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Overview
By: Jackie Fan, Ellie Jones, Jill Lambiase, and Caitlin Ryan

 In the past, villagers living along the Lampaniang River relied on its resources, accessing the river for food. 
Villagers depended on the natural flooding of the river and traditional irrigation methods to restore and irrigate 
their rice fields. Fish and plants found on the banks of the river supplemented their diet. Whenever the villagers 
needed water for consumption or for their livestock, they would go to the river and take what was needed. The 
river was a free source of sustenance for the villagers and a vital resource which made their livelihoods possible.
The dredging of the Lampaniang River first appeared to be a modest affair that would benefit those who de-
pended on the river. Taking a few meters from the riverbed would purportedly allow the river to hold more water 
and reduce annual flooding. In reality, the dredging project caused more extreme and prolonged flooding, and 
although it increased the river’s capacity to hold water, villagers were no longer able to access that water. Steep 
banks, severe erosion, and greater input costs from irrigation pumps make it impossible for villagers to rely on 
the river as an affordable source of sustenance.

 Villagers dependent on the Lampaniang were not told honestly or accurately of the effects dredging would 
cause. Uninformed and unable to fully comprehend a system in which the use of the river’s resources would 
come at a high cost, villagers lost the river, and with the river, their land and livelihood. In a claim to protect 
their rights, villagers submitted the violations to the courts, a strategy not often used by grassroots movements in 
Thailand. The Supreme Administrative Court made a historic ruling against the government in mid-November 
2008, affirming villagers’ right to their land despite the government’s defense that it had warned villagers of 
the project’s negative effects. The case is a triumph for villagers in Lampaniang and in other parts of Thailand, 
because it sets a precedent for similar future cases to be brought to the legal court system. Although the court’s 
ruling to compensate villagers for lost land is a step towards realizing the effects of large-scale projects, the gov-
ernment has still not developed a legal consciousness for economic, social, and cultural rights. Steps taken so far 
have not been so comprehensive as to restore villagers’ livelihoods, nor safeguard their way of life in the future.

ESC Rights Examined:
  Article 11 and 12: Right to Water
  Article 1.2 and Article 11.1: Right to Food
  Article 6: Right to Work

Potential Number of People Affected:
 Dredging by the government intensified flooding and caused large-scale crop failure, affecting over 5,000 rai 
and 1,000 households’ sources of food and livelihood. It is suspected that nearly 4,000 villagers in the region 
have directly suffered adverse effects due to the dredging of the Lampaniang River, and hundreds more may have 
been indirectly impacted.

Findings:
 Farmers along the Lampaniang River who once had stable livelihoods now find it impossible to provide ad-
equate food, water, and income for their families. Due to physical destruction 
of land and traditional irrigation systems, exacerbated flooding conditions, 
and alteration of the river’s ecosystem, farming is no longer a sustainable oc-
cupation and water is no longer physically or economically accessible. Despite 
the government’s claim that it shared information about the Lampaniang De-
velopment Project, findings show that the information given out was mislead-
ing or incorrect.  Therefore, this report finds that the State did not follow 
established guidelines set out in the General Comments of the ICESCR with 
respect to the right of villagers to water, food, and work, and that villagers were 
not informed or fairly compensated.



VOiCES fROM ThE MaRgiN

The Right to food

The Right to Culture
The Right to Self Determination

 Humanity speaks many languages, but there is one 
that unites us all – the language of human dignity.  

 Voices from the Margin is an examination of issues 
concerning the compromise of human dignity through 
the exploration of an Economic, Social, and Cultural 
Rights (ESCR) framework. As an international cov-
enant whose language illustrates each human’s inher-
ent needs, the framework bridges perceived divides 
between nations, ethnic groups, classes, genders, ages, 
and cultures. The rights included in the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights 
(ICESCR) are unique in their universality and capacity 
to embrace all diversity, allowing for the shared lan-
guage of human dignity.   

 Regardless of signatory status, no State has fully real-
ized the rights detailed in the ICESCR. In every exist-
ing political, economic, and social structure, there are 
people who, despite being equally deserving of human 
dignity, have their rights exploited and overlooked by 
the State.  

 Thailand is no exception. Against the backdrop of 
rapid development and industrialization that has im-
proved the lives of some, lies a myriad of individuals 
whose ability to live with dignity has been severely 
compromised. As a signatory to the ICESCR since 
1999, Thailand pledges to actively fulfill the Economic, 

Social, and Cultural Rights guaranteed for its citizens. 
These rights, however, are merely words on paper, often 
remaining unrecognized by the State in practice.  

 Non-compliance by the State with ICESCR is evi-
dent in the Northeastern region of Thailand, more 
commonly known as Isaan. Predominantly rural, with 
the lowest regional per-capita GDP in Thailand and an 
ethnic makeup that is generally Lao rather than Central 
Thai, Isaan is geographically, economically, and cultur-
ally marginalized. Due to both the region’s potential for 
industrial growth and its untapped natural resources, 
the people of Isaan have experienced the impacts of 
numerous development schemes and initiatives formu-
lated by the central government.  

 Voices from the Margin is a pilot project intended to 
grow and replicate. The project is meant to illustrate 
that the ESCR framework can be used as a powerful 
tool for social and political mobilization. Currently, the 
project consists of six reports focusing on the rights of 
Isaan communities to self-determination, specifically 
regarding struggles surrounding chemical agriculture, 
HIV/AIDS, the damming and dredging of rivers, and 
urban slums.  

 The human voice behind these issues brings them to 
life: A mother and her child suffer from severe health 
problems after herbicides are sprayed on a nearby field 

The Right to Work

The Right to health
The Right to Security of Tenure

The Right to Water
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The Right to health
The Right to Sustainability

The Right to adequate Standard of Living

The Right to housing

The Right to Security of Tenure The Right to affordable amenities

and drift into her small convenience store. A woman 
loses her husband and father after being displaced by 
a dam and still finds the strength to fight for her lost 
livelihood. A mother goes to Bangkok to work, because 
she can no longer support her family through farm-
ing due to the dredging of a river. A man finds out he 
is HIV positive, and after overcoming depression and 
discrimination, works with other HIV positive people 
inspiring them to live again. A grandmother comes to 
the city for a better life and ends up in a slum, with 
the continual threat of eviction. A father can no longer 
catch enough fish to provide for his family because of 
a dam and so must watch his children leave the com-
munity to find work. 

 Although these voices tell the stories of individu-
als’ struggles, they speak for thousands of others whose 
voices are not heard. Despite different backgrounds 
and obstacles, these individuals share the common ex-
perience of marginalization inflicted by State policies. 
These marginalized people find solidarity in the com-
mon language of human dignity, a language harnessed 
by the ICESCR in order to foster an understanding 
and respect of universal human rights. 
 
 An ESCR framework not only fosters understanding 
of human rights amongst individuals, but also works to 
hold State actors accountable for their actions and inac-
tions. Individuals, groups, and movements across the 

world have taken matters into their own hands and pre-
sented ESCR cases against their governments. As global 
trends indicate, people from all over the world are con-
necting and building solidarity in a struggle to defend 
their ESC rights. Therefore, the ESCR framework has 
tremendous potential as a mechanism to ensure the ef-
fective provision of human rights. Due to the universal-
ity of ESCR, a diversity of people affected by distinct 
issues can take ownership of the framework in a com-
mon pursuit for self-determination . The framework is 
a means to facilitate communication between the State 
and the people by amplifying the people’s voices.  

