variation among provinces. Given the scale of economic pressure on marine ecosystems, strengthening sustainable financing mechanisms and improving integration between economic and environmental policies are essential to support long-term conservation, ecosystem restoration, and the sustainable use of marine and coastal resources in the Gulf of Thailand.
6.2.1.1 Policy and Economic Drivers 

Policy drivers

Economic development policies and political priorities strongly shape marine and coastal resource use in the Gulf of Thailand, a national hub for industry, tourism, and fisheries. Over the past two decades, development has been guided by the National Economic and Social Development Plans and the 20-Year National Strategy, which promote economic competitiveness alongside environmental sustainability. Key policy drivers include the bio-economy and marine tourism, industrial and port expansion under the Eastern Economic Corridor, and environmental strategies such as the Blue Economy, Bio-Circular-Green (BCG) Economy, and Marine Spatial Planning.

While these policies have supported economic growth, rising incomes, and poverty reduction, they have also intensified pressures on marine ecosystems. Significant impacts include mangrove loss, coral and seagrass degradation, declining fish stocks, and increasing marine pollution from industrial and shipping activities (PEMSEA & DMCR, 2019; DMCR, 2024). These trends underscore the need for stronger institutional accountability and sustained financing for ecosystem protection and restoration.

Economic drivers

Over the past two decades (2000–2024), Thailand’s economy has been shaped by a wide range of dynamics. These include domestic factors such as political uncertainty, constitutional reforms, and multiple changes in government, as well as external influences such as global economic fluctuations, trade tensions among major powers, and the COVID-19 pandemic. All of these have had significant impacts on the country’s overall economic growth. 
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Over the past two decades, Thailand’s economy has expanded substantially, with GDP increasing from USD 126.4 billion in 2000 to USD 526.4 billion in 2024, while GDP per capita rose from USD 1,967 to USD 7,345 (Figures 1–2; Annex 1). Over the same period, the national poverty rate declined sharply from 61% to about 10%, reflecting significant improvements in living standards and economic resilience. Thailand is currently classified as an upper-middle-income country based on GNI per capita, and poverty reduction has been largely consistent with this income transition (World Bank, 2025).
b) Economic Profile of the Gulf of Thailand Region

The Gulf of Thailand spans 17 coastal provinces across the eastern, upper, western, and lower Gulf zones. Together, these provinces form a major economic corridor supporting industry, marine and coastal tourism, fisheries, seafood processing, and maritime logistics. The region is therefore a strategic hub for national and international trade and a major contributor to Thailand’s GDP and employment (Annex 2).

c) GPP and Regional Economic Contribution 

From 2000–2023, the Gulf of Thailand consistently contributed about 60–65% of Thailand’s national GPP, increasing from USD 80.25 billion to USD 324.49 billion. Bangkok alone accounted for roughly 32% of national GPP, while the remaining Gulf provinces contributed about 30%. The Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC) provinces—Chonburi, Rayong, and Chachoengsao—emerged as key growth centers driven by strong public and private investment, confirming the Gulf’s central role in Thailand’s industrial, logistics, fisheries, and tourism economy (Figure 3).


Figure 1: GDP, GDP growth rate, and inflation rate 2000-2023.


Figure 2: GDP per capita, unemployment rate, and poverty headcount ratio 2000-2023.
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Figure 3 Gross Provincial Product of Gulf of Thailand (Billion USD), 2000-2023 (Data retrieved from Office of the National Economic Social and Development Council (NESDC): https://www.nesdc.go.th/main.php?filename=gross_regional
Provincial Economic Stratification and Implications for Marine Governance

Based on 2023 GPP, GPP per capita, and poverty data (Annex 3), coastal provinces along the Gulf of Thailand can be grouped into three economic tiers with distinct governance implications.

High-GPP provinces (Chonburi, Rayong, Samut Prakan, Chachoengsao, Samut Sakhon), largely within the Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC), function as Thailand’s primary industrial and logistics hubs, with high per capita income and very low poverty rates. These provinces generally possess stronger fiscal and institutional capacity for marine management.

Medium-GPP provinces (Songkhla, Surat Thani, Nakhon Si Thammarat) exhibit diversified economies combining tourism, agriculture, and light industry, with moderate income levels and transitional development patterns.

Low-GPP provinces (Chanthaburi, Phetchaburi, Prachuap Khiri Khan, Trat, Chumphon, Samut Songkhram, Pattani, Narathiwat) remain highly dependent on fisheries, agriculture, and nature-based tourism, with limited industrial investment and weaker fiscal capacity. Pattani and Narathiwat face persistently high poverty linked to security constraints.

These economic disparities translate into unequal institutional readiness for sustainable marine governance. Wealthier provinces are better positioned to finance conservation and enforcement, while lower-income provinces face constraints in planning, monitoring, and ecosystem restoration. Targeted fiscal support and context-specific financing mechanisms are therefore essential to ensure equitable and effective marine governance across the Gulf of Thailand (PEMSEA & DMCR, 2019).
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Marine and coastal resource management in the Gulf of Thailand is essential for Thailand’s economic and environmental security. However, the government’s capacity to sustain long-term investment in marine conservation is closely linked to national fiscal conditions and current account performance.

Thailand’s fiscal position has undergone major shifts over the past two decades (Figure 4). Following the recovery from the 1997–1998 financial crisis, fiscal balances stabilized during 2003–2019, with deficits generally remaining below 3% of GDP, except during the 2009 global financial crisis. The COVID-19 pandemic caused a sharp deterioration, with deficits widening to –4.5% to –7.1% of GDP between 2020 and 2022. Public debt rose rapidly from below 40% of GDP before 2020 to over 60% in 2023. Although debt remains below the national ceiling, fiscal pressures have increased.

