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ABSTRACT 
Environmental Impact Assessments make use of specialist input in terms of Biodiversity Impact 

Assessments in order to understand the status quo of an area in terms of its ecological composition 

as well as the impact of a certain development on the receiving environment.  

Biodiversity hotspots are areas which have been identified as hubs of biodiversity which are under 

great threat by human activities and have already lost over 70% of their original area. Biodiversity 

Impact Assessments which take place within biodiversity hotspots should be cognitive of the 

sensitivity of these areas and this study aims to find out if the BIAs are meeting Best Practice 

Guidelines for BIAs conducted as part of EIAs within South Africa. 

The quality of the Biodiversity Impact Assessments which are being conducted for proposed 

developments within the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot was investigated by 

sampling 26 BIAs completed within this region.  

A similar study for the Cape Floristic Region has been conducted and therefore comparisons were 

drawn between the BIAs done in the CFR and the MPA. The MPA had a marginally higher report 

quality than the CFR; however, trends were similar and in many cases these trends can be seen 

internationally. Particular weaknesses are public consultation, the consideration of alternatives, 

monitoring of biodiversity features as well as constraints such as BIAs conducted in the incorrect 

season and over too short a timeframe. 

Positive points which were noticed were the assessment of the baseline environment and there 

seems to be a wider consideration of an ecosystem approach to EIAs conducted in South Africa 

compared with international BIAs. This may be due to the Best Practice Guidelines which are in place 

within South Africa. 

 

Keywords: Quality evaluation; Biodiversity Impact Assessments; Biodiversity Hotspots; Maputaland-

Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot 
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1 LIST OF ACRONYMS 
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BAR Basic Assessment Report 

CEAA Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CBD Convention on Biodiversity 

CFR Cape Floristic Region 
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION  
In Chapter 1 the overall mini-dissertation and topic will be discussed including the research aim and 

research questions. An overview is given of the structure of the dissertation in order to assist the 

reader to navigate the content. 

1.1 Problem Statement 
Globally biodiversity is under major threat from human activities which are being compounded by 

Climate Change (Leadley, et al., 2010; Miller & Spoolman, 2011).  

Tools such as Environmental Impact Assessments have been put in place to better evaluate the 

impacts of proposed projects and therefore opportunity is given to mitigate against these impacts 

and as far as possible improve positive impacts (Barrow, 2006; Glasson, et al., 2012; Morgan, 2012; 

Pope, et al., 2013; Morrison-Saunders, et al., 2001). Environmental Impacts include impacts on the 

social, economic as well as ecological environments of an area. In order for us to understand the 

ecological make-up and impacts better we rely on specialist Biodiversity Impact Assessments which 

should look at the status quo of an area in terms of its ecological make-up, the impacts which a 

development will have on the fauna and flora as well as the ecological processes (Geneletti, 2002; 

Treweek, 1999). Biodiversity Impact Assessments are one of the many tools which are utilised in 

order to generate a comprehensive EIA which is then utilized to make critical decisions regarding the 

proposed activity as well as the surrounding/ receiving environment (Atkinson, et al., 2000; Treweek, 

1999).  

In 1992, in Rio de Janiero at the World Earth Summit, 150 government leaders signed the 

Convention on Biological Diversity which aims to promote biological diversity in order to sustain life 

on earth. South Africa was one of the parties which signed the document and is therefore bound to 

enhancing and encouraging the biodiversity considerations within the EIA process. Biodiversity is 

seen as a key factor in EIA and EIAs and Biodiversity Impact Assessments carried out should show 

this (CBD, 2002; Goutier, et al., 2006; Rajvanshi, et al., 2009). In response to this obligation, South 

Africa developed the National Biodiversity Framework (South Africa, 2009) and the National 

Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (DEAT, 2005), which both promote biodiversity and 

sustainability considerations within EIA (Morrison- Saunders & Retief, 2012). South Africa is also a 

signatory party to other international conventions which include the Ramsar (Wetland) Convention 

as well as the Convention on Migratory Species which also speak about biodiversity inclusive EIAs 

(Rajvanshi, et al., 2009). 

Reviewing the quality of BIAs, especially in areas such as biodiversity hotspots, can assist in 

maintaining high standards for such studies, as well as identifying trends and weaknesses which can 

then be improved upon (Brownlie, 2005). BIAs within areas such as the Maputaland-Pondoland-

Albany Biodiversity Hotspot, which hold an international status of concern, are critically important to 

consider when looking at the quality of BIAs.  Government Departments rely on the 

recommendations of EAPs which in turn rely on the information presented in the BIAs. In order to 

assist BIAs in complying with legislated requirements and best practice, Biodiversity Inclusive 

Guidelines were drawn up (Brownlie, 2005) as well as specialist review guidelines were drawn up for 

the review of specialist input (Keatimilwe and Ashton, 2005). 
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A quality review for BIAs within the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot has not yet 

been done and the information from this study, combined with previous studies done for other 

areas of high biodiversity value, could assist in pinpointing weak areas within BIAs in South Africa.  

 

1.2 Research aim  
This mini-dissertation aims to assess the quality of Biodiversity Impact assessment reports which 

are currently being undertaken as part of the EIA process in biodiversity hotspots such as the MPA. 

In order to meet the aim of the dissertation a literature review regarding the topic was conducted. 

Although no such study has been undertaken in the MPA, review of EIA and it components, including 

BIA is wide spread internationally (Barker & Jones, 2013; Lee, et al., 2009; Sandham, et al., 2008a,b, 

2010a). A similar study was undertaken for the Cape Floristic Region (CFR) by Hallatt (et al., 2015). 

This study builds on the principles already developed which allows for comparison a these will then 

be compared to international trends reflected in the literature so that we may evaluate the 

strengths and weaknesses of our reports and suggestions can be made where these may improve. 

A study was done by Hallatt (2014), he looked at the quality of BIAs done for the Cape Floristic 

Region. This area is one of South Africa’s other biodiversity hotspots and the study on MPA is done 

as a continuation of the study by Hallatt; although this can be read as a stand-alone study. The study 

done for the MPA enables us to compare the two hotspots in terms of BIAs and the two studies can 

furthermore indicate how BIAs in South Africa compare with international BIAs, specifically in terms 

of areas with rich biodiversity. 

The end result of the study will be to form a basis on which to identify areas where BIAs are lacking 

and then to put in place processes which could be used to improve the quality of BIAs within South 

Africa especially for the studies done within biodiversity hotspots. These deserve added attention 

and focus. From the study a few proposals will be given which could be used to improve BIAs within 

South Africa as well as within biodiversity hotspots around the world. 

1.2.1 Research questions 
Based on the problem statement the following three main research questions were identified in 

order to achieve the overall research aim: 

Question 1: What is the quality of biodiversity assessments reports in the MPA?  

Question 2: What are the possible reasons for the quality of the biodiversity assessment reports in 

the MPA?  

Question 3: How can biodiversity report quality be improved upon?  

 

1.3 Structure of Dissertation 
In this section a very brief summary is given of the mini-dissertation format as well as the various 

chapters so that the reader may be better equipped to fully understand the dissertation.  

1.3.1 Format of the dissertation 
This dissertation has been completed in the flow prescribed by North West University for Masters 

Dissertations. The chapter division of the dissertation follows the natural progression that was taken 

while completing the dissertation. This should make it easier for the readers to follow and 

understand. 
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1.3.2 Chapter division 
Below is a breakdown of the division of the chapters within the mini-dissertation. It also shows 

where the research aim and questions are addressed.  

Chapter 1: Introduction 

This chapter gives a brief overview of the topic and describes the problem statement and aim of the 

dissertation. 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The literature review explains where information was gathered and how conclusions were 

established. The literature review serves to give a: 

 Demarcation of the field of study;  

 Breakdown of sources; 

 Definition of terms;  

 Critical engagement with research literature; 

 Explanation of a certain viewpoint; 

 Statement with regard to further breakdown of the topic. 

Chapter 3: Methodology 

This chapter describes the methods which were used to address the overall aim and answer the 

research questions. 

Chapter 4: Results- The Quality of BIAs 

This chapter covers the topic, The Quality of BIA’s, and relevant sub-topics of this mini-dissertation. 

It shows how the aim of the dissertation was achieved. 

Chapter 5: Conclusion  

The conclusion gives the final summary and remarks regarding the topic of the dissertation. The 

initial aim of the mini-dissertation and the research questions are also summed up within the 

conclusion. 

Recommendations for improving the quality of BIAs within biodiversity hotspots are given according 

the results achieved and thought is given to possible further research topics that could be explored. 

Table 1: A table indicating the structure of the dissertation and where in the mini-dissertation the 
research aim and questions are addressed. 

Chapter Title Description Research aim/ question addressed 

1 Introduction This chapter 
introduces the 
topic, research 
aim and research 
questions. A 
description of the 
structure of the 
dissertation is also 
given. 

 

2 Literature This chapter The literature review is used to set a baseline in 
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Review provides 
background on the 
topic and shows 
what information, 
regarding the 
topic, is already 
known. 

terms of existing knowledge related to the 
Research Aim: to access the quality of 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment Reports which 
are currently being undertaken as part of the EIA 
process in biodiversity hotspots such as the 
MPA. 

3 Methodology This chapter 
describes the 
methodology that 
was used to reach 
the research aim. 

The report review method described under 
Section 3.4.5 was used to answer Question 1: 
What is the quality of biodiversity assessments 
reports within the MPA? (Report review 
method). 
 
Surveys and interviews, described under Section 
3.4.6, were used to answer Question 2: What 
are the possible reasons for the quality of the 
biodiversity assessment reports within the MPA? 
(Survey and interview method). 
 

4 Results This chapter 
describes the 
results that were 
obtained from the 
research 
undertaken. 

Question 1: What is the quality of biodiversity 
assessments reports within the MPA? (Section 
4.1- Report review method) 
 
Question 2: What are the possible reasons for 
the quality of the biodiversity assessment 
reports within the MPA? (Section 4.4 survey and 
interview method) 
 

5 Conclusion This chapter 
concludes the 
study that was 
undertaken; 
results received 
and also it 
includes 
recommendations. 

Recommendations for improving BIAs are given 
under Section 5.2 which answers research 
Question 3: How can biodiversity report quality 
be improved upon? Section 5.3 deals with 
possible future studies which could also be 
useful in answering this research question. 
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Chapter 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter provides background information on the topic and explores the research aim and what 

information was already available on the topic. Topics discussed within this chapter include a 

description of a biodiversity hotspot as well as the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity 

Hotspot; threats facing the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot; biodiversity and 

sustainable development as well as Biodiversity Impact Assessments within Environmental Impact 

Assessments. 