 The ICESCR is powerful because it gives form to 
dignity and provides a language by which marginalized 
people can build understanding and solidarity. ESCR 
does not create dignity, but rather affirms that dignity 
is inherent to all people. Differences in nationality, eth-
nicity, class, gender, age, and culture are perceived bar-
riers that can be overcome through this common lan-
guage. The versatility of the ICESCR encompasses all 
such differences, allowing us the opportunity to work 
together in solidarity for the economic, social, and cul-
tural rights all human beings deserve – thus we mobilize 
for a social movement that is unhindered by borders. 

The Right to food
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 The cement storage site looks bleak as dawn breaks 
in Bangkok; morning sun casts light over the seemingly 
infinite stacks of cardboard. Supanee Sipantabut, better 
known as Deng, sighs softly as she rubs her worn hands.
Stacking cardboard has taken a toll on her body; backaches 
and blisters that form into calluses are part of the job. She 
and her husband prepare cardboard for transport around 
Bangkok. Sweat starts to bead on Deng’s brow.

 It’s going to be a long day. 

 “Just two years ago, we were able to support our family 
with income and food from our rice fields instead of having to 
send checks all the way from Bangkok,” Deng explains while 
relaxing on her farm during a short visit home. However, 
when the Royal Irrigation Department (RID) dredged the 
Lampaniang River in an attempt to increase water flow by 
widening the river and building up the embankment, Deng’s 
land was destroyed, forcing her to migrate to Bangkok to 
make a living. 

 Her family still lives in Nongbualamphu province tending 
to the remaining vegetable plot that wasn’t washed away.  
They wait patiently for the monthly checks from Bangkok 
to arrive.
 
 In the days before moving to Bangkok, Deng and her 
family were rice farmers, working on land that had been in 
their family for generations. When they were not working 
together in their rice fields, they collected vegetables, 
bamboo shoots, and mangoes to supplement their diet and 
income. “We were not rich,” Deng recalls and reminisces, 
“but we lived comfortably on productive land, and we lived 
together.”
 
 Nowadays, Deng’s land is destroyed and her family is 
broken. The dredging project has led to nothing but hardship 
for her family. “If the villagers knew the dredging would 
have ruined our land, we never would have let RID dredge,” 
Deng remarks with certainty. “The headman was very 
forceful in pushing me to sign the agreement; he didn’t tell 

me any information other than I would not be compensated 
by RID for resulting damages, but he was very unspecific 
about the damages that could occur.” 

 Like most villagers living near the Lampaniang River, 
Deng was told the project would bring endless benefits and 
provide extra irrigation for the dry season. 
 
 Instead of benefiting her, the dredging project destroyed 
her land. “They dredged away more than a tenth of my land, 
and the rest of my land was flooded,” Deng explains in a quiet 
voice. In the rainy season, water from the river breaches the 
artificial banks and floods into her family’s rice fields.  With 
the banks built so high, however, the water never recedes 
back into the river; it sits stagnant on her fields. Her land has 
been rendered useless for rice farming, her family’s primary 
source of income. 
 
 With no alternatives, Deng and her husband moved from 
their family farm in rural Isaan to a one-bedroom apartment 
in Bangkok, leaving their two children and Deng’s mother 
in Nongbualamphu. Deng speaks about her children 
explaining, “my 13 year old daughter is now responsible for 
taking care of her grandmother and brother, who is not yet 
two.”
 
 Although Deng and her husband make more money in 
Bangkok, their cost of living is much higher. “Whatever 
money we have is sent home so our children can eat and 
go to school,” she says.  The high cost of transportation 
back to her home village makes visits nearly impossible; an 
intermittent check to cover basic necessities is almost all the 
children see of their parents.
 
 Deng dreams of the day that she can return to her home 
village and raise her kids. “It may take years,” Deng explains 
while admiring photos of her family on their land, “but once 
we have saved enough money, I am going home.” She pauses 
for a moment and takes a deep breath before she returns to 
tying up the endless piles of cardboard.52

Supanee Sipantabut

Voices
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LAmpAniAng DeVeLopment project
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights Report

Synopsis 
 Nongbualamphu is a small agricultural province located in Isaan, the Northeastern region of Thailand. The 314-kilometer-
long Lampaniang River flows from Loei province in the north and through Nongbualamphu before emptying itself into the 
Ubonrat Dam Reservoir outside the city of Khon Kaen. In a State-initiated effort to increase irrigation and control seasonal 
flooding and droughts in Nongbualamphu, the Royal Irrigation Department (RID) in 2003 implemented a river dredging 
project called the Lampaniang Development Project. The project covers 150 kilometers of the Lampaniang River in five dis-
tricts: Muang, Nawang, Naklang, Nonsang, and Sriboonruang. After the budget was approved in 2004, dredging began on 
the river.1 It was widened by 70 to 100 meters and deepened by 4.5 meters. The excess soil dredged from the river was piled 
on the banks with the excess soil. RID claimed that the project would prevent and relieve natural disasters like flooding in 
Nongbualamphu by increasing the maximum water capacity and flow of the river during the rainy season while not overflow-
ing its banks.2 

 The project was temporarily stalled in 2006 when the allocated budget was depleted.  At that time, only 30 of 150 kilo-
meters had been dredged. RID plans to continue the project once budgetary issues have been resolved.3    

 Initially, RID told villagers the development project would increase their income and water access. However, villagers 
living along the Lampaniang experienced few benefits and numerous adverse effects, including flooding of farmlands, de-
struction of the river’s ecosystem, and insufficient access to water.4 The overall impact has disrupted the livelihoods of many 
villagers throughout the region, who are now unable to continue work as farmers and have lost access to adequate food and 
water.5  

 Although RID officials claim that they informed villagers of the nature of the project and its potential effects, villagers 
maintain they were not given sufficient information, nor were they provided with an opportunity to participate in creating 
or implementing the project. Affected villagers proceeded to sue RID in 2005, demanding compensation for lost land and 
income. After the lower court awarded villagers compensation, RID appealed to have the awarded amount lowered. Villagers 
in turn appealed, and their cases were finally forwarded to the Supreme Administrative Court.  

 In addition to using the courts, affected villagers organized. Wichian Srijannon and Saprang Khurimon set up the Conser-
vation and Restoration Group of Lampaniang in 2006. This organization works for the environmental improvement of nine 
sub-districts in Nongbualamphu province. As well as spreading awareness about the project, this group developed a proposal 
for RID and the provincial government to restore the natural ecosystem of the Lampaniang River. Around 30 villages are 
collaborating on the restoration plan, which they hope to complete by May 2009.6 
  
Community Profile   
  
 The province of Nongbualamphu is nearly 4,000 square kilometers in area and has a population of 500,000 people living 
in approximately 125,000 households. Poverty is widespread in the province: according to the National Economic and Social 
Development Board, Nongbualamphu currently has the second highest rate of poverty in Thailand.7    
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 The Lampaniang River weaves throughout much of the southern half of the province. The soil composition in Nongbual-
amphu is sandy and rocky, reducing the soil’s ability to store water well.8  Consequently, the 250,000 villagers living in this 
region rely heavily on a steady water supply from the river for irrigation purposes all year round. Prior to the dredging project, 
communities in this region used traditional irrigation practices to meet their water needs.