Thailand maintained strong current account surpluses until 2019, but shifted into deficit during 2020–2022 due to the collapse of tourism revenues. Surpluses returned in 2023–2024 with tourism and export recovery, but overall fiscal space remains constrained.


Figure 4 General government balance, general government debt, and current account of Thailand, 2000-2024.
These fiscal trends directly affect the government’s ability to finance marine conservation, ecosystem restoration, and sustainable fisheries management in the Gulf of Thailand. During the COVID-19 period, budget priorities shifted toward economic recovery, delaying investments in long-term environmental protection. Although economic recovery is underway, limited fiscal space continues to pose challenges for sustained and proactive marine resource management.
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Thailand’s marine resource management depends heavily on continued public budget support to sustain conservation, restoration, and regulatory functions amid growing pressures from climate change, coastal development, fisheries, and tourism. The Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR) is the lead agency for marine and coastal management, working alongside the Department of National Parks, Wildlife and Plant Conservation (DNP) and the Department of Fisheries (DOF), whose mandates cover protected areas and fisheries nationwide. Effective governance, therefore, requires strong financial and strategic coordination across these agencies.

Budget data for 2013–2024 show that DMCR consistently receives a smaller allocation than DNP and DOF, despite its central marine mandate. DMCR’s budget rose from USD 36.3 million in 2013 to USD 51.16 million in 2024, while DNP and DOF received substantially higher funding, reaching USD 315.37 million and USD 104.49 million in 2024, respectively (Figure 5).



Figure 5: Budget Allocations for Agencies Involved in Marine Resource Management in Thailand, 2013–2024 (Source: Annual Budget Expenditure Documents under the Budget Appropriation Acts for Fiscal Years 2013–2023, Bureau of the Budget, Office of the Prime Minister. https://www.bb.go.th/index.php)
Given ongoing fiscal constraints, ensuring reliable financing for marine governance remains a critical challenge. Beyond public funding, greater use of Public–Private Partnerships (PPPs) and innovative instruments such as blue funds, blue bonds, and blue carbon credits will be essential to strengthen the long-term financial sustainability of marine conservation in Thailand.

6.2.1.3	National and International Investments (Domestic direct investment and Foreign direct investment)  

The Gulf of Thailand continues to attract strong domestic and foreign direct investment (DDI/FDI) due to its strategic location and economic potential. Between 2015 and 2024 (Annex 4), Thailand became increasingly reliant on FDI, which rose from 61% to 74.7% of total investment (BOI).

The Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC) is the dominant investment zone, attracting USD 10.45 billion in 2023, mainly in electronics, machinery, automotive, petrochemicals, EVs, and logistics. Major infrastructure projects further strengthen regional connectivity.

However, both FDI and DDI generate significant environmental pressures, including port expansion, land reclamation, industrial wastewater discharge, and coastal erosion. Strengthened environmental safeguards, community participation, and sustainable finance mechanisms are essential to balance economic growth with long-term ecosystem protection.

6.2.1.4	Provincial Investments
Provincial investment along the Gulf of Thailand shows strong spatial inequality, reflecting uneven development across coastal provinces. Based on 2024 data from the Board of Investment (BOI) and the Department of Business Development (DBD) (Annex 5), investments can be grouped into high-, medium-, and low-investment provinces, revealing distinct regional development patterns.
High-investment provinces—Rayong, Chonburi, Samut Prakan, and Chachoengsao—account for approximately 94% of total investment in the Gulf of Thailand. These provinces form the economic core of the Eastern Economic Corridor (EEC) and function as national industrial and logistics hubs. Rayong and Chonburi dominate large-scale foreign direct investment in petrochemicals, energy, and manufacturing, while Samut Prakan and Chachoengsao show strong growth in both industrial and local business registration. Together, these provinces serve as the primary growth poles of the Gulf region and are deeply integrated into global supply chains.
Medium-investment provinces, including Samut Sakhon, Phetchaburi, Songkhla, Nakhon Si Thammarat, Chumphon, Surat Thani, and Prachuap Khiri Khan, show a mixed economic structure combining agriculture, seafood processing, and coastal tourism. These provinces function as emerging economic hubs, with moderate investment potential that depends on improved infrastructure, logistics connectivity, and market access.
Low-investment provinces—Trat, Chanthaburi, Samut Songkhram, Pattani, and Narathiwat—remain resource-dependent economies, dominated by agriculture, small-scale fisheries, and eco-tourism. These areas face persistent constraints, including weak infrastructure, small markets, and security challenges in the southern border provinces, limiting their ability to attract both domestic and foreign investment.
Overall, provincial investment patterns reveal high economic concentration in the EEC provinces and structural vulnerability in peripheral coastal areas. These disparities directly affect provincial capacity for environmental management and sustainable marine governance. High-investment provinces exert intense development pressure on coastal ecosystems, while low-investment provinces face financial and institutional constraints in conservation and restoration. This underscores the need for spatially targeted investment policy, equitable budget allocation, and differentiated governance strategies to support sustainable blue economy development across the entire Gulf of Thailand.
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6.2.2.1 Institutions, Regulatory Agencies, Administrative Arrangements 

Thailand’s marine and coastal governance operates through a multi-level institutional system involving sectoral agencies, inter-ministerial coordination mechanisms, and national policy committees. The Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR), under the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE), holds the primary mandate for coastal and marine resource management. It works closely with key MONRE agencies (Fig 6), including the Department of National Parks, Wildlife and Plant Conservation (DNP), Pollution Control Department (PCD), Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning (ONEP), Department of Climate Change and Environment (DCCE), and Department of Mineral Resources (DMR), which together support ecosystem protection, environmental regulation, and climate policy implementation.