2.1 What is a Biodiversity Hotspot? 
To understand the meaning of a biodiversity hotspot it is first important to have an understanding of 

the term ‘biodiversity’. Biodiversity, or biological diversity, is the term we use to describe the 

assortment of life on Earth and the natural patterns that it forms. (UNEP, 2000). 

A biodiversity hotspot is defined as a biogeographic region which is a noteworthy reservoir of 

biodiversity as well as an area which is threatened with destruction (Hallatt, 2014). There are only 35 

identified biodiversity hotspots in the world. The biodiversity hotspots identified globally have 

already lost at least over 70 percent of their original habitat each. 
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Figure 1: A map showing the 35 internationally recognised biodiversity hotspots. (Dutton, 2011). 
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2.2 What is the MPA? 
The Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot (MPA) is one of only 35 biodiversity 

hotspots worldwide. It is one of three biodiversity hotspots in Southern Africa, the others being the 

Cape Floristic Region and the Succulent Karoo. The MPA spans three countries, namely 

Mozambique, South Africa and Swaziland. It contains four centres of endemism, the Maputaland, 

Pondoland, Albany and most recently the Sneeuberg. This biodiversity hotspot includes six of South 

Africa’s eight biomes in nearly 275,000 km². The MPA is the second-richest floristic region in 

Southern Africa (after the Cape Floristic Region) and the second-richest floristic region in Africa for 

its size. 

The Maputaland- Pondoland- Albany Biodiversity Hotspot is named this after three main centres of 

endemism which it encompasses. These three centres are: 

Maputaland: this is the largest of the three, found in the North of the MPA and stretching from 

South Africa into Mozambique and Swaziland. It is made up of estuaries, grasslands, savannahs as 

well as the threatened dune forests.  

Pondoland: this centre of endemism runs from the southern parts of KwaZulu-Natal and into the 

Eastern Cape. The area is characterized by valleys, waterfalls, estuaries and pools which form 

important habitats and breeding grounds for marine and freshwater fish. 

Albany: this centre of endemism is found in the Eastern Cape of South Africa. The area is dominated 

by subtropical thicket largely made up of a highly adapted plant species known as Spekboom, 

Portulacaria afra. 

There is a fourth centre of endemism which has recently been added to this biodiversity hotspot and 

that is the Sneeuberg. The Sneeuberg can be found in the Easter Cape on the foothills of the Great 

Escarpment. (Barker, et al., 2009). 
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Figure 2: A locality Map of the MPA (CEPF, 2010). 

The MPA is of significant value in the area with regards to unique cultural, biological and economic 

importance in the region. The hotspot falls between the Indian Ocean and the Great Escarpment and 

is characterised by a very specific habitat type called subtropical thicket, which is unique to this 

region. There are an estimated 8100 plant species which occur in this biodiversity hotspot, where 

approximately 1900 are endemic to the area. 
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Table 2: The table below gives a brief summary of the fauna, the occurrence of species as well as 

endemics of each category within the Maputaland- Pondoland- Albany Biodiversity Hotspot. The 

ecological importance of this area is clear as it is a hub of biological wealth. 

Fauna Number of Species Number of Endemics 

Mammals 200 5 

Birds 631 14 

Reptiles 225 63 

Frogs 73 24 

 

The marine areas and seascape of the MPA are equally as diverse and crucial for the functioning of 

the region as the terrestrial habitat and they deserve just as much attention. There has been a large 

drive recently to identify more Marine Protected Areas along the coastal stretch of the MPA.  

2.2.1 Threats to the MPA 
The MPA is under serious threat from a number of human based activities which is why it was 

afforded the classification as a biodiversity hotspot. These threats are both immediate as well as 

long-term. (IAIA, 2005)  

The most pressing threat is primarily habitat loss and degradation, as seen in all the hotspots 

internationally (CBD, 2010; Miller & Spoolman, 2011). This is caused by a number of factors which 

most commonly include: agriculture, mining, timber-production, alien plant and animal invasion and 

urban development/ urban sprawl. These issues coupled with climate change drastically increase 

their effects (Butchart, et al., 2010; CBD, 2010; Corvalán, et al., 2005; Hallatt, 2014; Holmes, et al., 

2012 Miller & Spoolman, 2011; Rebelo, et al., 2011; Rouget, et al., 2003). 

South Africa is a developing country and as such promotes development. Unfortunately the current 

development models often do not account for ‘environmental cost’ and as such the development 

comes at the cost of the ecological components that make up that area. Although we have very good 

environmental regulations in our country in terms of the National Environmental Management Act 

as well as others, the lack of skill, enforcement as well as development pressure often remove the 

effectiveness and purpose of these laws. The people that are expected to carry out the prescribed 

processes are often under pressure to simply cover the legal aspects and are frequently unable to 

add true value to the project. Timeframes of the processes to be carried out are also under constant 

scrutiny by government and are often cut so short that it makes it impossible to do studies which are 

required in order to fully understand the environmental component and ecological network which 

makes up an area. Therefore only partial knowledge and understanding is used to determine the 

impacts of a development/ activity on the area and often critical features are ignored. 
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Figure 3: Major threats which face the MPA as shown on a map of the region (CEPF, 2010).  
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2.3 Biodiversity and Sustainable Development 
The Convention on Biodiversity defines biodiversity as: 

“the variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, 

terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological 

complexes of which they are part; this includes diversity within species, 

between species and of ecosystems.” 

In 1992 at the first World Summit on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro it was stated 

that biodiversity is the basis to our very existence as a species.  

Biodiversity is not a stand-alone concept of species within a particular area but includes all the 

ecological processes and food webs which it comprises of. It is very important that BIAs consider 

ecological processes in their assessments and not only the species that contribute towards them as 

without a single feature certain biodiversity webs may collapse. 

 

Figure 4: The figure above is a depiction a biodiversity web as can be seen in Zanzibar (SAZANI, 
2015).  

Biodiversity is important to humans as it (IAIA, 2005): 

 Provides goods such as building materials, medicines and food.  

 Forms the basis of all major natural processes such as purification of water and the 

provision of oxygen through photosynthesis in plants. 

 Is responsible for crop production through pollination as well as biological controls in terms 

of diseases and pests. 

 Provides an important source of religious and spiritual enrichment. 
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 Serves as a genetic pool which is important for adaptation and evolution of species. 

It was also emphasised that biodiversity is to be used wisely, sustainably and conserved for current 

and future generations. Unfortunately statements such as these sometimes seem ineffective as we 

continue to see an unprecedented loss of biodiversity around the world: “The current extinction rate 

is now approaching 1,000 times the background rate and may climb to 10,000 times the background 

rate during the next century, if present trends continue [resulting in] a loss that would easily equal 

those of past extinctions” (Raven, 1999). 

Major focus has been placed on sustainable development internationally. The terms sustainable 

development was coined in 1987 by the World Commission on Environment and Development. 

Although there are many definitions for sustainable development they are all centred on the same 

concept which is: 

"Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. It contains within it two key 

concepts: 

 the concept of needs, in particular the essential needs of the world's poor, to which 

overriding priority should be given; and 

 the idea of limitations imposed by the state of technology and social organization on the 

environment's ability to meet present and future needs. (Brundtland Report, 1987) 

This term was put in place in an attempt to ensure that the natural environment is considered during 

development and to make people aware that development does not necessarily need to lead to the 

degradation of the natural environment so long as careful consideration to planning is given. 

Sustainable development promotes the enhancement of human quality of life while ensuring that 

the functionality of the surrounding environment is not negatively impacted.  

There are three pillars to Sustainable Development, also known as the triple bottom line- namely 

ecological, economic and social (Lee & O’Neil, 2004; Morrison-Saunders & Retief, 2012). This system 

works well in developed countries. However, in developing countries such as South Africa the cries 

of economic growth and social needs drown out many noted ecological factors. 
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Figure 5: A figure showing the three main features considered in Sustainable Development (Cato, 
2009).  

Due to the fact that ecological factors are often the pillar of sustainability most overlooked in 

developing countries it is especially important that the Biodiversity Impact Assessments are as 

thorough as possible as this is the information that the Environmental Assessment Practitioner as 

well as the Government authority will use to make their decisions regarding the development.  

Biodiversity Impact Assessments are used as the foundation for information regarding the ecological 

environment of an area on which to base the impact mitigation for a proposed project within the EIA 

(Brownlie, 2005). 

 

2.4 Biodiversity Impact Assessments in EIA 
Environmental Impact Assessments are one of the main tools used to identify, quantify and assess 

the possible impacts that a specific project may have on the receiving environment (Atkinson, et al., 

2000; Brownlie, 2005; Treweek, 1999). BIAs make use of in-depth knowledge and scientific analysis 

of proposed project impacts on the biodiversity of an area and form an integral part of the EIA 

process (Brooke, 1998; Treweek, 1999). Biodiversity Impact Assessments are typically undertaken by 

specialists in the field, requested by the Environmental Assessment Practitioner who would be 

carrying out the Environmental Impact Assessment. The EAP then bases much of his report on the 

findings and recommendations of the specialist study. The government department that will be 

issuing the environmental authorisation for the project uses the information given by the EAP, as 

extracted from the BIA, as well as other specialist studies to either grant or reject the application. As 

can be seen the BIAs form the basis of the ecological component for the EIA process (De Villiers, et 

al., 2008).  

Biodiversity Impact Assessments are utilized by developers, I&AP’s, EAPs, Government Departments 

as well as Overseeing Authorities to offer insight on the potential impacts that a specific project may 
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have on the surrounding biodiversity of an area. BIAs are also then used to offer mitigation 

measures to prevent or minimize the impacts of the proposed development (Atkinson et al., 2000; 

Brownlie, 2005; Geneletti, 2002; NEMA, 2014; Treweek, 1999).  

The independence of BIA specialists as well as all other specialists and EAPs is a very important 

feature as it is necessary to ensure the objectivity of the assessment and the information which is 

documented (Münster, 2005).  

2.4.1 Legislation within South Africa for incorporating biodiversity in EIA 
There is an abundance of environmental legislation in South Africa, including legislation specifying 

the inclusion of biodiversity considerations and BIAs in the EIA process. 

South Africa is incorporated as a signatory to the CBD which places international legal pressure on 

South Africa to incorporate and improve biodiversity considerations within EIA (CBD, 2002).  

The primary legislation which describes much of the environmental legislation in SA is The National 

Environmental Management Act (NEMA), which first became legislated in 1997 as ECA- the 

Environmental Conservation Act and was then updated in 2006, 2010 and the latest regulations 

were gazetted in 2014. The 2014 regulations included an Appendix 6 which specified requirements 

for specialist studies within EIA which is therefore a requirement for BIAs to meet; this was also a 

requirement in the 2010 regulations- Please see this Appendix under Appendix B. 