 Access to the river’s water supply is critical for the villagers in Nongbualamphu who subsist almost exclusively on rice farm-
ing as a main source of income. Before the dredging, farming was also the primary source of food for family consumption, 
while excess crops were sold for extra income. Farmers in Nongbualamphu produced rice during the rainy season and grew 
plants such as chili peppers, beans, corn and soy during the dry season. If favorable irrigation conditions permitted, some 
farmers could grow rice during both dry and rainy seasons.9 Farmers also supplemented their meals with herbs, fruits and 
vegetables that they gathered from the banks of the river. This pattern of work has been deeply ingrained in the way of life of 
villagers living around the Lampaniang River.   

 The river’s landscape has changed dramatically as a result of the dredging and is no longer suitable for traditional meth-
ods of irrigation. Dredging intensified flooding which has caused large-scale crop failure, affecting over 5,000 rai and 1,000 
households’ sources of food and livelihood (see Appendix for conversions).10  Since many who lived off their land could no 
longer feed and provide for themselves, a large majority of young adults were forced to migrate to urban centers in search of 
alternative sources of income. Consequently, several villages in Nongbualamphu, including Nongwayai village of the Non-
gwayai sub-district, consist mainly of the elderly and the young. The negative effects of the dredging project on villagers’ 
livelihoods have thus contributed to a widespread generation gap within villages situated along the Lampaniang River.11 

Regional and National Context   
  
 Due to the abundant resources available in the region, Isaan is currently undergoing several large-scale development 
projects, many of which use rivers for irrigation and energy creation. In order to fuel large-scale development projects in the 
agricultural and industrial sectors, Thailand requires water for both irrigation and hydropower.

 The Kong-Chi-Mun (KCM) Project is a large-scale water diversion project focusing on water management of the Mekong 
River and its tributaries. The KCM Project includes schemes for water diversion to irrigate the arid Northeast, as well as plans 
to construct dams for the purpose of irrigation and electricity generation. The KCM Project also includes dredging to create 
a large supply of water in the widened river, and to raise riverbanks to control floods.

 The Lampaniang Development Project in particular originated as a means to improve local irrigation as well as supply wa-
ter to the Ubonrat Dam in Khon Kaen for irrigation, water use, and electricity generation for industrial centers.12 As current 
trends of industrialization in the Northeast necessitate more energy sources, the state views the Lampaniang Project as part of 
a system of water diversion that will stimulate this movement of industry.13 For example, the project will foster potash-mining 
efforts in Isaan by diverting water for the industrial mining process.14  
  

Legal Reference   
  
 While the KCM Project aims to develop the Lampaniang River in order to promote the industrial and agricultural sectors, 
the Nongbualamphu Poverty Plan (NPP) views development of the Lampaniang as a way to alleviate widespread poverty in 
the province. The NPP asserts that the Lampaniang Development Project will help eradicate poverty by increasing agricul-
tural yields and soil quality, and controlling seasonal flooding and drought. The project, a component of the Strategic Plan 
for Nongbualamphu Development, was formulated by various sectors of the government, private companies, and the public 
in 2002.  This plan maintains that dredging the Lampaniang will “restore and improve the agricultural system of the province 
permanently and sustainably.”15  In addition, this plan predicted that the project would improve irrigation systems, make 
Nongbulamphu a center for agricultural production, create more local jobs to stem urban migration, and improve the overall 
quality of life for residents of the province.16  

 To realize these development goals, the governor and the Provincial Council of Nongbualamphu Province appointed RID 
to begin planning the Lampaniang Project. In 2002, former Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra and the National Water 
Resource Committee and Filtration Committee approved RID’s plan. 
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1957: The United Nations sets up Mekong Committee (now 
called Mekong River Commission) as intergovernmental or-
ganization representing Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and 
Vietnam with provisions for Upper Mekong countries; estab-
lished to coordinate planning and investigation of water re-
sources development projects in Lower Mekong Basin.

April 1989: The Thai government approves KCM Project.

1997: The Nongbualamphu Irrigation Project is proposed by 
National Economic and Social Development Board (NESDB) 
to study and solve problem of drought in province.

1999: The Lampaniang Development Project proposed to cen-
tral government. 

December 2001: The Nongbualamphu Irrigation Commit-
tee Project on Protection and Flooding Solutions in area is 
designed for long-term construction and passed to National 
Economic and Social Development Council. 

May 2002: The Assembly of the Nongbualamphu Irrigation 
Committee authorizes development of Lampaniang River. Pro-
vincial authorities of Nongbualamphu begin improvement of 
Lampaniang River and agricultural system under Strategic Plan 
for Nongbualamphu Development and The Recovery of Com-
munity Agriculture Development Plan.

August 2002: The Lampaniang Development Project is agreed 
upon by National Water Resource Committee and by Filtra-
tion Committee. 

Oct. 7, 2003: The Anti-flood project is submitted to Cabinet; 
Nongbualamphu province proposes to give them budget of 
Bt301 million.

November 2003: The Informational meetings conducted in 
villages potentially affected by Lampaniang Development Proj-
ect.

June 22, 2004: The Cabinet approves RID’s budget and allows 
dredging on Lampaniang River to begin. 

December 2005: 24 lawsuits are filed against RID demanding 
compensation for property damages resulting from Lampan-
iang Development Project.

2006: The Conservation and Restoration Group of Lampan-
iang founded by Srijannon and Khurimon. 

May 2008: The Administrative Court rules on 23 cases, in 
each ordering that Irrigation Department compensate villagers 
whose land was lost in operation of project at rate of Bt100 to 
Bt150 per square wah.

Nov. 13, 2008: The Supreme Administrative Court upholds 
primary court’s ruling that Pimkot should receive Bt100 per 
square wah. RID must pay Pimkot Bt153,500 within 60 days.

 While the National Environmental Quality Act of 1992 
states that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
should be conducted for large development projects, RID 
avoided conducting one by dividing the project into a se-
ries of smaller projects. The law notes that an EIA must 
be conducted only if the project in question affects over 
80,000 rai of land. By dividing the river into a series of 
segments to be dredged separately, RID was not required 
to carry out an EIA.17   

 RID held public hearing meetings in collaboration with 
the Tambon Administrative Office (TAO) and village head-
men in all villages along the Lampaniang that would be 
affected by the dredging. The first public hearing meeting 
was held in Sukasem village on November 17, 2003. Some 
of the meetings that were held covered multiple villages 
at once.18 In these meetings, RID claims that they stated 
the purpose, rules, ideas, and benefits behind the project. 
RID then asked those who disagreed with the project to 
raise their hands in objection. If someone did raise his/her 
hand, RID gave responsibility to the village headmen to 
negotiate with said person. If this person ultimately refused 
to sign the contract granting permission to RID to dredge 
their land, the contractors hired to carry out the dredging 
would not dredge that person’s land, but would dredge on 
either side.19 

 After the budget was approved in 2004, dredging began. 
It was implemented by private companies contracted by 
RID. Hiring multiple contractors enabled RID to increase 
the speed at which the project could be completed.20   