Beyond MONRE, several sectoral agencies play critical roles. The Department of Fisheries (DOF) under the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives leads fisheries and aquaculture management; the Royal Thai Navy (RTN) is responsible for maritime security and IUU fishing enforcement; the Marine Department (MD) regulates navigation and ports; the Department of Industrial Works (DIW) oversees industrial pollution control; and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) coordinates Thailand’s international marine governance engagement (Annex 6).

Policy integration is guided by several national committees, including the Maritime Interests Protection Policy Committee (MIP), Marine and Coastal Resources Committee (NMCRC), National Environment Board (NEB), National Biodiversity Committee (NBC), National Climate Change Policy Committee (NCCP), National Pollution Control Committee (NPC), and National Fisheries Committee (NFC), supported by technical subcommittees (Annex 7). These bodies formulate policy recommendations that are consolidated and submitted to the Cabinet for approval, ensuring alignment across sectors.
As Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) advances, the MIP and NMCRC play leading strategic roles in integrating the National MSP Framework into legal and policy instruments, supported by specialized subcommittees (World Bank, 2025). Overall, Thailand’s institutional framework provides a strong national governance backbone; however, coordination gaps and uneven provincial implementation continue to constrain fully integrated and effective marine and coastal governance.
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Figure 6. Government agencies and policy committees relevant to governing marine and coastal resources in Thailand  

6.2.2.2 Regional Governance, Bilateral and Multilateral Engagement

The Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR) plays a central role in advancing Thailand’s regional and international engagement for sustainable marine and coastal governance. Through active participation in global, regional, and bilateral cooperation frameworks, Thailand aligns national marine management with international commitments, including the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the Kunming–Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF), and the UN Decade of Ocean Science (2021–2030).

At the global level, DMCR cooperates closely with key international organizations such as UNESCO, IOC, UNEP, IOI, and CMS, supporting marine science, biodiversity conservation, marine litter management, protection of migratory species, and capacity development. Thailand also participates in major international legal and policy processes, including the BBNJ Agreement under UNCLOS, enhancing its role in global ocean governance.

At the regional level, Thailand is actively engaged through ASEAN, COBSEA, APEC, and the Indian Ocean Rim Association (IORA), contributing to regional initiatives on marine pollution control, climate change adaptation, sustainable fisheries, blue economy development, and marine scientific cooperation. DMCR further strengthens regional integration through leadership roles in ASEAN working groups and technical subcommittees related to coastal and marine environments.

Bilateral and innovation-based partnerships also support Thailand’s marine governance, particularly through public–private collaboration on marine debris management and technological solutions for pollution reduction.

Overall, Thailand’s extensive engagement across multilateral, regional, and bilateral platforms reflects a strong commitment to cooperative, science-based, and integrated ocean governance. These partnerships enhance Thailand’s technical capacity, regional leadership, and contribution to sustainable marine and coastal management in the South China Sea and the wider Indo-Pacific region (see Annex 8).
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Thank you for raising this broader policy-cycle perspective. Overall, the current marine governance arrangements in Thailand represent a significant improvement compared with the pre-2015 situation. The Promotion of Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015) established a formal system of national and provincial committees, which did not exist before. These committees provide clearer structures for planning, coordination, and decision-making, and they serve as mechanisms for monitoring by receiving and reviewing annual marine and coastal reports prepared by DMCR.
Since 2015, therefore, there is a more complete policy cycle in place—from goal-setting and planning, through implementation, to regular reporting and review of coastal conditions. 
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Thailand’s marine and coastal governance is underpinned by a comprehensive legal and policy framework that integrates international obligations, regional cooperation, and national implementation. These instruments define mandates, principles, and mechanisms for addressing key challenges such as biodiversity conservation, marine pollution, climate change, and sustainable resource use. Thailand’s frameworks are closely aligned with global commitments, including the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the Kunming–Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF), and the UN Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development (2021–2030).

6.2.3.1 International Legal and Policy Frameworks

Thailand is Party to major international conventions governing biodiversity, pollution, and climate change (Annex 9). Biodiversity governance is guided by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the GBF, including the 30x30 marine protection target. Additional instruments include the Ramsar Convention, CITES, the World Heritage Convention, and the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS), supporting protection of wetlands, endangered species, and migratory marine fauna.

Marine pollution and maritime governance are shaped by UNCLOS, MARPOL, the London Convention, Basel Convention, OPRC, Rotterdam Convention, and Stockholm Convention. Climate governance is guided by the UNFCCC, Kyoto Protocol, Paris Agreement, Montreal Protocol, and UNCCD, forming the basis for mitigation, adaptation, and ecosystem-based resilience in coastal systems. Thailand integrates these obligations into national laws and action plans.
6.2.3.2 Regional Legal Policy Frameworks and Forums

Thailand actively participates in regional cooperation mechanisms in the East Asian Seas and Indian Ocean regions (Annex 10), strengthening transboundary governance and ecosystem-based management. Key platforms include PEMSEA for Integrated Coastal Management (ICM) and Marine Spatial Planning (MSP); ASEAN environmental agreements and working groups; and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) for tuna fisheries management and IUU fishing control.

Thailand also engages in the ASEAN Agreement on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources and the Regional Plan of Action to Combat IUU Fishing (RPOA–IUU), enhancing regional coordination on monitoring, enforcement, and information exchange. Collectively, these regional frameworks reinforce Thailand’s commitment to cooperative and transboundary marine governance aligned with global sustainability goals.