Some of the South African legislation, guidelines and other official literature involving Biodiversity: 

National Environmental Management Act (1998) 

National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act (No 10 of 2004). 

Bio- prospecting Access and Benefit-Sharing Amendments Regulations, 2015 (No. S.R. 388 of 2015). 

Conservation Of Agricultural Resources Act (No 43 of 1983). 

DEAT (2002) Ecological Risk Assessment, Integrated Environmental Management, Information Series 

6, Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT), Pretoria. 

DEAT (2004) Environmental Impact Reporting, Integrated Environmental Management, Information 

Series 15, Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT), Pretoria. 

DEAT.  South Africa’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action plan.  Department of Environmental 

Affairs and Tourism; 2005.  

DEAT. Specialist studies.  Information series 4.  Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism 

(DEAT), Pretoria; 2002. 

Eastern Cape Biodiversity Conservation Plan (ECBCP) Handbook (2007). 

Environment Conservation Act (ECA) (No 73 Of 1989 Amendment Notice No. R1183 Of 1997). 

Final Bioregional Plan For The Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality As Per Sections 47 (2), 99 (1), 99 (2) 

(C), 100 (1) (A) And 100(2). Department Of Economic Development, Environmental Affairs And 

Tourism. 

Guidelines For Biodiversity Impact Assessments in KZN. 

Kwazulu-Natal Nature Conservation Management Act (Act No. 9 of 1997). 
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KwaZulu-Natal Nature Conservation Management Amendment (Act, No. 5 of 1999). 

Local Government: Municipal Systems Act (Act No. 32 of 2000). 

National Biodiversity Framework (NBF, 2008). 

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP, 2005). 

National Environment Management Act: Protected Areas Act (No 57 Of 2003). 

National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act No. 10 Of 2004) Norms And 

Standards For Biodiversity Management Plans For Ecosystems. 7 February 2014. 

National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Amendment Act 2014 (No. 21 of 2014). 

National Forests Act (No. 84 Of 1998). 

National Heritage Resources Act (Act No. 25 Of 1999). 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy (NPAES, 2008). 

National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment (NSBA, 2004, currently being reviewed and updated). 

National Veld And Forest Fire Act (No 101 of 1998). 

National Water Act (No 36 of 1998). 

The Conservation of Agricultural Resources Act. 

The Kwazulu-Natal Environmental, Biodiversity And Protected Areas Management Bill, 2014. 

The White Paper for Sustainable Coastal Development in South Africa (DEA, 2000). 

 

2.4.2 Biodiversity Impact Assessments and their contribution to EIA internationally 
Although Biodiversity has been an important consideration in decision making in EIA for many years, 

there are still areas of weakness highlighted in the international literature (Bagri, et al., 1997; 

Beanlands & Duinker, 1983; Brownlie, et al., 2006; Brownlie, et al., 2009; Rajvanshi, et al., 2009; 

Wegner, et al., 2005). 

International literature indicates that certain weaknesses of BIAs and their respective incorporation 

into EIAs are worldwide trends and include for example studies conducted during the incorrect 

season and for insufficient time periods, as well as a poor description of the project and its 

associated activities/ impacts on the receiving area (Byron, et al., 2000; Thompson, et al., 1997; 

Treweek, 1996). Ecological Systems Approach, which deals with the impacts of a project on the 

ecological processes in an area, tends to be a weak area of assessment (Brownlie, et al., 2006; Byron, 

et al., 2000; Rouget, et al., 2003). Significance thresholds in relation to the Biodiversity Impact of a 

project are also often not incorporated within EIA (Cooper & Sheate, 2002; De Villiers, et al., 2008; 

Slootweg, 2005; Warnken & Buckley, 1998). Mitigation measures tend to be dealt with only on a 

superficial level and are often not project specific (Byron, et al., 2000; Söderman, 2006; Treweek, 

1996). Biodiversity monitoring suggestions and plans are very seldom found in BIAs and when they 

are this information is often not found carried over to the EIA (Mandelik, et al., 2005; Söderman, 

2005; Treweek, et al., 1993). The weaknesses which are found in BIA reports are carried over into 

the EIA reports which then cause an overall weakness of biodiversity inclusion and mitigation within 
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the EIA process and therefore the decision making process. This can result in damages and impacts 

made to the area, in terms of the biodiversity, which may have been avoidable had the BIAs 

followed Best Practice Guidelines.  

Chapter 3: METHODOLOGY  
This chapter clearly describes the methods which were followed in order to meet the research aim 

and answer the research questions.  

3.1  A Quality Evaluation 
The methodology detailed below is how the quality of BIAs within the MPA was determined using a 

review package. Review packages are commonly used internationally, as well as within South Africa, 

for assessing the quality of EIR’s against a set of criteria Hallatt to evaluate their comprehensiveness 

and quality (Barker & Jones, 2013; Canelas, et al., 2005; Cashmore, et al., 2002; Lee, et al., 1999; 

McGrath & Bond, 1997; Preston, 2010; Sandham, et al., 2008a, b, 2010a, 2013a). A review package 

which was specifically designed for the review of BIAs in biodiversity hotspots in South Africa was 

used (Hallatt, 2014). The review package was originally created for use in the CFR and used the best 

practice guidelines as well as other legislation and information. This review package was based on 

the most commonly utilized review package, known as the Lee and Colley EIA Review Package (Lee, 

et al., 1999). There are many specifically adapted versions of this review package (Badr, et al., 2011; 

Canelas, et al., 2005; Peterson, 2010; Sandham, et al., 2008a, 2013b).  In this mini-dissertation the 

adapted review package was used for the MPA as there are no specific BIA guidelines for this area 

and it was part of the research to look at how the MPA BIAs compare with those done within the 

CFR, in order to better understand BIAs within SA. Quality review of EIAs as well as specific specialist 

studies such as BIAs can best be reviewed using a specifically designed review package (Canelas, et 

al., 2005; Lee, et al., 1999; Peterson, 2010; Sandham, et al., 2013). Criteria within a review package 

provide an understanding of the of the extent to which the BIAs comply with the Best Practice 

Guidelines as well as other set legislation, as the legal requirements found within NEMA, 2010, were 

integrated within this review package (Hallatt, et al.,2015).  

3.1.1 Why the MPA? 
The MPA was chosen as the study area of choice as this was a continuation of the mini-dissertation 

done and recommendation by Hallatt (2014) and later published (Hallatt, et al., 2015). His study 

looked at the quality of BIAs within the CFR and as one of his recommendations in the conclusion of 

his study he mentioned that a similar study should be done for one of the other biodiversity 

hotspots within South Africa. The MPA is a globally recognised biodiversity hotspot. The MPA, 

although under the same national legislation as the CFR, is not under the same local legislation. It 

seems as though much less work has gone into ensuring the quality of work in BIAs as well as the 

general awareness of the MPA. There are no local guidelines specifically designed for BIAs within the 

MPA, as there are in the CFR. The area is however under similar threat as the CFR and requires 

quality BIAs to ensure informed decisions regarding development in the area can be made. 

A study such as this was important to be done in the MPA, as with the CFR, it is an area that is 

incredibly rich in biodiversity and under incredible development pressure, exacerbated by climate 

change.  

3.1.2 Report selection 
The BIAs which were used came from a variety of specialist companies (six companies). These were 

written for a wide range of projects, comprising of various types of biodiversity assessments, over as 

much of the geographical area as possible. This was done to try and get a true and representative 
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sample of the overall quality of BIAs within the MPA. Admittedly arguing representivity is difficult 

because there is no available data on the total number of BIAs conducted. However, compared to 

other similar studies (as discussed in the literature review chapter) a total of 26 reports was 

considered a valid sample. As with the study by Hallatt (2015) this research used ‘replication logic’ 

which is explained by Yin (2003) in selection of cases. The replication logic relies on context-specific 

logic rather than a statistical representation of the entire database as seen in ‘sampling logic’. This 

logic is of the mind-set that the results found could be reasonably expected to replicate in a well-

defined sample across similar contexts (Eisenhardt, 2002). 

3.1.3 Description of BIAs selected 
The BIAs that were selected for the study came from a number of different types of development 

applications, namely agricultural, commercial, infrastructure, light industry and residential. These 

reports also included a number of various types of biodiversity assessments as shown in Table 3 

below. The individual assessments were not reviewed separately, but rather as part of the inclusive 

BIA report. 

Table 3: A table showing the sample of BIA reports which were chosen for the study against their 
respective development types and assessments undertaken 

Types and Numbers of Activities/ 
assessments 

Types of Biodiversity Assessments covered within the BIAs 

Activity/ 
Development 
Type 

Number of 
BIA 

Reports 

Avifaunal Mam
mals 

Frogs Bats Reptiles Freshwater
/ Estuarine 

Botanical Ecologi
cal  

Wetlands 

Agricultural 2 1 1 1  1  1 2 1 

Commercial 6 3 3 2 1 3 3 3 4 4 

Infrastructure 8 2 4 1 1 1 2 4 7 6 

Light Industry 2        2 1 

Residential 8 3 4 3 1 3 2 5 6 6 

Total 26 9 12 7 3 8 7 13 21 18 

 

The specialists who provided reports for sampling requested to remain anonymous and therefore 

they will not be mentioned in this mini-dissertation.  

3.1.4 Review package 
In order to review the quality of BIAs within the MPA a Review Package needed to be used whereby 

the 26 BIAs for the area could be evaluated. As this research built on work already done for the Cape 

Floristic Region (Hallatt, 2014; Hallatt, et al., 2015), the same review package was used so that that 

the review package would be a constant and a more true comparison of the BIAs within the CFR and 

MPA could be drawn up. Hallatt, et al., (2015) used the Lee and Colley review method as a base and 

then incorporated Best Practice Guidelines in order to create a package which was applicable to BIAs 

especially within a biodiversity hotspot. The Lee and Colley (1992) review methodology is utilized 

widely for reviewing EIRs and EIAs internationally (Baker, 2013; Lee, 2000; Lee & Colley, 1992, 1999; 

Marais, et al., 2015; Sandham, et al., 2013b). 

The Western Cape Best Practice Guidelines (Brownlie, 2005; Keatimilwe & Ashton, 2005) were used 

to design the review package. This was then used to review the BIAs which showed us whether the 

best practice guidelines have improved the quality of BIAs in the area. 

The review package which was used can be found in Appendix A. 
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One of the factors that was considered was the legally prescribed guidelines for incorporation of 

specialist studies in South Africa, namely Appendix 6 in the National Environmental Management Act 

in the 1014 Regulations and Regulation 32 in the 2010 NEMA Regulations (GNR 543). When Mr 

Hallatt undertook his study (2014) the reports would have been done under the 2010 NEMA 

regulations; whereas many of the reports which I used in my study were done under the 2014 NEMA 

regulations. As these would only be the minimum requirements for the BIAs and they were reviewed 

against Best Practice Guidelines, the changes to this appendix were not deemed too important but 

in order to fully understand the differences between the 2010 requirements and the 2014 

requirements the following table was created: 

Table 4:  Comparison of 2010 and 2014 Regulations Relating to the Specialist Studies. 