 In an effort to gain compensation for lost land and hold 
RID accountable for its actions, affected villagers have filed 
individual suits against RID at the Khon Kaen Administra-
tive Court.  The first case was filed December 28, 2005, 
with 23 cases following within the next month.21 To date, 
a total of 148 cases have been filed.22  While most villagers 
did sign contracts waiving their right to receive compensa-
tion, the court has held that these agreements misrepre-
sented the scope of the project. The court decisions have 
consistently recognized that property and land are pro-
tected by law, and destruction of private property warrants 
compensation.  The cases reference the Thai Constitution, 
Civil and Commercial Code, Act Governing Liability for 
Wrongful Acts of Competent Officers, and Royal Irriga-
tion Bill. In May 2008, the Administrative Court ruled 
on the first 42 cases; in each case the court ordered RID to 
compensate villagers Bt100 to 150 per square wah of land 
lost or damaged (see Appendix for conversions). RID ap-
pealed this decision, claiming that the villagers had signed 
documents granting RID permission to dig on their land. 
The appeal also lowered the price of compensation to Bt50 
per square wah. To date, 41 of the cases have been ruled in 
the Khon Kaen Administrative Court.23 After a series of 

Chronology
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appeals and counter-appeals, one of the cases went to the Supreme Administrative Court in Bangkok, which issues the high-
est and final ruling. On November 13, 2008, the Supreme Administrative Court upheld the lower court ruling that required 
RID to pay Muan Pimkot Bt153,500 in compensation for the four rai she lost in the course of the project.24    

Environmental Impact
 The inhabitants living near the Lampaniang River have traditionally relied on the resources in and around the river. The 
river itself hosts a vast array of organisms, providing habitats and sustenance for fish and aquatic vegetation. 

 Under natural ecological conditions, trees and various forms of vegetation grow on the riverbanks. Trees are crucial for the 
ecosystem of the river, as the roots hold soil in place and prevent erosion. Many fish species make their homes in the roots 
of particular trees. Mushrooms, bamboo shoots, and herbs also grow on the banks and are used for both consumption and 
traditional medicine. 

 The annual flooding of the river is essential for providing mineral nutrients to agricultural fields. When floodwaters return 
to the river, they carry decomposing matter from the land. Decomposing plant and animal life produce silt, which when car-
ried downstream by the river, becomes food for fish and rich fertilizer for the riverbanks and surrounding floodplains.25 

 The dredging of the Lampaniang has severely altered the river’s ecosystem, making riverine habitats unsuitable for vegeta-
tion and fish. When the river was widened, stable riverbank flora was removed causing continuous erosion. Indigenous veg-
etation has been replaced by invasive species such as the giant mimosa; the mimosa is harmful in terms of its rapid, aggressive 
spread. The removal of vegetation has also eliminated shade on the river, increasing the average water temperature. Rising 
temperatures change ecosystems and often make rivers unsuitable for fish and other freshwater fauna. 

 While dredging, RID deposited large amounts of soil on the banks, building them higher and wider in order to prevent 
flooding. Contrary to RID’s initial predictions, this has caused more severe and prolonged flooding during the rainy season 
as higher banks block water in the floodplains from draining naturally back into the river. As a result, pools of stagnant water 
form on farmlands along the river, submerging vegetation. Floods that used to last only a week last as long as two to three 
weeks.26 

 High banks also prevent small streams and tributaries from flowing into the Lampaniang River. Since they are blocked 
from draining into the river, flooding is worsened in the surrounding river basin.27  Rice and vegetation cannot survive when 
submerged for such an extended period of time. 

 While salinization has not yet become a widespread problem in the Lampaniang area, the effects of salinization experi-
enced by villagers living near other water development projects, such as dams, are reason enough for regional concern. Dredg-
ing releases natural salts within the soil, which if present in high levels, pose potentially devastating effects on river ecosystems 
and agricultural yields. Increased water and soil salinity are likely to become major issues within a couple of years.  
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ICESCR Analysis
 The Lampaniang Development Project has violated the ESC rights of farmers whose land is adjacent to the Lampaniang 
River. Despite the government’s claim that it shared information about the project, information given out to villagers was 
misleading or incorrect.  The State did not follow established guidelines set out in the General Comments of the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) regarding transparency, access to information, and participa-
tion in the context of water projects. The dredged banks of the river and the destruction of traditional irrigation systems have 
threatened villagers’ right to water as they have greatly diminished the villagers’ physical and economic access to the water 
resources necessary for their livelihoods. Furthermore, the State did not respect the communities’ rights to food or work 
through this project. Many farmers with stable and secure livelihoods only a few years ago now find it impossible to provide 
adequate food or income for their families through farming alone due to physical destruction of land, exacerbated flooding 
conditions, and alteration of the river’s ecosystem. In regards to the Lampaniang Project, the Thai State, specifically the Royal 
Irrigation Department, has not upheld its obligations to respect villagers’ right to water, work, and food in accordance with 
the ICESCR.

Right to Water
General Comment 15 (Art. 11,12): A number of core obligations in relation to the right to water can be identified… [The State has 
an obligation] to adopt and implement a national water strategy and plan of action addressing the whole population; the strategy 
and plan of action should be devised, and periodically reviewed, on the basis of a participatory and transparent process; it should 
include methods, such as right to water indicators and benchmarks,, by which progress can be closely monitored; the process by which 
the strategy and plan of action are devised, as well as their content, shall give particular attention to all disadvantaged or marginal-
ized groups.”

 The right to water, as outlined in General Comment 15 in 
the ICESCR, recognizes water as indispensable for leading 
a life with human dignity. The State’s obligations to respect 
the right to water require that the State not interfere or limit 
existing access to water, as it is a prerequisite for other hu-
man rights. As such, the State must ensure that water man-
agement projects do not interfere with access to, or health 
of, existing water sources. The General Comment stipulates 
in detail that state water policies must include the right to 
information and participation in water management proj-
ects. 

 In the planning stages of the Lampaniang Development 
Project, the State did not respect the villagers’ right, as stat-
ed in General Comment 15.37(f ), to a “participatory and 
transparent process.” RID collaborated with the local TAO 
to coordinate with villages that might be impacted by the 
dredging. Village headmen, and sometimes government of-
ficers, were responsible for distributing and collecting con-
tracts of consent from villagers who owned land adjacent 
to the river.  The contracts declared that trees on the river 
bank would be removed, and unused land next to the river 
would be dredged to increase the width of the river by 15 
meters. It stated that the project would increase access to ir-
rigation water and reduce flooding during the rainy season. 
The contract also stated that the villagers would receive no 
compensation for any damages. When contracts were pre-

sented, the text was often obscured from view and villagers 
were not provided a chance to read the document before 
signing. Based on the information within the contracts, vil-
lagers were left unclear about specific aspects of the project 
and were unaware of the potential negative effects of dredg-
ing.

 RID held public hearings in November 2003, and while 
RID claims they disclosed all necessary information to vil-
lagers, villagers assert that as in the consent forms, the full 
implications of the project were not explained.28 In most 
cases, only the positive effects of the project were present-
ed without acknowledging any potential negative effects.29 
These meetings were purely informational and did not invite 
feedback or participation from villagers.  During public hear-
ings and within consent contracts, the State did not provide 
the villagers “full and equal access to information concern-
ing water, [and] water services and the environment.”30 Nor 
did the State uphold its obligation, as asserted in General 
Comment 15.56, to provide “[an] opportunity for genuine 
consultation with those affected.”31  
  
 In 2004, RID began dredging sections of the Lampan-
iang River. The river was dredged much wider than the orig-
inally specified 15 meters, and in many areas it was widened 
by as much as 70 to 100 meters. Furthermore, contrary to 
the provided information, the dredging project encroached 
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 Wichian Srijannon has lived in Wang Nam Khao Village his entire life. Before the dredging project, he relied on a 
clay weir that his grandfather constructed to divert water from the river to his farmland. It constituted one of four clay 
weirs built by past generations, each capable of irrigating 5,000 to 6,000 rai of farmland. Even in the dry season, Mr. 
Wichian was able to irrigate his land and make 50 to 60 percent of his Bt100,000 yearly income growing soy, beans, 
and other vegetables.   