[bookmark: _Hlk211521521]6.2.3.3 National Policies and Strategies Relevant to Marine and Coastal Resources
Thailand has established a comprehensive legal and policy framework for the management, conservation, and sustainable use of its marine and coastal resources. These frameworks translate the country’s international and regional commitments into national implementation through laws, strategic plans, and coordinated action among multiple government agencies. Together, they provide the legal and institutional foundation for promoting ecosystem-based management, blue economy development, and climate-resilient coastal governance in the South China Sea (SCS) and the Gulf of Thailand.

 a)  Key Legal Frameworks

Thailand’s marine and coastal governance is underpinned by a comprehensive legal framework emphasizing participatory management, biodiversity conservation, and sustainable resource use. Core legislation includes the Promotion of Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015), which establishes national and provincial committees and provides the legal basis for marine and coastal protected areas; the Royal Ordinance on Fisheries (2015), which strengthens sustainable fisheries management and IUU fishing control; and the National Environmental Quality Promotion and Conservation Act (1992, amended 2018), which governs pollution control and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).

Additional key laws include the Wildlife Preservation and Protection Act (2019), the National Park Act (2019), the Marine Interest Protection Act (2019), and the Protection and Promotion of Ethnic Groups’ Way of Life Act (2025). Two major draft laws—the Climate Change Act and the National Biodiversity Act—are currently under parliamentary consideration and are expected to significantly strengthen Thailand’s climate and biodiversity governance once enacted.

These primary laws are supported by ministerial regulations, technical guidelines, and sector-specific legislation that operationalize standards for conservation, pollution control, and participatory management (see Annex 11).

b)  National Policy Frameworks and Strategic Plans

Thailand’s marine and coastal governance is guided by integrated national strategies aligned with the Sufficiency Economy Philosophy (SEP) and international sustainability commitments (Annex 12). Key frameworks include the 20-Year National Strategy, the 13th National Economic and Social Development Plan, the National Environmental Quality Management Plan, the Climate Change Master Plan and National Adaptation Plan, the National Biodiversity Strategies (NBSAP and Long-term Biodiversity Strategy), and the National Marine and Coastal Resources Management Policy and Plan. Together, these policies establish the foundation for biodiversity conservation, blue economy development, and climate-resilient coastal governance.

c)  Sectoral Policies and Implementation Mechanisms

Sectoral plans translate national strategies into operational action (Annex 13). Key instruments include the Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) Framework (2023), the National and Marine Debris Management Plans (updated 2023), the Biodiversity Master Plan (2023–2027), and the Coastal Erosion Prevention and Management Master Plan (2023–2037). These frameworks support ecosystem-based management, pollution control, habitat restoration, climate adaptation, and cross-sectoral coordination in marine and coastal areas.
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However, evidence from two major studies shows that the effectiveness of these participatory arrangements remains limited.

 Satumanatpan et al. (2018) found that coastal provincial committees suffer from weak sectoral integration among agencies and infrequent meetings, which undermines horizontal coordination at the provincial level. In addition, 

Satumanatpan et al. (2024) identified several constraints affecting meaningful participation of small-scale fishers: committee work tends to be reactive rather than strategic; women’s representation remains limited due to low participation in registered community organizations; and the flexible number of district chiefs relative to fixed community seats can create perceived imbalance in decision-making.
Overall, while Thailand has established formal structures to promote participation, both horizontal coordination and the inclusiveness of community engagement require further strengthening.

See in 6.2.4.2 yellow highlight paragpah 	Comment by Megan Knight: Thank you!

Civil society organizations (CSOs), local communities, the private sector, and academic institutions play an important supporting role in Thailand’s marine and coastal governance by contributing to policy implementation, community-based conservation, scientific research, and public awareness. Their engagement strengthens local stewardship, promotes co-management, and enhances governance integration and resilience across coastal areas of the Gulf of Thailand. Participatory and collaborative mechanisms—including community networks, research partnerships, and public–private initiatives—are key channels through which shared responsibility and inclusive governance are advanced at the local level. International engagement mechanisms are addressed separately in Section 6.2.2.2.

6.2.4.1 Key Civil Society and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) in Thailand
Thailand hosts a diverse network of national NGOs, community organizations, and academic institutions active in marine conservation, sustainable livelihoods, and environmental governance, including the Marine Science Association of Thailand, the Seub Nakhasathien Foundation, the Environmental Litigation and Advocacy for the Wants (EnLAW) Foundation, the Sustainable Development Foundation (SDF), and the Raks Thai Foundation. Major universities such as Prince of Songkla University, Mahidol University, Kasetsart University, Ramkhamhaeng University, and Burapha University contribute scientific research, monitoring, and policy-relevant knowledge. Together, these actors form an essential bridge between national policy frameworks and local-level implementation.
6.2.4.2 Legal Basis for Public Participation

Thailand has a strong legal foundation for public participation in marine and coastal resource management. The Promotion of Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015) and the Royal Ordinance on Fisheries (2015) mandate participatory committees, co-management arrangements, and community-based fisheries management. Complementary laws—including the Official Information Act, the National Environmental Quality Act, and decentralization legislation—further guarantee access to information, participation in EIAs, and local government authority in environmental management.

However, empirical studies indicate that the effectiveness of these participatory mechanisms remains uneven. Provincial coordination is often weak, participation can be reactive, and representation of women and small-scale fishers remains limited in some areas (Satumanatpan et al., 2018; 2024).

