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Abstract
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This study aimed to evaluate the outcomes of the implementation of Thailand 2007
Constitution, Article 67 para 2, and make recommendation on possible approaches in executing
the environmental health impact assessment (EHIA) with a focus on the technical components
of EHIA. The environmental health impact assessment is madate by law for development
projects that may cause severe adverse effects to the environment, natural resources and the
health of the people in the surrounding communities. The methodology employed in this study

is evaluation research that assess the EHIA process implemented and its outcomes.

The study results indicated all 14 developed projects evaluated in this study, in general,
followed the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment guideline in implementing EHIA in
2009. This guideline mandated that the EHIA process must examine the impact of the
development projects on nine domains which may be grouped into 3 major categories, that is,
(1) natural resources, (2) hazards/pollutants, and (3) social factors. Moreover, the guideline
also stipulated that the resulting impact of these nine domains on population health must also
be assessed where “health” is defined as physical, mental, social, and empathy/consciousness.
However, most of the EHIA done focused on the domain of hazards/pollutants and evaluated

the physical health impact mainly on the occurrance of related diseases.

Methodologies used in assessing the health impact involved both qualitative and

quantitative approaches. The qualitative approach was employed for the appraisal of the
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impact of the development projects on the social factors in the form of health risk matrix (HRM).
Quantitatively, risks were estimated for cancer risks, 1 per 1 million population, and non-cancer
risks, hazardous quotient, by using risk estimates from U.S. EPA, IRIS, and U.S. CDC
databases. However, in general, both quantitative and qualitative methodologies employed in

all development projects’ EHIA reviewed lack technical rigor and scientifically sound techniques.

Public hearing forms an important component in the EHIA process as mandated in
Thailand’s constitution. The study results showed both positive and negative outcomes.
Review of the development projects’ public hearing process indicated that public hearing served
as a platform where the public have the opportunity to voice their concerns, exchange views,
and interestingly, develop networks between communities where the development projects are
located. However, the public hearing process has become prescriptive and ritualistic; the
process moved away from the objectives set out in the constitution and not achieving the

expected outcomes.

In conclusion, the EHIA implemented achieved limited outcomes as prescribed in
Thailand constitution. In order to maximize the effectiveness of the EHIA process mandated by
regulation, a critical review of the process is much needed with developing a more appropriate
and effective mechanism for public participation throughout the EHIA procedure from the first

step to the final decision making approval process.

Keywords : Health Impact Assessment, Public Participation, Public Health Policy
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