 When RID came to get villager consent for the Lampaniang Development Project, he was the only person of 300 
in the entire village who refused to sign the agreement to donate his land for dredging. Although the agreement failed 
to provide details of the dredging project, he had heard of the negative environmental and economic effects of the Rasi 
Salai and Pak Mun Dam projects. He therefore refused to sign, knowing that he could not afford to lose his land, his 
source of food and livelihood.   

 While he did not consent to the dredging of his land, the dredging of surrounding properties has adversely affected 
his own land. RID dredged the weir along with the riverbanks, forcing him to irrigate his fields with a water pump. 
Additionally, erosion has begun to eat away at his farmlands, and the heightened riverbanks compromise his physical 
ability to access water.  

 Wichian would previously spend only Bt300 on expenses for growing rice, but with the added input cost of pumps 
and the oil needed to run them, he now spends Bt8,500 a season. Before the dredging began, he produced seven tons 
of rice on 12 rai of land, but now he is only able to produce three tons. This is just enough to feed his family.53   

upon productive farmland, which villagers did not give con-
sent to RID for use in the project. When RID dredged out 
two meters of soil from the riverbed to increase the flow of 
water, the dredged soil was piled onto the banks of the river, 
and sometimes onto fields, covering even more of villagers’ 
land.32 These discrepancies illustrate that the information 
presented to villagers was misleading. Throughout the plan-
ning and implementation of the project, “timely and full 
disclosure of information on the proposed measures” was 
not presented.33 RID’s lack of consideration for the needs 
of river communities along the Lampaniang has resulted in 
actions by the State which not only fail to increase water ac-
cess, but also fail to respect pre-existing access to water.   
  
 The dredging of the Lampaniang River violated villagers’ 
right to adequate and accessible water from the river. The 
Lampaniang River provides a nutrient-rich water supply 
that, before dredging, was accessible and available through 
traditional irrigation systems. The dredging negatively im-
pacted villagers’ ability to use these traditional irrigation sys-
tems.  Furthermore, effects of the dredging made it more 
difficult to physically access water, resulting in increased 
costs and decreased economic accessibility. The accessibility 
and affordability of water, as guaranteed in the ICESCR, is 
essential for farmers to maintain their livelihoods.

 Before the dredging of the river, farmers used highly ef-
fective canals, and weirs to irrigate their land. Developed 
through years of use, these traditional practices met the 
specific irrigation needs of each community without overly 

straining the river. The physical destruction of these small 
weirs and canals during the act of dredging, coupled with 
the higher riverbanks and deeper water levels, have eliminat-
ed the possibility of using traditional methods again in the 
future.34 The loss of these traditional techniques leaves nu-
merous farmers without a means to provide water for their 
crops, thus the State has failed to abide by “The obligation 
to respect [which] requires that State parties refrain from 
interfering…with customary or traditional arrangements for 
water allocation.”35 

 Traditional irrigation methods were available to the ma-
jority of farmers at little to no cost. Currently, the high riv-
erbanks make the water difficult to access without the help 
of electric pumps to draw water up from the river. Water 
pumps are expensive; many farmers experience more than a 
Bt10,000 decrease in profits due to the price of water pumps, 
in addition to the cost of electricity, oil, and repairs.36 Vil-
lagers without pumps must pay the standard fee of Bt80 per 
hour to RID to use their electric pumps.37 In some areas 
during the dry season, pumps cannot even reach the wa-
ter because of low water levels and high banks, making it 
nearly impossible to irrigate crops and drastically reducing 
the yearly income of farmers.38 The added expense of water, 
coupled with lower yields in the dry season, puts a heavy 
financial strain on farmers. In this way, the state is failing to 
fulfill its duty to provide water that is “affordable for all.”39     

 As obligated by ICESCR, the state must ensure that water 
projects do not interfere with “access to adequate water” and 

Voices Wichian Srijannon
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devise a national water strategy based on a participatory 
and transparent process.40  The dredging of the river, with-
out the participation of local communities, is not only a 
violation of villagers’ rights to water and information in-
volving water projects, but also compromises the realiza-
tion of the right to work and the right to food.41 
   
 The State did not give priority to the needs and rights 
of village communities as is demonstrated by both lack of 
participation and transparency, and the failure to respect 
pre-existing access to water. By implementing the river-
dredging project, the government did not respect the vil-
lagers’ right to water, a resource crucial to the individuals’ 
standard of living. Given the dependence of agricultural 
products on the accessibility of water, interference with 
farmers’ access to water therefore violates their right to 
work. Furthermore, because the crops constitute the pri-
mary source of food for these households and extra income 
derived from the sale of crops, the farmers’ right to work is 
inherently linked with their right to adequate food.   

 Before RID initiated the project, Saprang owned 22 
rai of productive farmland alongside the Lampaniang 
River, on which he primarily grew rice. He also had access 
to an abundance of fish, herbs, fruit and other natural 
vegetation growing in and around the river. It was generally 
unnecessary to buy food elsewhere, as he could provide for 
his family with what the land produced, and he often had 
extra rice and fish to sell as a dependable source of income.   

 An RID official presented Saprang with a contract 
indicating the government’s plan to dig up trees around 
the river and make water access easier for villagers. He 
signed the document without knowing the full details of 
the dredging plans or effects. The consent form only stated 
minor impacts, so Saprang assumed that he would not feel 
the effects of the project. 

 It was not until after the project began that he realized 
five rai of his land had been removed. The dirt dredged from 
the river was piled on the banks to increase their height, 
which, in the rainy season, prevents water from draining 
back into the river and causes floods on much of Saprang’s 
remaining land. In the dry season he has to purchase 
water pumps to irrigate his fields, greatly increasing his 
production costs while decreasing agricultural yields. No 
longer able to produce more rice than is needed to feed 
his family, he now relies on outside sources of income. He 
must seek work elsewhere in the form of manual labor.  
Fearing that he might have to leave his home like many 
others have done after the project, he explains, “I don’t like 
life in Bangkok, everything is rushed. You wake up and use 
money and then you find money again and use money. I’m 
so happy when I go to the farm and see rice and trees and 
fish and water. Farming doesn’t make us rich, but we can 
live our lives.”

 While he is upset about losing his livelihood, Saprang 
indicated that the biggest effects are mental. He has a deep 
sense of regret that his inherited land is gone forever, and 
if erosion from flooding continues, he may not have much 
land left to pass on to his children. Though he has filed 
a case with the Administrative Court in order to receive 
compensation, Saprang insists that he is not interested 
in the money, but he “is fighting for future generations.”   
Saprang is still in the midst of the judicial process, which 
has been made lengthy by appeals and counter-appeals. 
He intends to keep on fighting so that, he says, “I can 
tell my generation that we should not be afraid of the 
government.” And while he is not confident he will win, 
he is happy knowing that he has set an example for other 
villagers to know and protect their rights.54  

Right to Food and Work  
  
Article 1.2: In no case may a people be deprived of its own 
means of subsistence.
  