6.2.4.3 Co-management and Participatory Mechanisms
Thailand has progressively expanded co-management through provincial marine and coastal committees, community-based conservation networks, and participatory monitoring programs. These mechanisms support mangrove conservation, fisheries management, MPAs, and marine biodiversity monitoring. Public–private partnerships and CSR initiatives increasingly supplement government efforts and financing for conservation. 

Overall, Thailand has established formal structures and practical mechanisms for participation and co-management. While these frameworks represent a major strength of the governance system, their effectiveness is constrained by coordination gaps, uneven capacity, and inclusiveness challenges. Continued institutional strengthening, capacity building, and long-term financial support are required to ensure that participation translates into sustained conservation and livelihood outcomes.
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Over the past 15 years, Thailand has established a relatively strong legal, policy, and institutional foundation for marine and coastal governance, with a clear shift from fragmented, sector-based management toward more integrated approaches (Satumanatpan et al., 2018). The Promotion of Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015) marked a major institutional advance by creating formal national and provincial committees for coordination, planning, and annual reporting by the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR).
Despite this progress, several structural weaknesses persist. Inter-ministerial coordination at the national level remains largely procedural, with overlapping mandates and regulatory inefficiencies continuing to constrain implementation (Satumanatpan, NEA 2025). While ecosystem-based management (EBM), climate adaptation, and disaster risk reduction are increasingly reflected in policy frameworks, their effectiveness depends on data quality, institutional capacity, and the extent to which monitoring results inform adaptive management.
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Policy Cycle
DMCR conducts long-term monitoring of coral reefs, mangroves, and seagrass, generating valuable biophysical time-series data. However, current indicators focus mainly on habitat condition (e.g., live coral cover) and remain weak in assessing ecosystem services and socio-economic outcomes such as fisheries productivity, shoreline protection, tourism, and community well-being (National Trialogue Workshop, 2025). Stronger integration of ecological, economic, and social indicators is needed to support adaptive governance.
Participation, Coordination, and Stakeholder Engagement
Thailand’s legal framework formally enables stakeholder participation through the Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015) and the Royal Ordinance on Fisheries (2015). In practice, however, participatory mechanisms remain uneven. Provincial coastal committees face weak sectoral integration, infrequent meetings, and limited data availability (Satumanatpan et al., 2018). Further constraints include reactive committee agendas, limited women’s representation, and perceived imbalances in decision-making authority (Satumanatpan et al., 2024).
Governance Principles
Although this assessment does not directly evaluate transparency, accountability, and equity, these principles are supported by Thailand’s broader legal framework, including the Official Information Act (1997), the Civil Service Act (2008), the 2017 Constitution, and the Gender Equality Act (2015). Together, these laws establish an enabling environment for participatory and accountable governance, although enforcement and practical application remain uneven.
Overall, Thailand’s marine and coastal governance shows significant institutional progress, but its effectiveness is constrained by coordination gaps, limited socio-economic monitoring, and uneven stakeholder inclusion. Strengthening adaptive monitoring systems, inclusive participation, and inter-agency coordination remains essential for improving long-term governance performance.



6.3 Discussion and Conclusions 

6.3.1 Risk Assessment: Current Governance Capacity
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National indicators suggest that Thailand’s overall governance capacity for coastal and marine management is moderate but uneven. Under the Environmental Performance Index (EPI 2024), Thailand ranks 90th globally, with improvements in climate change performance (+12.5) and ecosystem vitality (+1.9), but declining trends in biodiversity and habitat (–0.7) and fisheries (–1.9), alongside persistently weak water resource management. These patterns reflect continuing stress on coastal ecosystems.

World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators place Thailand in the medium tier for government effectiveness and regulatory quality, with a declining trend in regulatory performance and low control of corruption (World Bank, 2025).  These national-level governance constraints influence provincial capacity, particularly consistency in policy implementation, enforcement, and multi-agency coordination.

At the provincial level, governance performance varies widely. Coastal committee studies reveal weak sectoral integration, infrequent meetings, and limited stakeholder engagement (Satumanatpan et al., 2018). Further constraints include reactive committee agendas, low women’s representation, and imbalances in committee composition affecting small-scale fishers (Satumanatpan et al., 2024). These shortcomings undermine social equity, inclusion, and adaptive capacity.

Overall, Thailand exhibits moderate national governance capacity, but uneven provincial implementation remains a key risk to effective ecosystem protection and human well-being.

TWAP Governance Architecture Self-Assessment (Fanning et al., 2017) shows:
· Completeness = 50 (basic institutional and legal structures exist),
· Integration = 0.1 (very weak cross-sectoral and multi-level coordination),
· Engagement = 70 (relatively strong stakeholder participation).
This indicates that while institutions and participation mechanisms are in place, fragmented integration remains the principal structural weakness constraining adaptive, ecosystem-based, and transboundary governance in the South China Sea and Gulf of Thailand.
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In terms of knowledge and information systems, Thailand benefits from growing climate data platforms (e.g., coastal erosion monitoring, marine water quality networks, early warning systems), supported by research institutions and DMCR’s technical centers. Nonetheless, data sharing between agencies is inconsistent, and integration of scientific, local, and traditional knowledge into planning remains limited. Population growth, coastal urbanization, tourism expansion, and increasing demand for marine resources continue to intensify pressures on ecosystems, highlighting gaps in enforcement capacity, cross-sectoral coordination, and integrated spatial planning. Overall, while Thailand has made significant progress in building national frameworks and technical capacity, strengthening multi-level coordination, long-term financing, and adaptive governance mechanisms remains critical for responding effectively to future climate and environmental challenges.	Comment by Megan Knight: This is a very good analysis. Please make sure it is include in the text and or an Annex. 
Thailand shows moderate capacity to respond to climate and environmental change, supported by national frameworks but constrained by fragmented coordination and uneven enforcement. Core agencies (DMCR, DCCE, DOF) possess growing technical capacity, yet the absence of an enacted Climate Change Act weakens legal coherence.