2010- Regulation 32 2014- Appendix 6 Comparison 

(3)  A  specialist  report  or  a  

report  on  a  specialised  process 

prepared  in terms of these 

Regulations must contain- 

 

(1) A specialist report prepared 

in terms of these Regulations 

must contain- 

 

 

( a)  details of- 

(i)  the person who prepared the 

report; and  

(ii)  the expertise of that person to 

carry out the specialist study or 

specialised process;  

 

 

 (a) details of- 

(i) the specialist who 

prepared the report; 

and 

(ii) the expertise of that 

specialist to compile a 

specialist report 

including a curriculum 

vitae; 

 

 

Applicable to both the 

2010 and 2014 regulations. 

(b)  a declaration that the person is 

independent in  a form as may be 

specified by the competent 

authority;  

 

(b) a declaration that the 

specialist is independent in a 

form as may be specified by the 

competent authority; 

 

 

Applicable to both the 

2010 and 2014 regulations. 

(c)  an indication of the scope of, 

and the purpose for which, the 

report was prepared;  

 

(c) an indication of the scope of, 

and the purpose for which, the 

report was prepared; 

 

Applicable to both the 

2010 and 2014 regulations. 

(d)  a description of the 

methodology adopted in  

preparing the report or carrying 

out the specialised process; 

 

(d) the date and season of the 

site investigation and the 

relevance of the season to the 

outcome of the assessment; 

 

Point (d) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (e). 

 

Point (d) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 
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(e)  a description of any 

assumptions made and any 

uncertainties or gaps in 

knowledge;  

  

 

 

 

(e) a description of the 

methodology adopted in 

preparing the report or carrying 

out the specialised process; 

 

 

Point (e) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (i). 

 

Point (d) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (e). 

 

(f)  a description of the findings 

and potential implications of such 

findings on the impact of the 

proposed activity,  including 

identified alternatives, on the 

environment;  

 

(f) the specific identified 

sensitivity of the site related to 

the activity and its associated 

structures and infrastructure; 

 

Point (f) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (j). 

 

Point (f) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 

(g)  recommendations in respect of 

any mitigation measures that 

should be considered by the 

applicant and the competent 

authority;  

 

(g) an identification of any areas 

to be avoided, including buffers; 

 

Point (g) under the 2010 

regulations speak to any 

recommendation measures 

that should be considered 

however the condition has 

been further emphasized 

and is now more specific in 

terms of for inclusion into 

the EMPr and EA. 

 

Point (g) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 

(h)  a description of any 

consultation process that was 

undertaken during the course of 

carrying out the study;  

 

(h) a map superimposing the 

activity including the associated 

structures and infrastructure on 

the environmental sensitivities 

of the site including areas to be 

avoided, including buffers; 

 

Point (h) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (0). 

 

Point (h) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 

(i)  a summary and copies of any 

comments that were received 

during any consultation process; 

and  

 

(I) a description of any 

assumptions made and any 

uncertainties or gaps in 

knowledge; 

 

Point (i) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (p). 

 

Point (e) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (e). 

 

(j)  any other information (j) a description of the findings Point (j) 2010 is applicable 
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requested by the competent 

authority 

 

and potential implications of 

such findings on the impact of 

the proposed activity, including 

identified alternatives on the 

environment;  

 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (q). 

 

Point (f) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (j). 

 

(k) any mitigation measures for 

inclusion in the EMPr; 

 

Point (k) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 

(I) any conditions for inclusion in 

the environmental 

authorisation; 

 

Point (l) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 

(m) any monitoring 

requirements for inclusion in the 

EMPr or environmental 

authorisation; 

 

Point (m) is a new 

condition under the 2014 

regulations. 

(n) a reasoned opinion- 

(I) as to whether the 

proposed activity or 

portions thereof should 

be authorised; and 

(ii) if the opinion is that 

the proposed activity or 

portions thereof should 

be authorised, any 

avoidance, management 

and mitigation measures 

that should be included 

in the EMPr, and where 

applicable, the closure 

plan; 

 

Point (n) is a new condition 

under the 2014 

regulations. 

(o) a description of any 

consultation process that was 

undertaken during the course of 

preparing the specialist report;  

 

Point (h) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (o). 

 

(p) a summary and copies of any 

comments received during any 

consultation process and where 

applicable all responses thereto; 

Point (i) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (p). 
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and 

 

(q) any other information 

requested by the competent 

authority. 

Point (j) 2010 is applicable 

under the 2014 regulations 

under Point (q). 

 

3.1.5 Assessment of reports against the review package 
The reports were reviewed on a qualitative rating scale, as proposed by the Lee and Colley package, 

and symbols were used to rate each of the reports against the criteria set out in the review package. 

Lee and Colley (1999) assigned the assessment symbols, as seen in the table below, against which 

each layer of the hierarchical review structure can be assessed.  The symbols A- F were used to rate 

each review area of each BIA, or in other words, the satisfaction of meeting each review topic. A 

detailed description of each symbol is provided in Table 3 below (Lee, et al., 1999). The reason that 

letters are used is because this is a qualitative assessment and the purpose is not to use the results 

to draw up any mathematical evaluation which could be the case if a numerical system had been 

used instead (Sandham, et al., 2008b).  

Table 5: Symbols and descriptions which were used to review the sample of BIAs chosen against the 
review package 

Symbol Description 

A Assessment was complete and well performed 

B Satisfactory Report with minor omissions/ inadequacies 

C Just satisfactory, with emissions and inadequacies 

D Just unsatisfactory due to omissions/ inadequacies although parts may be satisfactory 

E Not satisfactory- significant omissions/ inadequacies 

F Very unsatisfactory- poorly done or simply not attempted 

 

An overall grade was also given to the reports which was similar to the Lee and Colley hierarchical 

pyramid used to evaluate EIR’s. The method used to grade the reports took three tiers into account, 

namely review criteria (51); review area (11) and overall assessment. The figure below shows the 

hierarchical method, which was utilised, more clearly. 
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Figure 6: BIAs were reviewed using the hierarchical approach above (Lee and Colley, 1999). Level 1: 
Review criteria; Level 2: Review area; Level 3: Overall assessment.  

 

3.1.6 Surveys and interviews: better understanding the results 
In order to better understand the results obtained, it was decided to send a survey out to each of 

the six specialist companies for which reports were reviewed as part of the study and to get their 

input regarding the research results. An email was sent out to the specialist companies showing the 

review criteria/ areas which the reports were reviewed against as well as the results of the survey. 

They were then asked to comment under each of the review areas as to what they felt were the 

reasons for the results.  

In total six responses were received from specialists from the six specialist companies whose reports 

had been evaluated during this study. Follow-up telephonic interviews were then undertaken with 

the specialists to validate the comments received. 
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Chapter 4: RESULTS- THE QUALITY OF BIAs 
In this chapter the results of the study are discussed and explored with regards to the possible 

explanations for the results.  

The overall quality of BIAs within the MPA for each of the review criteria is the first point discussed, 

followed by a comparison between the results received for the CFR. Trends in terms of the results 

for the MPA as well as the CFR are then discussed. Lastly input from the specialists in terms of the 

possible reasons for the achieved results is discussed. 

It is very important at this stage to remind the reader that this is the quality of BIAs against the 

review package/criteria which were drawn up using guidelines which are not legislated and were not 

specifically drawn up for the MPA. This is therefore not the overall quality of BIAs in fulfilment with 

legislated requirements, but rather against best- practice guidelines which are broad enough in 

scope that they could be applicable within the MPA. 

Table 6: Overview of Results 

Review 
Area 

Number 
Review Areas 

Percentage of symbol scores 

%A %B %C %D %E %F 

1 Expertise and professional conduct 8 69 23 0 0 0 

2 Adequacy and sufficiency of information 8 19 27 38 8 0 

3 Clarity and inclusiveness of report 0 12 61 23 4 0 

4 Description of project 0 31 46 8 15 0 

5 Description of baseline environment 62 23 15 0 0 0 

6 Consideration of alternatives 0 0 8 23 15 54 

7 Inclusion of legal aspects 8 23 46 19 0 4 

8 Stakeholder consultation 0 0 0 15 23 62 

9 Prediction and assessment of impacts 0 4 27 46 19 4 

10 Recommended management actions 19 27 35 8 4 8 

11 Monitoring 0 0 46 15 0 38 
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Figure 7: Overview of the results in a graph, with regards to review area number and percentage of 
each score 

4.1 The Overall Quality of BIAs in the MPA 
The overall report quality of the 26 BIAs sampled is indicated below in Figure 8. The results show 

that most of the reports, 81%, were graded as satisfactory (A-C) and 19% were graded as not 

satisfactory (D-F). 23% of the reports were graded as well done (A-B) and none were graded as 

poorly done (E-F). Many reports were classified as boundary cases with 77% scoring between a C and 

a D which shows the largest proportion of reports were found to be just satisfactory (58% C). This 

was followed by 23% scoring a satisfactory result (B) and 19% scoring a just unsatisfactory result (D). 

In order to better understand how these results correspond to the review areas they are discussed 

per review area in section 4.1.1 below. 
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Figure 8: A graphic representation of overall results of BIAs against the grades that they scored. 

4.1.1 Results for the different review areas 
The results per review area below show a high level of variance in terms of quality performance. 7 of 

the 11 review areas had satisfactory scores (A-C) above 50% with review areas 6, 8, 9 and 11 scoring 

more than 50% below a C, therefore making these areas unsatisfactory in terms of the review 

criteria. Review areas of particular strength include review area 1 (77% A-B) and review area 5 (85% 

A-B). Areas which showed particular weakness were review area 6, 8 and 11 (0% A-B) and review 

area 9 (4% A-B). 

Each review area is discussed in more detail below. 

 Review area 1: Expertise and professional conduct 

This review area was generally well completed, 77% of the reports scoring between an A and a B and 

23% of the reports scoring a C and none scored below a C. All the companies which were used for 

the survey were well respected, professional companies and most of the specialists had many years’ 

experience in the relevant fields and were registered with professional affiliations such as SACNASP. 

Most reports had a comprehensive summary of the company details, qualifications of the specialists, 

professional affiliations as well as relevant experience of the specialists listed in the beginning of the 

reports. The pool of biodiversity professionals which exist in South Africa is probably higher than the 

global average and therefore this particular area may exceed international trends.  Many of the 

reports also contained a statement of independence which is a requirement of the National 

Environmental Management Act for Specialists as well as EAPs. This is a unique requirement within 

South Africa (Münster, 2005). This declaration has been put in place to add credibility and strength 

to BIAs and EIAs as it confirms that the specialist has no vested interest in the project. 