Article 6.1: The States Parties to the present Covenant recog-
nize the right to work, which includes the right of everyone 
to the opportunity to gain his living by work which he freely 
chooses or accepts, and will take appropriate steps to safeguard 
this right.

Article 6.2: The steps to be taken by a State Party to the pres-
ent Covenant to achieve the full realization of this right shall 
include technical and vocational guidance and training pro-
grammes, policies and techniques to achieve steady economic, 
social and cultural development and full and productive em-
ployment under conditions safeguarding fundamental politi-
cal and economic freedoms to the individual.

Article 11.1: The States Parties to the present Covenant rec-
ognize the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living 
for himself and his family, including adequate food. 

11

Voices Saprang Khurimon

 The right to food as stated in General Comment 12 in 
the ICESCR articulates that the State must respect exist-
ing access to adequate food. For communities whose live-
lihoods produce their primary source of food, the right to 
food is indivisible with the right to work. Within the right 
to work, the State is mandated to protect existing jobs 
and in the event there is a violation, provide “adequate 
reparation.”42  
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 Muan Pimkot, whose case was the first to receive a decision from the Supreme Administrative Court, exemplifies the 
struggle to attain due compensation for damages caused by the Lampaniang Development Project. When the headman 
approached Muan to sign an agreement from RID consenting to the Lampaniang Development Project in her area, 
she signed. However, the contract she signed stipulated that because her land would not be affected, there would be no 
compensation. As her land had been passed down in the family for three generations, she would not have signed it away 
had she known the future consequences.    
  
 In 2003, after the dredging project had begun, Muan realized that the project destroyed nearly four of the five rai of 
land she owned. The land continued to erode further after the dredging had ended, affecting her ability to adequately 
provide for her family, and rendering the remaining rai of land usable only for growing vegetables.   
  
 Having been uninformed about these effects on her livelihood, Muan decided to assert her right for compensation 
against the government. She sued RID on December 28, 2005, asking for financial retribution in the amount of 
Bt400,000. The primary court ruled that Muan’s rights were indeed violated, and as such she was entitled to Bt100 
per square wah compensation for the 3.84 rai of land that was lost, totaling Bt153,500 to be paid by RID.55  Rather 
than complying with the court’s ruling, RID appealed to pay less compensation, thus extending the time period Muan 
would have to wait for retribution. Muan then counter-appealed RID’s appeal, motioning to raise the compensation 
from what was initially awarded to Bt245,600, an amount she felt adequately compensated her for damages incurred. 
Again RID appealed, after which Muan did not counter-appeal.  
  
 After a long and arduous process, Muan’s case was considered by the Supreme Administrative Court on November 
13, 2008. Despite RID’s attempt to thwart the ruling from the Khon Kaen Primary Administrative Court by appealing 
multiple times, the decision was upheld on the basis that RID’s actions intentionally violated Muan’s rights, in 
accordance with Section 420 of the Commercial and Civil Act. RID has been ordered to pay compensation within 60 
days of the ruling.  
  
 Although compensation was eventually awarded to Muan, she has expressed that it is still not enough to buy land 
equal to the amount that was lost. In fact, the money awarded to her by the courts for the loss of over three rai is barely 
enough to buy just one rai, assuming there is even land to purchase. Additionally, the lost annual income derived 
from the destroyed land cannot be compensated. Nevertheless, Muan expressed that she plans to use the money that is 
awarded to begin the restoration of her agricultural way of life.56  

 The Lampaniang Development Project violated the rights 
to food and work of those villagers dependent on the vegeta-
tion found along the riverbank. Previously, the natural river 
ecosystem was a dependable food source for villagers due 
to its abundant natural resources.  Many households incor-
porated the fish, fruit, herbs, and other natural vegetation 
found in and around the river into their daily diets.43 When 
the dredging began, the ensuing alterations to the ecosystem 
caused much of the diverse vegetation to disappear.  Farm-
ers who own land along the river can no longer depend on 
their land for crop production, either from damage due to 
dredging or to persistent flooding. The State has not upheld 
its obligation to respect existing access and “not deprive in-
dividuals of their access to adequate food.”44 

 In addition to having their natural food resources taken 
away from them, villagers now must pay for water pumps in 

order to use the river for irrigation. A simultaneous decrease 
in income due to reduced land area and productivity, and an 
increase of input costs associated with irrigation, has forced 
many families to abandon farming altogether.45 Therefore, 
the dredging project has deprived villagers not only of land 
but also their primary means of employment. As such, the 
government has not fulfilled its obligation to uphold “the 
right not to be unfairly deprived of employment.”46   
  
 Many villagers are now unable to pursue the employment 
of their choice as the land on which they once made a liv-
ing has been destroyed or rendered unusable.47 Before, indi-
viduals were able to produce enough to feed their families 
and sell the surplus for a reasonable profit. Now, most can 
only produce enough to feed their families and many cannot 
even do that. They have to seek forms of low wage employ-
ment to supplement their income, such as jobs in manual 

Voices Muan Pimkot
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General Recommendations
 This report poses two challenges to the State: the first, to ameliorate the effects of the project, and the second, to implement 
structural changes to prevent these violations from recurring in the future.  
  
Remuneration:   
1. Restoration:  
 Provide monetary support and human resources to the Lampaniang Conservation Club for their river restoration plan in 
order to accelerate return of the natural ecosystem.  

2. Compensation:  
 Provide all negatively impacted individuals with compensation for damages. This includes individuals who have lost land 
due to dredging or whose land has been rendered unusable for agricultural purposes. Compensation shall cover the loss of 
land fully so that it encompasses income and livelihood, as well as the increased cost of water.51 Compensation should be an 
amount that enables villagers to buy comparable land. 
  
 Even when individuals are compensated fairly, there may be damage to communal lands or commonly held resources that 
extend beyond the sum of all damages to the property of all individuals. In such case, the court should consider allowing enti-
ties directly or indirectly stipulated in the constitution as plaintiffs. Constitutional provisions on community rights recognize 
the rights of communities. As such, communities should have access to legal recourse when development projects affect the 
members of such communities as a whole. 

3. Water Access:  
 Provide affected individuals with free water pumps in order to minimize the new economic burden of water.  

4. Reevaluation of the Lampaniang Development Project:  
 Cease all activity on the Lampaniang Development Project in light of human rights violations highlighted in this report 
and the Supreme Administrative Court’s ruling, which concluded that RID’s consent process was not in compliance with 
Thai law or the Constitution. If RID chooses to re-conceptualize the project, it must comply with the structural changes 
outlined below.   

labor or transportation in Bangkok and other large cities. In 
many cases, villagers have a low level of education: the only 
jobs available to them involve menial labor, often with poor 
working conditions. Given that the Lampaniang Develop-
ment Project has contributed to this trend, the government 
has failed to uphold the “obligation of States parties to assure 
individuals their right to freely chosen or accepted work.”48  

 When villagers are forced into unemployment and pre-
vented access to “freely chosen or accepted work,” the State 
is obligated to “establish a compensation mechanism.”49  
Since the initiation of the project, RID has refused to pro-
vide compensation for affected villagers and has resisted le-
gal attempts to pay remuneration. RID claims that villagers 
were made sufficiently aware of the fact that dredging would 
occur, and that no compensation would be paid. According-
ly, RID has appealed all decisions awarding compensation to 
villagers. Many villagers have opted not to file for compensa-
tion because of many barriers, in particular, the amount of 
time required to pursue a case in court. RID’s appeals only 
lengthen the process and discourages those who might file 

suit. Although the Supreme Administrative Court’s ruling 
on Muan Pimkot’s case is a step toward securing compensa-
tion, only Bt100 per square wah was granted, an inadequate 
amount for villagers to purchase new land upon which they 
could recover their livelihood and regain the employment 
lost.50 Even if villagers were to receive full compensation for 
land that has been dredged away or eroded immediately after 
the project’s completion, much more land has been rendered 
unproductive due to chronic flooding which accounts for a 
significant portion of lost food and income. Currently there 
is no mechanism to file for compensation for this loss.