Climate and coastal monitoring systems exist but remain poorly integrated, limiting their effectiveness for planning. Provincial governments face persistent staffing and budget constraints, while rapid urbanization, coastal development, and resource demand outpace institutional capacity. These conditions underscore the need for stronger coordination, clearer legal mandates, and adaptive governance mechanisms.

6.3.3 Strategies to enhance government responses to climate change and achieve sustainability of the coastal and marine environments

Thailand’s climate response is guided by the Climate Change Master Plan (2015–2050) and the National Adaptation Plan, which emphasize resilience and ecosystem-based adaptation in coastal and marine areas. The draft Climate Change Act, currently under parliamentary consideration, is expected to strengthen the legal foundation for coordinated, cross-sectoral climate governance and long-term sustainability.

6.3.4 Recommended priority actions including regional cooperation

Based on identified risks and governance gaps, the following priority actions are recommended:
1. Improve cross-sectoral and multi-level coordination.
Enhance institutional linkages among DMCR, DCCE, DOF, ONEP, DNP, the Marine Department, and provincial authorities to ensure coherent implementation of national policies. Strengthening the operational effectiveness of coastal provincial committees—including regular meetings, clear agendas, and technical support—will be essential for more consistent provincial-level implementation.


2. Enhance legal coherence for climate and environmental governance.
Finalizing and enacting the draft Climate Change Act should be prioritized to provide a binding legal framework for climate action. Aligning climate-related frameworks with the Marine and Coastal Resources Management Act (2015), National Adaptation Plan, and marine spatial planning processes will support integrated land–sea management and long-term resilience planning.
3. Strengthen provincial implementation capacity.
Increase technical staffing, financial resources, and targeted training for provincial and local authorities, particularly in areas facing high exposure to coastal erosion, flooding, pollution, and fisheries pressures. Integrating climate risk assessments into local planning and enhancing monitoring capacity will improve adaptive responses.
4. Promote inclusive and equitable stakeholder participation.
Enhance mechanisms for the meaningful involvement of small-scale fishers, women, and community-based organizations in provincial decision-making processes. Expanding representation and improving transparency can strengthen governance legitimacy and support socially just outcomes.
5. Accelerate ecosystem protection and climate-resilient management.
Scale up mangrove, seagrass, and coral reef restoration; strengthen pollution control; and expand protected area management using nature-based and ecosystem-based approaches. Improving enforcement and compliance mechanisms will be critical for reducing ecosystem stresses.
6. Strengthen data integration and science–policy linkages.
Develop interoperable data systems among national agencies and increase the use of shared datasets for planning and decision-making. Enhancing collaboration with research institutions will support monitoring of environmental change, fisheries productivity, and climate impacts.
7. Enhance regional cooperation in the South China Sea.
Deepen engagement through ASEAN, COBSEA, PEMSEA, SEAFDEC, and UNEP/GEF platforms to improve coordinated monitoring of marine pollution, management of shared fish stocks, exchange of adaptation practices, and development of regional early warning systems. Establishing regional protocols for data-sharing and transboundary ecosystem management should be prioritized.
8. Mobilize sustainable and long-term financing.
Strengthen domestic budgeting for climate and coastal management and explore regional and international financing mechanisms, including climate funds, blue carbon financing, and blended finance instruments to support implementation and monitoring at national and provincial levels.
6.4 Methodology and analysis 

This governance assessment was conducted using a desk-based analytical approach combined with comparative indicator-based evaluation, aligned with the Transboundary Water Assessment Programme (TWAP) Governance Architecture Assessment Framework (Fanning et al., 2017). The analysis focuses on four core governance components: economic arrangements, institutional setting, legal and policy frameworks, and civil society and stakeholder engagement.
[bookmark: _Hlk214619300]Data were compiled through a desk-based review of official government documents, national strategies and legislation, budget and investment statistics, international reporting instruments, and peer-reviewed literature. Key national data sources included the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR), Office of the National Economic and Social Development Council (NESDC), Bureau of the Budget, Board of Investment (BOI), and relevant ministry reports. International governance indicators, including the World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators and the Environmental Performance Index (EPI), were used to contextualize national governance performance.
To assess transboundary governance architecture, Thailand’s national governance system was evaluated using the TWAP Governance Architecture Assessment Framework, based on three dimensions: completeness, integration, and engagement. A structured self-assessment was conducted using expert judgment informed by institutional mandates, legal coverage, participation mechanisms, and inter-agency coordination arrangements. Supporting quantitative and qualitative evidence from previous regional studies and project reports was used to validate the assessment results.
The analysis integrates findings across governance components to identify systemic strengths, gaps, risks, and enabling conditions relevant to transboundary ecosystem management. Particular attention is given to stakeholder participation, inter-sectoral coordination, financing capacity, and implementation effectiveness at both national and provincial levels. All detailed datasets, methodological tools, and supplementary materials used in this assessment are provided in the Annexes to support transparency and replicability.