The results show that the necessary expertise, to compile BIAs, is readily available in the MPA. 
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Figure 9: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 1. 

 Review area 2: Adequacy and sufficiency of information 

This review area scored weaker than expected, with 65% of the studies falling between a C and D. 

None of the reports received an F in this section. 27% of the reports were well completed (A-B) and 

27% scored a just satisfactory result of a C. 65% of the reports scored between a C and a D (just 

unsatisfactory) and 8% scored an E.  

Although information was given in the reports it seemed to lack in depth with regard to the specific 

study area being assessed and many reports seemed to be made up of a lot of information from 

desktop studies without enough site specific information. Although many of the reports covered a 

wide array of biodiversity assessments, in many cases these simply seemed like add-ins which are 

put into all the reports without actual evidence of what is occurring on the specific sites. In many of 

the reports disclaimers were put into the beginning of the reports saying that insufficient time was 

given for a detailed report and that the report was completed at the incorrect time of year. 

The difficulty also seemed to come in where studies took place over too short a time period and as 

biodiversity and ecological systems are constantly shifting and changing only a very limited set of 

data could be achieved from the site visits. These limitations were highlighted in the reports with 

many of the reports stating that ideally studies should be conducted over longer timeframes and at 

other times of the year. The limit on time available for the BIA is often caused by the strict 

timeframes set out in the EIA process. This weakness is very much in line with international trends 

which express that commercial pressure, in terms of timeframes and financial constraints, 

contribute to insufficient time allocation for BIAs (Byron, et al., 2000; Retief & Chabalala, 2009; 

Thompson, et al., 1997; Treweek, 1996). There is also international pressure as well as major local 

pressure to promote development and minimise the timeframes for EIAs even further which will 

make achieving the biodiversity targets even more difficult (Bond, et al., 2014). 

One of the possible solutions for overcoming this increasing obstacle will be to have continuous long 

term monitoring of biodiversity in areas of high biodiversity value, especially the biodiversity 

hotspots and to feed this information into one of the international tools, such as SEA’s, EMF’s, C-
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Plans as well as newer methods such as the online data seen on GBIF (Global Biodiversity 

Information Facility) lifeboat portal  which could then be accessed when BIAs require data (Marais, 

et al., 2015; Retief, et al., 2007). 

One of the specialists in fact has a heading in their reports reading “Constraints and Limitations of 

Short Duration Ecological and Faunal Surveys”, and underneath this it has listed the different 

constraints within the study including: limitation of baseline study, limitation of specialist surveys as 

part of BIA (e.g. aquatic or estuarine surveys), lack of comprehensive biodiversity information for the 

survey area, lack of historic data for the area as well as lack of information regarding red data 

species within the site area.  

The reports did however show that where well defined ToR’s were in place, the reports tended to 

score better results, which follow international trends highlighting the value of well-drafted ToR’s 

(Keatimilwe & Ashton, 2005). 

 

Figure 10: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 2. 

 

 Review area 3: Clarity and inclusiveness of report 

This review area was one that could quite easily be improved on as many of the reports were done 

in a satisfactory manner (61% scoring a C) yet none scored an A for this area; it is possibly linked to 

many of the review areas below and therefore the lack of inclusion of public participation and 

proper consideration of alternatives etc. counted against the inclusiveness of the reports. 73% 

scored between a B and a C showing that a much higher percentage were completed in a 

satisfactory manner compared with 27% scoring an unsatisfactory result (D-E). The reports were 

however clear in their explanations and could easily be followed in a logical manner.  

One of the most important features has been shown to be the inclusion of a concise summary at the 

end of the report which adequately explains the results of the findings in the report as well as the 

recommendations (Keatimilwe & Ashton, 2005; Morrison-Saunders, et al., 2014). Reference was 
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made to many of the regulations and guidelines applicable within South Africa in most of the reports 

showing that cognisance was taken of these documents.  

In some cases it could be seen that the specialists were making conclusions for which they did not 

have adequate data or available information to substantiate their comments. This is most likely due 

to the pressure from EAPs as well as the decision making parties at government level for specialists 

to make conclusive decisions and recommendations even when they are not equipped to do so, as 

the necessary data within the MPA is not available.  

 

Figure 11: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 3. 

 Review area 4: Description of the project 

This was definitely an area of concern, as it seemed very few of the reports showed that the 

specialist had a thorough and clear understanding of the planned activity/ project which was to be 

carried out on the site. The reports were therefore mostly based on general activities associated 

with a certain type of activity. 77% of the reports scored between a B and C for this area showing 

that most of the reports scored a satisfactory result. 16% of the reports were unsatisfactory (D-E).  A 

serious low point was the description of project lifecycles, associated processes and infrastructure, 

cumulative impacts etc. showing that the project was often only described at a superficial level. This 

is an international weakness and area of concern (Byron, et al., 2000; Thompson, et al., 1997; 

Treweek, 1996; Treweek, et al., 1993).  

Most of the reports did not provide a fully comprehensive project description and merely stated the 

type of development to take place. 

Although the description of the project is thoroughly covered as part of the EIA it is critical to the BIA 

as well to ensure that the report has properly covered all aspects of the proposed project. The 

project description within the BIA can also be used to evaluate whether the latest version of the 

project plan was used while compiling the BIA as the project plan often changes throughout the EIA 

process and this information is not always conveyed to the specialists. Only when there is a detailed 
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project description can the appropriate impacts and mitigation measures be discussed 

comprehensively (Slootweg, et al., 2006). 

This review area requires more attention and improvement as this is the critical factor of the report 

which will strongly influence the review areas to follow.  

It is critical that the BIA and the EIA are not seen as completely separate documents. The BIA should 

also not merely be seen as an ‘add-on’ to the EIA but should rather be used as an imperative source 

of information used to inform the EAP and developer regarding project design, decision making as 

well as the viable alternatives (Hallatt, 2015). 

 

Figure 12: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 4. 

 Review area 5: Description of the baseline environment 

This was the review area which scored the best with 62% of the reports scoring an A. The status quo 

of the site is very important to be properly defined so that it can be used as a measurement of the 

level of protection that a site deserves. This is also critical as it is used to describe the no-go 

alternative to the decision-making authority.  

The weak points in this area are the possibility that certain reports did not go into enough detail on 

specific topics- for example red data species which are found on the site. It is often just noted that 

certain red data species may be found on the site and then lists a generic species list found in that 

general geographical area, which can be seen as following the precautionary approach,  where this is 

the only point in many projects where red data species could be identified and earmarked for 

consideration. The reports showed that although the baseline environment was described 

adequately it was limited to the best available data for the regions due to the restraints under which 

the reports were done. The available data for the MPA varies largely with certain areas having 

adequate data while in other areas data is completely inaccurate and out-dated, posing a problem 

for the specialists. Having an up to date and comprehensive set of baseline geographical data to 

work with has been shown to greatly enhance the BIA baseline data, especially in areas with high 

biodiversity values (Hallatt, 2015). 
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Figure 13: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 5. 

 Review area 6: Consideration of alternatives 

This was the second weakest of all the review areas and 54% of the reports only scored an F in this 

section, with none of the reports scoring above a C. Where alternatives were discussed they were 

done so with a very low level of detail and usually only spoke of alternatives of activities which could 

be carried out within the buffers etc. without looking at site specific, activity alternatives. The 

consideration of alternatives can be seen as a key weakness of BIAs within the MPA. This is keeping 

with international trends which have shown that a lack of alternatives in terms of biodiversity 

considerations is a widespread weakness within BIAs as well as EIAs (Söderman, 2006; Treweek, 

1996). It is important for the BIA to show various alternatives in terms of the development so that 

one with the best biodiversity considerations and management options may be selected (Brownlie, 

2005). The information in the BIA is also often not carried through into the EIA when alternatives are 

selected; therefore the case that alternatives are unnecessary at the BIA level as they are covered 

within EIA is unsound.  

This review area deserves much attention within the MPA to lower the impact of development on 

the biodiversity of the area. Inclusion of consideration of alternatives should be included within the 

ToR’s for all BIAs. 
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Figure 14: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 6. 

 Review area 7: Inclusion of legal aspects 

The large majority of reports included some explanation of legal aspects which were considered and 

that would need to be considered going forward in the project; however, most of the reports scored 

a satisfactory result between a B and a C (69%) for this area as legal aspects were covered very 

broadly, mostly on a national level, and did not consider site specific by-laws etc. 8% of the reports 

scored a result of an A for this area showing they covered the topic extensively and were very well 

conversant in the legal aspects and requirements. 4% of the reports scored an F for this section as 

they did not mention any legal aspects, whether it was laws, regulations or policies. Whether or not 

this proves that legal aspects were not considered could not be established, but they should be 

listed within the report to prove to the reader that they were considered. 

The inclusion of laws has been shown in international literature to be a critical inclusion in EIA as it 

also steers and assists the decision makers regarding the latest requirements and targets (Brownlie, 

2005; Wegner, et al., 2005). South Africa is a leader in Environmental legislation regarding 

biodiversity management and this framework of legislation provides an excellent mandate for BIA 

(King, et al., 2009; Olivier, et al., 2009; Rumsey, 2009). 

It is therefore of critical importance that legal aspects be thoroughly included in BIAs to adequately 

inform decision makers of the legal mandate regarding the results and recommendations of the BIAs 

(Hallatt, 2015). 
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Figure 15: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 7. 

 Review area 8: Public participation 

Most of the reports, 62%, had no mention of any form of stakeholder consultation (F). In the rest of 

the reports, only very brief mention was made to people that had lived in the area before or 

surrounding enterprises etc. None of the reports scored above a D for this section and it was the 

weakest review area among all the reports. Only 15% was just unsatisfactory (D) while the rest of 

the reports scored unsatisfactory poor results (E-F). These results follow the international trends 

which show public consultation within BIAs to be very poor (Söderman, 2006; Thompson, et al., 

1997) 

There have been many studies done on the importance of incorporating indigenous knowledge in 

specialist studies and EIAs (Barrow, 2006; Sallenave, 1994; Slootweg, 2009; Stevenson, 1996), as well 

as the fact that the social aspect is often highly correlated with the biodiversity considerations (Dietz 

& Stern, 2008; Miller & Spoolman, 2011; Slootweg, 2005). One of the most successful ways of 

managing and conserving biodiversity within an area is through thorough public consultation (De 

Villiers, et al., 2008; Treweek, 1999).  

Some of the reports simply addressed public participation by saying: 

“Public Participation was not done as part of this specialist study; however it will 

be undertaken as part of the Environmental Authorisation Process whereby this 

document will be made available to the public”. 