 The Lampaniang Development Project has severely im-
pacted agricultural land and natural resources that commu-
nities have relied on for generations as a source of food and 
income. The State’s decision to implement this project at 
the expense of villagers’ right to water, food, and work is a 
direct violation of the ICESCR. Furthermore, by not estab-
lishing any mechanism to compensate villagers for their loss 
of livelihood, the State is violating villagers’ entitlement to 
compensation.  
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 Structural Changes:  
  
1. Project Impact Assessment:  
 Conduct Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) and Social Impact Assessments (SIA) for all water development proj-
ects. Projects must be considered holistically and shall not be partitioned into smaller phases, segments, or sections which 
do not individually require an EIA by law, as was the case with the Lampaniang Development Project. EIAs and SIAs shall 
involve community participation in all phases.   

2. Transparency:  
 Provide accurate information disclosing the full details of any proposed development project to all potential stakeholders. 
This shall include all the possible means by which the project could directly or indirectly impact surrounding communities. 
In addition all information shall be made accessible to the public throughout each phase of the project.  

3. Participation:  
 Incorporate meaningful participation of all potential stakeholders throughout all stages of development projects. Partici-
pation implies full involvement of all members of the community. The participation of only community representatives is 
inadequate. Transparency of the project must be maintained in order that stakeholders may meaningfully participate. Ad-
equate time shall be given for communities to evaluate how the project may affect their community. Participation and input 
of stakeholders shall drive and shape the project, and following the EIA and SIA, proper mitigation efforts shall be negotiated 
and implemented to the satisfaction of the community. Affected communities shall reserve their right to determine whether 
the project is ultimately realized from either withholding their participation or their consent.  

4.  Consent:  
 Consent shall be solicited only after the full completion of both impact assessments and complete disclosure of all infor-
mation regarding the project. The details of the agreement must be clearly stated and consent must be freely given. In no 
way shall the state or any party representing its interests coerce or threaten an individual to consent. If the project involves 
the destruction of property, compensation shall be stipulated within the contract.   Compensation shall be determined on an 
individual basis and shall cover the full cost of replacement for lost or damaged property.   

 Following the full implementation of the project the contracts shall be open for revision by the consenting parties. This 
revision will be for the purpose of appraising actual damages to property as well as impacts on accessibility to the common 
natural resources upon which the livelihoods of rural communities rely. A neutral third party will be commissioned to con-
duct a study to determine the present and future environmental and social impacts of the project and to stipulate mitigation 
measures to which the government department or third party contracted by such department shall be held responsible to 
fulfill within a given timeframe set out by the neutral third party. The study shall also review compensation contracts and 
revise them based on actual damages to property, income, and livelihood.   
  
5. Legal Access and Education: 
 Increase accessibility of the judicial process for communities throughout Thailand. The Ministry of Justice shall work to-
wards achieving wider accessibility of judicial recourse for the general public through campaigns. For those who cannot cover 
the associated financial costs, the court shall cover both the standard court fees and subsidize transportation to courts. Legal 
assistance and counseling shall be provided to all who request it. Given the far reaching effects of many development projects, 
courts shall expedite the legal process through permitting multiple parties to file a class-action suit within the Administrative 
Court. The State shall also provide education on constitutional law and human rights in order to spread awareness about 
rights and avenues for legal recourse. This curriculum shall eventually be incorporated into the public education system.  
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Appendix:
Thai Measurement and Currency Conversions:

35.7 Thai baht = 1 US dollar (December 2008)
40 Thai baht = 1 US dollar (December 2005)
36 Thai baht = 1 US dollar (December 1998)
53 Thai baht = 1 US dollar (January 1998)
25 Thai baht = 1 US dollar (December 1995)
 
45.3 Thai baht = 1 euro (December 2008)
45 Thai baht = 1 euro (Average for December 2001 - 2005)
39 Thai baht = 1 euro (Average for December 1998 - 2001)
 
1 rai = 1600 square meters
1 acre = 2.147 rai
1 wah = 4 square meters or .0025 rai
1 hectare = 6.25 rai or 10,000 sq. m.

Relevant ICESCR Articles and General Comments:

To access the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights:
United Nations General Assembly, International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Resolution 2200A (XXI), Decem-
ber 16, 1966, http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/a_cescr.htm

To access all General Comments of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights:
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, General Comments, 1996-2007, http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cescr/
comments.htm

Relevant Articles and General Comments to the Right to Water:
Article 11:
The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, 
including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living conditions. The States Parties will take 
appropriate steps to ensure the realization of this right, recognizing to this effect the essential importance of international co-operation 
based on free consent.  

General Comment 15.37(f ):
In General Comment No. 3 (1990), the Committee confirms that States parties have a core obligation to ensure the satisfaction of, at the 
very least, minimum essential levels of each of the rights enunciated in the Covenant. In the Committee’s
view, at least a number of core obligations in relation to the right to water can be identified, which are of immediate effect:
 (f ) To adopt and implement a national water strategy and plan of action addressing the whole population; the strategy 
 and plan of action should be devised, and periodically reviewed, on the basis of a participatory and transparent process; 
 it should include methods, such as right to water indicators and benchmarks, by which progress can be closely 
 monitored; the process by which the strategy and plan of action are devised, as well as their content, shall give particular 
 attention to all disadvantaged or marginalized groups.

General Comment 15.48:
The formulation and implementation of national water strategies and plans of action should respect, inter alia, the principles of non-dis-
crimination and people’s participation. The right of individuals and groups to participate in decision-making
processes that may affect their exercise of the right to water must be an integral part of any policy, programme or strategy concerning 
water. Individuals and groups should be given full and equal access to information concerning water, water services and the environment, 
held by public authorities or third parties.

General Comment 15.56(a-e):
Before any action that interferes with an individual’s right to water is carried out by the State party, or by any other third party, the rel-
evant authorities must ensure that such actions are performed in a manner warranted by law, compatible with the Covenant, and that 
comprises: 
 (a) opportunity for genuine consultation with those affected; 
 (b) timely and full disclosure of information on the proposed measures; 
 (c) reasonable notice of proposed actions; 
 (d) legal recourse and remedies for those affected; and 
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 (e) legal assistance for obtaining legal remedies (see also General Comments No. 4 (1991) and No. 7 (1997)). Where such  
 action is based on a person’s failure to pay for water their capacity to pay must be taken into account. Under no
 circumstances shall an individual be deprived of the minimum essential level of water.

General Comment 15.21:
The obligation to respect requires that States parties refrain from interfering directly or indirectly with the enjoyment of the right to water. 
The obligation includes, inter alia, refraining from engaging in any practice or activity that denies or limits equal access to adequate water; 
arbitrarily interfering with customary or traditional arrangements for water allocation; unlawfully diminishing or polluting water, for 
example through waste from State-owned facilities or through use and testing of
weapons; and limiting access to, or destroying, water services and infrastructure as a punitive measure, for example, during armed conflicts 
in violation of international humanitarian law.