Glossary
DMCR		Department of Marine and Coastal Resources 
DCCE		Department of Climate Change and Environment, the primary
A government agency in Thailand responsible for climate policy and
environmental management.
DOF 		Department of Fisheries 
GDP 		Gross Domestic Product: the total monetary or market value of all
the finished goods and services produced within a country's
borders in a specific time period.
GPP		Gross Provincial Product; the total economic value of all final
goods and services produced within a specific province during a
given period. 
TDA		Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis
TWAP 	Transboundary Water Assessment Programme
More xxxx 

Acknowledgement 
The author gratefully acknowledges the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources
(DMCR) for serving as the National Coordinator for Thailand. Sincere appreciation is
extended to the regional team for their technical guidance, and to all experts and
stakeholders for their contributions to the completion of this National Transboundary
Diagnostic Analysis.

Author contributions
Suvaluck Satumanatpan: Methodology, Validation, Investigation, Visualization,
Writing-Original draft, Writing-Review & Editing,  Megan Kinght: Methodology, Writing-Review & Editing

References (Dec 4,  2025) 
Block, S., Emerson, J. W., Esty, D. C., de Sherbinin, A., Wendling, Z. A., et al. (2024). 2024 Environmental Performance Index. Yale Center for Environmental Law & Policy. https://epi.yale.edu/

 
Bureau of the Budget. (2025). Annual budget expenditure documents under the budget appropriation acts for fiscal years 2013–2023. Bureau of the Budget, Office of the Prime Minister. https://www.bb.go.th/index.php
Department of Business Development (DBD). (2025). Statistics data 2024 [Data set]. https://www.dbd.go.th/common-article/24

Department of Marine and Coastal Resources. (2013). Thailand’s maritime territory. https://km.dmcr.go.th/c_54
Draft National Environmental Assessment (NE). 2025 (On-going).  
Fanning, L., Mahon, R., Baldwin, K., & Douglas, S. (2017). Transboundary Waters Assessment Programme (TWAP) assessment of governance arrangements for the ocean, Volume 1: Transboundary large marine ecosystems—Supplement: Individual governance architecture assessment for fifty transboundary large marine ecosystems (IOC Technical Series No. 119, Vol. 1, Suppl., 834 pp.). IOC-UNESCO.


Office of the National Economic and Social Development Council (NESDC). (2025). National accounts: Gross provincial product—Table of gross regional and provincial product 2023 [Data set]. https://www.nesdc.go.th/en/info/gross-regional-and-provincial-product-gpp/ (access May 19, 2025) 


Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA), & Department of Marine and Coastal Resources (DMCR). (2019). National state of oceans and coasts 2018: Blue economy growth of Thailand. PEMSEA.


Satumanatpan, S., Chuenpagdee, R., Traesupap, S., Yeemin, T., & Jumtarashote, K. (2024). Policy re-alignment for the implementation of the Small-Scale Fisheries Guidelines in Thailand. In J. Nakamura et al. (Eds.), Implementation of the Small-Scale Fisheries Guidelines (MARE Publication Series, Vol. 28, pp. 167–187). Springer.

Satumanatpan, S., Moore, P., & Plathong, S. (2018). Governance challenges for the sustainability of marine and coastal resources. In Thailand: Environmental resources and related political and social issues (pp. 219–239). Nova Science Publishers.

.
Sub-Committee on Knowledge Management for National Marine Interests. (2019). The sea, the ocean, and national marine interests. National Security Council, Office of the Prime Minister. 

Thailand Board of Investment. (2025). Statistical report and investment promotion trends under the investment promotion policy (from 2015 onwards): Statistics on foreign direct investment [Data set]. https://ipstat.boi.go.th/pubrpt/index.php

Thailand Board of Investment (BOI). (2024). Foreign direct investment situation report 2023 (January–December). International Affairs Division.

World Bank Group. (2025). World development indicators [Data set]. https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators

World Bank. (2025). World Bank country and lending groups. https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups

World Bank. (2024). Advancing marine spatial planning and blue economy in Thailand: Baseline assessment report (May 2024). World Bank.
GDP (current million US$)	
2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	126.39222425379383	120.29647618040192	134.30090440002175	152.28061524588742	172.89568515465817	189.31840846859521	221.75829602162062	262.94262145505292	291.38298243095147	281.71063018731911	341.10476632916965	370.81873962362192	397.5583252785791	420.33365459254708	407.33904019765129	401.29623822808389	413.36634974750808	456.3568135367637	506.7542084044847	543.97669179388583	500.46189848024551	506.1946687899366	495.64469758766057	515.90628394093267	526.41126542768257	GDP growth (annual %)	
2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	4.4552470433501412	3.4442490096837162	6.1490360521003566	7.189243303409711	6.2893421428579472	4.1876384288433712	4.967810892461074	5.4351516905080928	1.7256988486633418	-0.69061823230057939	7.513390532616242	0.84013208305333364	7.2427962024964216	2.6874955632055588	0.98446886361942632	3.1340472491163496	3.4351577169218217	4.1776810321000966	4.222870287460708	2.1145577962827815	-6.0500384685162203	1.5521660842664744	2.5803787470982655	2.0177509532832687	2.5259617577149527	Inflation, consumer prices (annual %)	
2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	1.3	2.2000000000000002	1.6	3.3	3.2	4.5	4.5999999999999996	2.2000000000000002	5.5	-0.9	3.3	3.8087905813963281	3.014899503349882	2.1848861853068109	1.8951418189878471	-0.90042496329157995	0.18814970444817589	0.66563189313511029	1.0638975418302501	0.70672860131427506	-0.84593714735706427	1.230395413183839	-1.6106803048669029	8.4780517442154579	1.365805407980397	
GDP (million US$)


GDP Growth  and Inflation (annual %)