International and local information all point to the importance of public consultation 

within the BIA process and therefore this area should be focused on as an area which 

needs much improvement within the MPA. 
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Figure 16: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 8. 

 Review area 9: Prediction and assessment of impacts 

This review area was very poorly done considering having a comprehensive idea of this topic is one 

of the biggest reasons and expectations of a BIA. Only 31% of the reports scored a satisfactory result 

(B-C) while 69% were unsatisfactory (D-F).  

Statements such as the following were seen in a number of the BIAs: 

 “Post-mitigation impact significance estimations and residual impacts have not 

been assessed as the final development layout and supporting information 

necessary to assess impacts was not available at the time of the assessment.” 

Environmental thresholds are “points or zones at which relatively rapid change occurs from one 

ecological condition to another” (Huggett, 2005). Ecological threshold have proved to be very 

effective tools used to show the significance of impacts to decision makers (Retief et al., 2013). Most 

of the reports failed to include environmental thresholds which are used to determine the 

significance of impacts. This finding is seen as a widespread weakness internationally with 

biodiversity thresholds being poorly included in EIA (Cooper & Sheate, 2002; De Villiers, et al., 2008; 

Slootweg, 2005; Warnken & Buckley, 1998). Ecological processes and high level ecological thinking is 

often an area which is neglected in BIAs internationally (Byron, et al., 2000; Rajvanshi, et al., 2009; 

Rouget, et al., 2003; Treweek, 1999).  

Habitat fragmentation and ecological corridors were discussed in many of the reports as one of the 

major impacts of a development. This exceeds the international trends which show that the 

significance of habitat fragmentation is often not considered (Mandelik, et al., 2005; Söderman, 

2006; Thompson, et al., 1997; Treweek, et al., 1993). Guideline development and implementation 

has been found to be the most important factor in improving EIAs (Mandelik, et al., 2005). Although 

there are no guidelines in place specifically for the MPA many of the specialists made mention of 

other guidelines, like those for the CFR (Brownlie, 2005) and said that they were considered in the 
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BIA. The guidelines which were considered may be the reason why habitat fragmentation 

considerations exceeded international trends. 

A major consideration which was seen to negatively affect the assessment of alternatives was the 

lack of a proper description and understanding of the project. This is one of the many examples 

where a poor result in one review area will lead to poor results in other areas. Without a full and 

comprehensive understanding of the project, accessing the impacts sufficiently is not possible. 

Once the final project description has been finalised, along with all the other related processes and 

infrastructure, it should be submitted to the specialist for review and in order for them to reassess 

the impacts. This review should be included in the ToR’s of the BIA. 

 

Figure 17: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 9. 

 Review area 10: Recommended management actions 

The management actions, although discussed in most of the reports were done so on a level which 

was not comprehensive and this is possibly due to lack of information of the project. 81% of the 

studies scored between an A and a C for this review area showing that the vast majority of reports 

do cover this topic sufficiently. 20% of the reports scored a result between D-F, showing these 

reports did not cover the review topic sufficiently.  

Many of the reports mentioned management tools which must be put in place, for example: 

“An alien invasive management plan must be put in place” as well as  

“A burning programme must be in place”. 

Although these are good recommendations they could be improved by suggesting management 

plans which could be utilized on that specific site.  

One of the positive aspects which was seen in the reports for the MPA was that they often included 

an avoidance or precautionary approach to the mitigation measures. This is probably due to South 

African legislation and principles contained in the NEMA regulations. In areas, such as the MPA, 
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where baseline information is not readily available, the precautionary approach is preferred, as 

uncertainty of impacts can lead to a potential loss of biodiversity (Cooney, 2004; Dickson & Cooney, 

2005). 

 

Figure 18: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 10. 

 Review area 11: Monitoring 

Few of the reports discussed monitoring in any sort of detail and where it was mentioned it was 

often only spoken of on a superficial level. 46% of the reports covered monitoring to a just 

satisfactory level (C), 15% were just unsatisfactory (D), and 38% did not mention biodiversity 

monitoring after commencement of the activity. Many studies have proved the importance of 

biodiversity monitoring measures in BIAs and EIAs (Beanlands & Duinker, 1983; Treweek, 1999). This 

area; however, continues to be a weakness in BIAs internationally (Byron, et al., 2000; Söderman, 

2006; Treweek, 1996; Treweek, et al., 1993; Warnken & Buckley, 1998).  

Within the MPA, as well as other areas with a high level of biodiversity, it is critically important that 

adequate monitoring measures be put in place.  
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Figure 19: A pie graph representation of the results of review area 11. 

 

4.2 The Quality of BIAs in the MPA Compared with BIAs for the CFR 
Due to the fact that there are BIA guidelines in place in the Western Cape which were specifically 

designed for the CFR it was expected that the results for the MPA would be worse than the CFR BIAs 

in terms of report quality. However, as the results show below the two areas were very close and 

the reports in the MPA in fact had better results. There could be many reasons for this although the 

most likely option is that the reports that were chosen for the study in the MPA were more 

comprehensive than those which were chosen for the CFR. This can be seen in Table 2 which shows 

the types of biodiversity assessments which were completed as part of the respective BIAs. When 

compared with the reports used in Hallatt’s report (2014) it does seem that those used in this study 

were more substantial. Although the scores were quite similar in terms of overall report quality 

which shows that although the reports for the MPA were more substantial, they did not fare much 

better in terms of quality. 
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Figure 20: A graphic comparison of overall report grades seen for the MPA and CFR 

 

4.3 Trends Seen in BIAs for the MPA and CFR 
Through the comparison of results between the quality of BIAs for the MPA and the CFR definite 

trends become obvious. Strengths and weaknesses between the two areas seem to mostly be the 

same which shows that the BIA reports being done in South Africa are largely following similar 

trends. 

The weaker review areas which are the same for the two regions BIAs are definitely public 

participation and consideration of alternatives (Hallatt, 2014). These are also in alignment with 

international trends in BIAs. 

 

4.4 Survey and Interview Results 
Following gathering the results from the review of all of the BIAs it was decided it would be 

worthwhile to get feedback from the specialists regarding the results and what they felt were the 

most important reasons for the results that were achieved. Below is a summary of feedback received 

from the specialists in the MPA regarding the respective review areas. Results are discussed in terms 

of general feedback since the methodology was not designed for a quantitative analysis in terms of 

minority and or majority views: 

 Review area 1: Expertise and professional conduct 

The specialists were of the opinion that they were all successful in this area, although they did feel 

that they could possibly expand on it in their reports with possible inclusion of CV’s and a list of past 

experience with related projects. The Specialists felt that a SACNASP registration should be a 

requirement for specialists conducting BIAs and mentioned that SACNASP has a strong code of 

conduct that needs to be adhered to. Relevant experience in the field of study should also be 

determined before the specialist is appointed. Specialists did make comment that they felt “the 
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industry is highly competitive and clients often go for the cheaper option but compromise on quality 

and expertize as a result.” 

 Review area 2: Adequacy and sufficiency of information 

The specialists said that they felt that they were given insufficient information regarding the project 

to begin with and they often had very little information, restricted budgets and short timeframes to 

work with, for example “Time constraints imposed by the client and the EAP often limit the amount 

of time spent on reporting and sampling”. Inadequate surveys were being undertaken. There was 

also lack of pertinent information given for decision making. “Reports are padded by probability and 

functionality indices, species accounts, and tables which with limited actual species lists for specific 

sites”. There is often a shortfall of adequate specialist surveys pertaining to mammals, avifauna, 

reptiles, amphibians as well as invertebrates; this is usually due to a lack of budget. “The majority of 

data bases are out-dated or poorly ground-truthed resulting in inaccurate species lists as well as 

ecosystem, mainly wetlands, delineation”. It was felt that the majority of information regarding 

biotic assessments are based on limited or no recent surveys within rural areas of KZN. This is 

especially seen to be pertinent to the amphibians, reptiles and smaller mammal species. One of the 

specialists wrote “Specialists can become complacent after many years. This is reflected in poor 

quality reporting and ‘lazy’ sampling”. 

 Review area 3: Clarity and inclusiveness of report 

The specialists felt that they did much better in this area than the results showed; although when it 

was explained to them where they lost out on higher scores they understood and felt that this area 

could easily be improved upon by the inclusion of factors which they had not put into the reports 

such as public participation and consideration of alternatives. The specialists also felt that the 

weaknesses in this area were magnified when different specialists each worked on individual reports 

and the reports were not properly collaborated, e.g. a botanist on the vegetation report and a soil 

scientist on the soils. In cases where various specialist will each be working on their specific 

disciplines it is important that they are all in contact with each other and possibly that they compile 

the overall report to ensure there are no discrepancies, or that these are properly explained. As 

mentioned previously “Lack of collaboration between different specialists during EIAs can result in 

conflicting results”. It was also felt that there is a concern about specialists remaining objective and 

considering all aspects of projects and the receiving environment, often resulting in a focus on the 

immediate concerns without taking a broader look and a more systematic approach. 

 Review area 4: Description of the project 

The specialist consensus on this area was that the project description is often not provided to them 

by the EAPs. This is often because BIAs are done during the scoping and planning phases of the 

project and the details on project description are not clearly known/have not been finalised. One of 

the suggestions to overcome this is that the specialists should review their reports and make 

additions to them when the final project description is available so that they could address 

important factors with regard to the specific project. Specialists felt that “Often specialists are not 

provided with the detailed development proposal by the EAP or by clients. This results in not only a 

shortcoming in the description of the project, but possibly also a misjudgement of possible impacts 

of the development proposal on the biodiversity. The last aspect is of bigger concern as the results 

from the impact assessment is a fundamental component of a specialist study specifically conducted 

for an EIA. The importance of a detailed development proposal is therefore of utmost importance to 

the specialist”. Another specialist wrote “The majority of specialist studies are undertaken without 
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clearly defined site boundaries, aerial photographs and details of actual construction and 

development activities (construction site maps).” This was felt to be the fault of the EAP not 

providing required information to the Specialists. 

 Review area 5: Description of the baseline environment 

The specialists said that this was the easiest of the areas as they are not dependent on information 

from anyone else and they can complete this section by what they find on the sites. They felt that a 

good score in this area could mainly be attributed to “increased availability of literature pertaining to 

vegetation types, geology, wetlands, and rivers as well as internet searches of virtual museums”. 