General Comment 15.12(c)(ii):
While the adequacy of water required for the right to water may vary according to different conditions, the following factors apply in all 
circumstances:
 (c) Accessibility. Water and water facilities and services have to be accessible to everyone without discrimination, within 
 the jurisdiction of the State party. Accessibility has four overlapping dimensions:
  (ii) Economic accessibility: Water, and water facilities and services, must be affordable for all. The direct and indirect 
  costs and charges associated with securing water must be affordable, and must not compromise or threaten the realiza 
  tion of other Covenant rights.

General Comment 15.28(d):
States parties should adopt comprehensive and integrated strategies and programmes to ensure that there is sufficient and safe water for 
present and future generations. Such strategies and programmes may include:
 (d) ensuring that proposed developments do not interfere with access to adequate water”

Relevant Articles and General Comments to the Right to Food:
Article 1.2:
All peoples may, for their own ends, freely dispose of their natural wealth and resources without prejudice to any obligations arising out 
of international economic co-operation, based upon the principle of mutual benefit, and international law. In no case may a people be 
deprived of its own means of subsistence.

Article 6.1 and 6.2:
The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right to work, which includes the right of everyone to the opportunity to gain 
his living by work which he freely chooses or accepts, and will take appropriate steps to safeguard this right. 

The steps to be taken by a State Party to the present Covenant to achieve the full realization of this right shall include technical and voca-
tional guidance and training programmes, policies and techniques to achieve steady economic, social and cultural development and full 
and productive employment under conditions safeguarding fundamental political and economic freedoms to the individual.

Article 11.1:
The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, 
including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living conditions. The States Parties will take 
appropriate steps to ensure the realization of this right, recognizing to this effect the essential importance of international co-operation 
based on free consent.  

General Comment 18.48:
Any person or group who is a victim of a violation of the right to work should have access to effective judicial or other appropriate rem-
edies at the national level.  At the national level trade unions and human rights commissions should play an important role in defending 
the right to work.  All victims of such violations are entitled to adequate reparation, which may take the form of restitution, compensa-
tion, satisfaction or a guarantee of non repetition.

General Comment 12.15:
The right to adequate food, like any other human right, imposes three types or levels of obligations on States parties: the obligations to 
respect, to protect and to fulfil. In turn, the obligation to fulfil incorporates both an obligation to facilitate and an obligation to provide. 
The obligation to respect existing access to adequate food requires States parties not to take any measures that result in preventing such 
access. The obligation to protect requires measures by the State to ensure that enterprises or individuals do not deprive individuals of their 
access to adequate food. The obligation to fulfil (facilitate) means the State must pro-actively engage in activities intended to strengthen 
people’s access to and utilization of resources and means to ensure their livelihood, including food security. Finally, whenever an individual 
or group is unable, for reasons beyond their control, to enjoy the right to adequate food by the means at their disposal, States have the 
obligation to fulfil (provide) that right directly. This obligation also applies for persons who are victims of natural or other disasters.



LaMPaNiaNg DEVELOPMENT PROjECT

17

General Comment 18.4:
The right to work, as guaranteed in the ICESCR, affirms the obligation of States parties to assure individuals their right to freely chosen or 
accepted work, including the right not to be deprived of work unfairly.  This definition underlines the fact that respect for the individual 
and his dignity is expressed through the freedom of the individual regarding the choice to work, while emphasizing the importance of 
work for personal development as well as for social and economic inclusion. International Labour Organization Convention No. 122 
concerning  Employment Policy (1964) speaks of “full, productive and freely chosen employment,” linking the obligation of States par-
ties to create the conditions for full employment with the obligation to ensure the absence of forced labour.  Nevertheless, for millions 
of human beings throughout the world, full enjoyment of the right to freely chosen or accepted work remains a remote prospect.  The 
Committee recognizes the existence of structural and other obstacles arising from international factors beyond the control of States which 
hinder the full enjoyment of article 6 in many States parties.

General Comment 18.26:
States parties are obliged to fulfil (provide) the right to work when individuals or groups are unable, for reasons beyond their control, to 
realize that right themselves by the means at their disposal. This obligation includes, inter alia, the obligation to recognize the right to 
work in national legal systems and to adopt a national policy on the right to work as well as a detailed  plan for its realization.  The right 
to work requires formulation and implementation by States parties of an employment policy with a view to “stimulating economic growth 
and development, raising levels of living, meeting manpower requirements and overcoming unemployment and underemployment”. It is 
in this context that effective measures to increase the resources allocated to reducing the unemployment rate, in particular among women, 
the disadvantaged and marginalized, should be taken by States parties. The Committee emphasizes the need to establish a compensation 
mechanism in the event of loss of employment, as well as the obligation to take appropriate measures for the establishment of employ-
ment services (public or private) at the national and local levels. Further, the obligation to fulfil (provide) the right to work includes the 
implementation by States parties of plans to counter unemployment.
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ESCR Mobilization Project
The ESCR Mobilization Project was originally conceived on December 10, 2006 at a gather-
ing of grassroots organizations in the Northeast of Thailand. This group formed the basis of 
the Peace and Human Rights Center of Northeast Thailand (PHRC).  A disparate group of 
community organizations and networks determined that what unified them was the Interna-
tional Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights. 

With help from the Surin Farmers Support and Surin Rice Fund, a week-long research project 
produced two pilot reports in May 2007. For the month of November 2008, students from 
the CIEE Khon Kaen program at Khon Kaen University revisited participating communities 
in the Northeast to spend time with villagers, share in their lives, conduct interviews, and 
compile information needed for this report.  As a result of a conference following the drafting 
of the reports, village leaders from five of the six target areas declared themselves as the Human 
Rights Network of the Northeast (Thailand) on December 2, 2008. The entire project has 
been carried out under the auspices of the Law Center for Society at Khon Kaen University, 
and cooperation with of the National Human Rights Commission of Thailand.

The goal of the ESCR Mobilization Project is not merely to produce reports.  The reports 
are intended to be but one component of a larger strategy, the core of which is to explore the 
possibility of using an ESCR framework to organize and mobilize grassroots organizations, 
to create greater awareness of ESCR, to develop a local, regional, national, and international 
strategy, and to pressure the Thai government to comply fully with its ESCR obligations and 
commitments. 

For further details about the methodology employed in the project, materials for carrying out 
an ESCR report, news of the campaign’s progress, or more information please visit the Peace 
and Human Rights Center at:  http://www.geocities.com/phr.center/index.htm.

PHRC Coordinator: Suvit Gulapwong

Contact the ESCR Mobilization Project at: escr.mp@gmail.com

Participating Organizations and Networks include:
	 •	Lampaniang	Conservation	and	Restoration	Group
	 •	Khon	Kaen	Slum	Revitalization	Network	and	United	Communities	Network
	 •	Network	of	People	Living	with	HIV/AIDS	(TNP+	Isaan)
	 •	Committee	of	the	Mun	River	Wetlands	Conservation	Network	(CMRCN-Rasi)
	 •	The	Mun	River	Basic	Community	Preservation	Project	(Pak	Mun)
	 •	Surin	Farmers	Support	and	the	Surin	Rice	Fund

The Acting Members of the ESCR Mobilization Project, who headed up and were responsible 
for the execution of this six-report series are:
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