GDP per capita (current US$)	
2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2005.9769451423419	1889.934324671445	2089.7518311155445	2347.5400128606598	2641.5626871785717	2867.7038343606159	3331.3204351177264	3918.5281743458054	4309.1350929298624	4135.4398695281852	4973.862888237778	5373.6232832897967	5725.5280283546335	6018.0824472925487	5801.1978916204998	5688.8533539788423	5833.5771561709844	6413.0918253034333	7099.7765008145752	7605.696577977591	6985.6439389257421	7057.2075480227895	6909.3528181582678	7195.1013091944869	7345.1356900037672	Unemployment, total (% of total labor force) (national estimate)	
2.3889999999999998	2.6	0	1.54	1.51	1.35	1.22	1.18	1.18	1.49	0.622	0.66	0.57999999999999996	0.249	0.57599999999999996	0.59699999999999998	0.68799999999999994	0.83	0.76500000000000001	0.71599999999999997	1.099	1.2150000000000001	0.94	0.73299999999999998	0.78100000000000003	Poverty headcount ratio at $8.30 a day (2021 PPP) (% of population)	
61.2	53.3	46.7	39.5	37.4	35.200000000000003	32.200000000000003	30	25.5	24.9	21.8	20.9	16.899999999999999	17.899999999999999	17.2	17.8	15.2	15.1	14.1	9.9	9.9	
GDP per capita (US$)


Unemployment rate and Poverty headcount ratio (%)




Whole Kingdom	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	126.24056274449703	120.16645682879948	134.17620929458141	152.11420659024802	172.69135832061085	189.08400792135583	210.38434760090155	262.62450808535885	290.9750898976319	281.2656959504659	340.62849035660258	370.83984910587077	397.59794076702065	420.69	407.34	400.8	426	438.9	506.91	544.11	500.36	505.83	495.1	515.94000000000005	Bangkok	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	44.522677219945223	43.255938457036869	46.625137484	51.463052130580294	58.085208828259248	63.066512164365527	67.549241753944401	81.433890688830999	87.797446234172668	85.063569482731495	97.817009015694936	109.94669488570024	117.76240458474905	128.86000000000001	129.44	130.29	139.59	143.72	167.46	184.01	169.63	167.67	163.72999999999999	176.52	35.3%	36.0%	34.8%	33.8%	33.5%	33.4%	32.1%	31.0%	30.2%	30.2%	28.7%	29.7%	29.6%	30.6%	31.8%	32.5%	32.8%	32.7%	33.0%	33.8%	33.9%	33.2%	33.1%	34.2%	16 Others provinces	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	35.729419443675312	33.704027255508116	38.724959472395348	44.188673718564885	50.972329932679393	57.326860459970156	65.857503343050368	85.665632487760391	93.541168376798538	85.912826242050116	109.43018874175863	117.27182039081661	122.30312912229732	125	120.52	116.49	124.15	128.26	147.84	155.66	137.88	145.54	146.82	147.97	28.3%	28.1%	28.9%	29.1%	29.5%	30.3%	31.3%	32.6%	32.2%	30.6%	32.1%	31.6%	30.8%	29.7%	29.6%	29.0%	29.1%	29.2%	29.2%	28.6%	27.6%	28.8%	29.7%	28.7%	
Billion USD




General government balance (% of GDP) 	

2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	-1.8080030454730149	-2.1074301239606874	-6.7846280820871128	1.3851694749064594	1.0531271130110915	2.3242844245607444	1.7800023368496514	0.12362203018123792	0.46564675604405881	-2.8507594267407708	-0.58222064933436779	-1.060949261530608	-1.1743510553942749	0.30479491244942575	-0.85324992019194712	-4.6707516117533543E-2	0.28079973308049017	-0.75017055443854286	-0.38220728842555857	1.8888292072187781E-2	-4.4952018169547445	-7.0527505386361984	-4.8611386912151033	-2.2643194258743073	General government gross debt (% of GDP)	
2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	21.964586513919627	24.578334035858926	30.070356272157166	27.046018372080617	24.396399800870888	25.458128278076924	24.38065914946521	22.993466831917537	22.450217262328795	26.779195203644562	26.900845543726515	28.131976300687384	28.444716023882805	38.166695057079444	35.390473945269889	36.670569535517934	37.306520404566392	37.910418843604511	38.627705594127931	50.322781499941485	58.51145420351137	60.349920189306047	61.124361363852564	Current account balance (% of GDP)	
2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	7.3684524026066525	4.240272330439991	3.4655051681766857	3.1335640015455808	1.5959733899378634	-4.0364643152320019	1.0438076236725364	5.9266542311642123	0.3194661514663481	7.8765595025475932	3.3673246721925225	2.5421709632834077	-1.2323363795765321	-2.1015345894223163	2.8582840987004059	6.9158151716862264	10.508354393208574	9.631030191821413	5.6198631459897248	7.0327264032829833	4.1828286145466773	-2.118253127265012	-3.4625237527297896	1.4366190825120795	2.1533902440040897	
% of GDP




DMCR 	
2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	36.300807817589579	37.229045566502464	36.20233887430738	39.992867153284671	37.210235194105984	46.35870588235295	45.51718427835052	46.379447284345048	45.25175625	38.066532763532763	38.743074712643683	51.160922190201724	DNP	
2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	360.35848534201955	316.29206280788185	304.8109886264217	319.07527299270077	306.71258146783794	360.54980804953561	382.04065721649488	367.20434185303515	341.10776874999999	283.90219943019946	317.38521551724142	315.37359654178675	DOF	
2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	116.78588925081434	112.4786853448276	110.86670749489647	118.40870072992701	113.4839302918674	137.99639009287927	131.88316043814433	140.76358785942492	124.56849687499999	98.331247863247853	100.22687931034483	104.48799423631122	
Million USD
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