 Review area 6: Consideration of alternatives 

This was acknowledged by specialists as being a shortcoming of current BIAs. The shortcoming was 

felt to be due to “the scheduling of the specialist studies once a final development plan/ proposal 

has been identified. The specialist therefore is only presented with the preferred development 

proposal and is required to access that particular proposal as it will be the one that is included in the 

EIA for authorisation”. Another comment said “Alternatives are very rarely provided by the 

developers or EAPs. Alternatives usually provided are fatal flaws or not viable. The ‘no-go’ 

alternative is rarely chosen by specialists”. All the specialists felt that this was not a requirement at 

the specialist level and should be a topic covered by the EAPs. The specialists felt that their earlier 

involvement in projects would allow them to make “meaningful contributions in the determination 

of alternatives (site, technology or development proposal). Therefore the shortcoming is as a result 

of the scheduling of the specialist studies during the EIA rather than much earlier in the feasibility 

study for the project. One of the specialists also commented that “Alternatives are often not 

accepted by the client/EAP. Often this is seen as onerous or unnecessary on the client’s behalf.” 

 Review area 7: Inclusion of legal aspects 

Although legal aspects were touched on by most of the specialists in their reports the overall 

feelings of the specialists were that this subject is covered in more depth by the EAPs during the EIA 

process. The specialists also felt that it was too difficult to keep up with the constantly changing/ 

being revised regulations “especially pertaining to WULA”. The specialists felt that more workshops 

and courses on updated laws are required for Specialists and EAPs. 

 Review area 8: Public participation 

Once again specialists were of the opinion that this was not a requirement of the BIA and should be 

covered by the EAP during the EIA process, and that public participation formed an ‘integral part of 

the EIA’. The specialists felt that public participation, which included all documentation which 

formed part of the EIA would be covered by the EAP and was therefore not necessary as part of the 

BIA. Comment was made that ‘Specialists rarely have the opportunity to address any possible 

comments on their inputs that may have arisen through public scrutiny of their reports’, and the 

reason for such is felt that it is ‘largely due to short timeframes that are associated with the 

completion of the EIA process’. One of the specialists mentioned that they felt there was a general 

“mistrust of the stakeholders with anyone appointed on the project including the independent EAP’s 

and specialists who are ‘paid’ by the developers to approve projects”. The specialists also raised 

concern over the reliability of information which is given during public participation, as it is often a 

highly emotive and I&AP’s have been known to provide “false records pertaining to the presence of 

red data listed species (especially fauna) in order to stop a project from progressing”. Therefore in 
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short BIA specialists feel that BIAs lack in public participation content because the EAP will be 

conducting the public participation as part of the EIA. 

 Review area 9: Prediction and assessment of impacts 

The specialists felt that this area was covered better in their reports than the results depicted, yet 

said that this was most likely due to the fact that the project description was not clear. Specialists 

also noted the following, “Impact Assessment Criteria are not suited for certain projects” as well as 

“The impacts of certain new developments are poorly understood, for example the impact of solar 

farms on certain fauna and invertebrate species” and “The prediction and assessment of impacts are 

based primarily on specialists’ personal view point”. Another specialist commented “Impact 

prediction and assessment is often an afterthought and not given the attention it deserves. Also 

different methods are used which often don’t follow best international practice”. 

 Review area 10: Recommended management actions 

Although this was covered in the BIAs the specialists did not feel this was as an important factor in 

the BIA as what we were considering in the review. They did however agree that this area should be 

improved upon. The specialists acknowledged that many of the mitigatory measures are not 

adapted to individual projects and are standard mitigatory measures. The specialists raised the 

concern that they did not feel that their mitigatory measures were adequately incorporated into the 

EMPr or the Record of Decisions, and therefore the recommendations that they do give are mostly 

“ignored by the contractors or developers after the EA has been issued.” 

 Review area 11: Monitoring 

The specialists felt that this was covered by EAPS in the EIA process and not necessary to be dealt 

with in detail in the BIA. The specialists also mentioned that they “are rarely employed to undertake 

monitoring during construction and almost never during post-construction, operational and 

decommissioning phases”. 

4.4.1 Summary of BIA specialist input 
As is clear from the information above which was received from the specialists it seems that many of 

the inadequacies/weak areas of the reports comes from a misalignment between the EAPs and the 

specialists as well as poorly defined ToR’s in terms of what is expected within the specialist reports. 

Due to the requirement in South Africa for independence, specialist studies are usually outsourced 

which does mean that they are often not involved throughout the life of the project and are simply 

brought in to the EIA process for a limited time only to provide the BIA. Specialists are also often not 

provided with the EIA to see how their reports and information was used within the reports done by 

the EAPs and vice versa where one specialist commented “EAPs often lack the capacity, initiative or 

time to be able to comment adequately on specialist work”. If BIA specialists were included as 

stakeholders or I&AP’s during the entire EIA process they felt they would be afforded further 

opportunity to comment and address some of the review areas more thoroughly. 

The trends for weakness of the reports as seen when compared with the review criteria are: 

 Timing at which BIAs are done; 

 Duration of study- time pressure; 

 Duration of consultation between the EAPs and BIA Specialists; 

 Budget; 
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 Discrepancies in expectations of specialists and EAPs (ToR’s). 

Chapter 5: CONCLUSION  
This chapter will cover what can be concluded from the earlier chapters, with particular focus on the 

results of the study and ways these results can be used to determine possible methods to improve 

the quality of BIAs within biodiversity hotspots. Recommendations for future studies which may be 

undertaken to further develop our knowledge on this topic are also included. 

 

5.1 Concluding Remarks 
From the study undertaken it could be seen that BIAs completed in the MPA follow international 

trends as well as trends seen in other areas with high biodiversity within South Africa such as the 

CFR. Areas of particular weakness included: consideration of alternatives; stakeholder consultation 

and monitoring of biodiversity features. Areas which were completed well include: Expertise and 

professional conduct; description of the baseline environment and the recommendation of 

management actions. From the interviews and surveys which were then done with the specialists 

some of the underlying problems within EIAs and the BIAs could be uncovered. These issues 

included: Commercial restraints (in terms of financial and timing); lack of adequate communication 

of expectation of the EAP to the BIA specialist (ToR’s); the idea that the BIA and EIA are two 

completely separate processes; BIA specialists not being involved for the life of the EIA process. 

These issues do not seem to be confined to the MPA as similar trends of thought were seen in the 

study on the CFR. 

Although these areas are weaknesses within BIAs at this stage, they seem to be areas which could 

easily be improved upon should the correct processes be followed. The specialists appeared to be 

willing to make changes in order to improve the quality of their reports. 

 

5.2 Learning from this Dissertation: Recommendations Going Forward 
The following recommendations were drawn up based on the information received in the results of 

the mini-dissertation. 

5.2.1 Adoption of best practice guidelines 
From the results it can be seen that the BIAs being done within the MPA achieved slightly better 

quality review results than the BIAs which were completed for the CFR. This is despite the fact that 

the CFR has BIA guidelines which were created for use within the CFR and which the review package 

was based around, while the MPA does not have such guidelines. From this we can surmise that the 

guidelines are not functioning effectively within the CFR and their performance could be improved 

upon by better application of the guidelines in the BIAs. The results do, however, not show that the 

guidelines are of no use, but possibly that they should be adopted more by specialists performing 

BIAs. The other aspect to be considered is that the specialists within the MPA said they were all 

aware of the guidelines in the Western Cape and did try to include them where they felt necessary 

within their BIAs. 

5.2.2 Improved ToR’s between EAPs and biodiversity specialists 
The inclusion of specific and comprehensive ‘Terms of Reference’ are critical in specialist studies so 

that it can be established whether or not the specific study met its expectations and objectives 

(Keatimilwe & Ashton, 2005). As one of the specialists commented “My thoughts around 
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improvement are centred on the EAP’s providing detailed terms of reference for the assessment as 

well as a detailed project development plan”. The EAP’s could possibly include the Brownlie’s 

Guidelines (2005) as part of the ToR’s to ensure that they are properly considered.  

5.2.3 Increasing input duration of biodiversity specialists in EIA process 
It can be seen through the information received from the specialists that they feel that many of the 

weaknesses within the BIAs comes from the limited amount of time during which the BIA specialists 

are involved in the EIA process. Much more input could be received from them if they were involved 

in the EIA for its entire duration. In this way they could add value to I&AP comments, possible 

alterations in project description and detail as well as many other areas of the EIA process. They 

would then also be able to see how the information they presented within their BIA reports was 

included into the other EIA documentation, including their monitoring and mitigation measures. 

5.2.4 Employing a more holistic ecosystem approach 
The MPA did not fare badly in this review area, and in fact seemed to better than what can be seen 

internationally. This is however an extremely important factor and should always be improved on 

where possible. Although specialists are given details only of a particular site and are generally 

requested to look at the impacts of a proposed project on that site it is critical that they employ a 

wider approach and look at the impacts of the project on the surrounding area. 

5.2.5 Increasing the focus of BIAs in certain areas such as mitigation measures and 

monitoring 
The review areas which performed poorly should be brought to the attention of BIA specialists, 

especially those operating in sensitive biodiversity hotspots. In this way those review areas can be 

improved upon relatively quickly. The possibility of workshops could be explored in which specialists 

can brainstorm ideas on how the BIAs can be improved especially in terms of their weak points. 

During this time the importance of these areas could be discussed as it seems in many of the weaker 

areas, such as stakeholder consultation, the specialists feel that it should be covered by the EAP’s 

during the EIA process. The value of these features within BIA could be explored to encourage 

specialists to include them within future studies and therefore improve the overall quality of the 

reports. 

 

5.3 Further Studies 
Throughout the process of this dissertation I have been realising the need for further studies within 

this field.  

Currently the study I would consider the most beneficial would be to use the review package to draw 

up more inclusive guidelines related to the results seen in this study, as well as the study done for 

the CFR and to present this to specialists. One can then ask the specialists to consider the guidelines 

when doing studies within areas of high biodiversity and especially within biodiversity hotspots. One 

can gather reports which were completed using the guideline document and compare them to the 

review package and see what sort of improvement was achieved. Should these more inclusive 

guidelines be shown to make significant positive impacts within the quality of BIAs then these may 

eventually be adopted as standard practice for inclusion in BIAs internationally. 

Another possible study would be to use the guidelines to draw up very comprehensive ToR’s which 

could be used by EAPs in their contracts with the biodiversity specialists. One would then be able to 

compare BIAs done with these ToR’s to those done without them.  
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Two studies have now been done within biodiversity hotspots within South Africa. It may be 

worthwhile looking at BIAs done outside of biodiversity hotspots and to see how they perform in 

relation to BIAs done within biodiversity hotspots.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



51 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Ahmad, B. & Wood, C.  2002. A  comparative  evaluation  of  the  EIA  systems  in  Egypt,  Turkey  and 

Tunisia. Environmental Impact Assessment, 22(3):213-34.  

Algotsson, E. 2009. Biological diversity. In: Strydom H, King N, editors. Environmental management in 

South Africa. 2nd ed. Cape Town, South Africa: Juta Law, p. 97-125.  

Arts, J., Runhaar, H.A.C., Fischer, T.B., Jha-Thakur, U., Van Laerhoven, F., Driessen, P.P.J. & Onyango, 

V. 2002. The effectiveness of EIA as an instrument for environmental governance: Reflecting on 25 

years  of  EIA  practice  in  the  Netherlands  and  the  UK.  Journal of Environmental Assessment and 

Policy Management, 14(4).  

Atkinson, S.F., Bhatia, S., Schoolmaster, F.A. & Waller, W.T. 2000. Treatment of biodiversity impacts 

in a sample of US Environmental Impact Statements. Impact Assessment Project Appraisal, 18:271-

82.  

Badr, E.A., Zahran, A.A. & Cashmore, M. 2011. Benchmarking performance:  Environmental Impact 

Statements in Egypt. Environmental Impact Assessment, 31(3):279-85.  

Bagri, A., McNeely, J. & Vorhies, F. 1997. Biodiversity and Impact Assessment.  The third session of 

the subsidiary body on scientific, technical and technological advice.  Montreal, Canada: IUCN-The 

World Conservation Union. 

Barker, A. & Jones, C.E. 2013. A critique of the performance of EIA within the offshore oil and gas 

sector. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 43: 31-39. 

Barker, N.P., Clark, V.R. & Mucina, L. 2009. The Sneeuberg: A new centre of floristic endemism on 

the Great Escarpment, South Africa. Southern African Journal of Botany, 75(2):196-238. 

Barrow, C. 2006. Environmental management for sustainable development.  2nd Ed.  New York, USA: 

Routledge. 

Beanlands, G.E. & Duinker, P.N. 1983. An ecological framework for Environmental Impact 

Assessment in Canada.  Halifax, Canada:  Institute for Resource and Environmental Studies, 

Dalhousie University. 

Belcher, T. 2012. Freshwater assessment for the proposed Fourth Kloof diversion scheme. Holland & 

Associates Environmental Consultants. 

Bond, A.J., Pope, J., Morrison-Saunders, A., Retief, F.P. & Gunn, J. 2014. Impact assessment: Eroding 

benefits through streamlining? Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 45: 46-53. 

Brooke, C. 1998. Biodiversity and Impact Assessment. Conference on Impact Assessment in a 

developing world. Manchester, England.  

Brownlie, S. 2005. Guideline for involving biodiversity specialists in EIA processes, 1st Ed. Cape Town, 

South Africa:  Provincial Government of the Western Cape:  Department of Environmental Affairs 

and Development Planning. 

Brownlie, S., De Villiers, C., Driver, A., Von, H., Job, N. & Maze, K. 2005. Systematic conservation 

planning in  the  Cape  Floristic  Region  and  Succulent  Karoo,  South  Africa:  Enabling  sound  

spatial planning  and  improved  Environmental  Assessment. Environmental Assessment Policy 

Management, 7(02):201-28. 



52 
 

Brownlie, S., Walmsley, B. & Tarr, P. 2006.  Situation assessment on the integration of biodiversity 

issues in Impact Assessment and decision making in Southern Africa.  Capacity building in 

biodiversity in Impact Assessment: Southern African Institute for Environmental Assessment and 

deVilliers Brownlie Associates.  

Brownlie, S., Walmsley, B. & Tarr, P. 2006a. Guidance  document  on  biodiversity,  impact  

assessment and  decision  making  in  Southern  Africa.  The Southern African Institute for 

Environmental Assessment. 

Brownlie, S., Walmsley, B. & Tarr, P. 2006b. Situation assessment on the integration of biodiversity 

issues in Impact Assessment and decision making in Southern Africa.  Capacity building in 

biodiversity in Impact Assessment: Southern African Institute for Environmental Assessment and 

deVilliers Brownlie Associates. 

Brundtland, G., Mansour, K. & Agnelli, S., et al. 1987.  'Brundtland report: Our Common Future’. 

Butchart, S.H.M., Walpole, M., Collen, B., Van Strien, A., Scharlemann, J.P.W., Almond, R.E.A., Baillie, 

J.E.M., Bomhard, B., Brown, C. & Bruno, J. 2010. Global biodiversity:  Indicators of recent declines. 

Science, 328(5982):1164-8. 

Byron, H.J., Treweek, J.R., Sheate, W.R. & Thompson, S.  2000. Road developments in the UK:  An 

analysis of ecological assessment in Environmental Impact Statements produced between 1993 and 

1997. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 43(1):71-97.  

Canelas, L., Almansa, P., Merchan, M. & Cifuentes, P. 2005. Quality of Environmental Impact 

Statements in Portugal and Spain. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 25(3):217-25.  

Cashmore, M., Christophilopoulos, E. & Cobb, D. 2002. An evaluation of the quality of Environmental 

Impact Statements in Thessaloniki, Greece. Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and 

Management, 4(4):371-95.  

Cato, S.M. 2009. Green Economics. London: Earthscan, 36-37. ISBN 978-1-84407-57: 1-3. 

CBD. 1993. Convention on Biological Diversity. United Nations. 

CBD. 2002. COP 6 Decision VI/7: Identification, monitoring, indicators and assessments. Hague, 

Netherlands:  Conference  of  the  Parties  to  the  Convention  on  Biological  Diversity. 

http://www.cbd.int/decisions/default.shtml. 

CBD. 2006. COP 8 Decision VIII/28.    Impact assessment:  Voluntary guidelines on biodiversity-

inclusive impact assessment. Curitiba, Brazil: Conference of the Parties to the Convention on 

Biological Diversity. http://www.cbd.int/decisions/default.shtml.  

CBD. 2010. Global Biodiversity Outlook 3.  Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 

CEPF. 2010. Ecosystem Profile: Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot. 

Cooney, R. 2004. The precautionary principle in biodiversity conservation and natural resource 

management: An issues paper for policy-makers, researchers and practitioners. Cambridge, England: 

World Conservation Union. 

Cooper, L.M. & Sheate, W.R. 2002. Cumulative effects assessment:  A review of UK Environmental 

Impact Statements. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 22(4):415-439. 



53 
 

Corvalán, C.F., Hales, S. & McMichael, A.A.J. 2005.  Ecosystems and human well-being:  health 

synthesis. Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organisation (WHO). 

Cowling, R.M., Pressey, R.L., Rouget, M. & Lombard, A.T. 2003.  A conservation plan for a global 

biodiversity hotspot—the Cape Floristic Region, South Africa. Biological Conservation, 112(1):191-

216.  

De Villiers, C., Brownlie, S. & Manuel, J. 2008.  ‘Biodiversity mainstreaming’ and EIA:  Art, science or 

myth?    International Association for Impact Assessment, Conference Proceedings.  Perth, Australia.   

De  Villiers,  C.,  Driver,  A.,  Clark,  B.,  Euston-Brown,  D.,  Day,  L.,  Job,  N.,  Helme,  N.,  Holmes,  P., 

Brownlie, S. & Rebelo, T. 2005. Ecosystem guidelines for Environmental Assessment in the Western 

Cape.  Kirstenbosch,  South  Africa:  Fynbos  Forum  and  Botanical  Society  of  South  Africa.  

DEAT. 2002.  Specialist studies. Information series 4. Department of Environmental Affairs and 

Tourism (DEAT), Pretoria.  

DEAT. 2004.  Review in Environmental Impact Assessment.   Integrated Environmental Management, 

Information Series 13. Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT), Pretoria. 

DEAT. 2005. South Africa's national biodiversity strategy and action plan. Department of 

Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT), Pretoria.  

Dickson, B. & Cooney, R. 2005. Biodiversity and the precautionary principle: Risk and uncertainty in 

conservation and sustainable use. USA: Earthscan/James & James. 

Dietz, T. & Stern, P.C. 2008. Public participation in Environmental Assessment and decision making. 

Washington, USA: National Academies Press. 

Driver, A., Sink, K.J., Nel, J.N., Holness, S., Van Niekerk, L., Daniels, F., Jonas, Z., Majiedt, P.A., Harris, 

L. & Maze, K. 2011. National Biodiversity Assessment 2011:  An assessment of South Africa’s 

biodiversity and ecosystems. Synthesis report. Pretoria: South African National Biodiversity Institute 

and Department of Environmental Affairs. 

Duthie, A.G. 2001. A review of provincial Environmental Impact Assessment administrative capacity 

in South Africa. Impact Assessment Project Appraisal, 19(3):215-22. 

Dutton, J.A. 2011. Biodiversity Hotspots, GEOG 030: Geographic Perspectives on Sustainability and 

Human- Environment Systems.   PennState: College of Earth and Mineral Sciences. 

Eisenhardt, K. 2002. Building theories from case study research. In ‘The Qualitative Researcher’s 

Companion’, Huberman, A., & Miles, M. (eds). London: Sage publications, 5-36. 

El-Fadl, K. & El-Fadel, M. 2004. Comparative assessment of EIA systems in MENA countries: 

Challenges and prospects. Environmental Impact Assessment, 24(6):553-93. 

European Commission. 2013.  Guidance on integrating climate change and biodiversity into 

Environmental Impact Assessment. Europe.  

GDARD. 2012.  Requirements for biodiversity assessments: Version 2. Johannesburg: Gauteng 

Department of Agriculture and Rural Development.  

Geneletti, D. 2002. Ecological evaluation for Environmental Impact Assessment. Utrecht: The 

Netherlands: Netherlands Geographical Studies (NGS).  



54 
 

Glasson, J., Therivel, R. & Chadwick, A. 2012. Introduction to Environmental Impact Assessment. 4th 

ed. New York, USA: Routledge.  

Goldblatt, P. & Manning, J.C. 2002. Plant diversity of the Cape Region of Southern Africa. Ann Mo Bot 

Gard, 89:281-302.  

Goutier, M., Balfors, B. & Mörtberg, U. 2006. Biodiversity in Environmental Assessment—current 

practice and tools for prediction. Environmental Impact Assessment, 26:268-86.  

Groffman, P.M., Baron, J.S., Blett, T., Gold, A.J., Goodman, I., Gunderson, L.H., Levinson, B.M., 

Palmer, M.A., Paerl, H.W. & Peterson, G.D. 2006. Ecological  thresholds:  the  key  to  successful  

environmental management  or  an  important  concept  with  no  practical  application?  

Ecosystems, 9(1):1-13.  

Hallatt, T.W. 2014. A critical evaluation of the quality of biodiversity inputs to Environmental Impact 

Assessments in areas with high biodiversity value- experience from the Cape Floristic Region. North- 

West University. 

Hallatt, T.W., Retief, F.P. & Sandham, L.A. 2015. The Quality of Biodiversity Inputs to EIA in Areas 

with High Biodiversity Value- Experience from the Cape Floristic Region, South Africa. Journal of 

Environmental Assessment Policy and Management, 17(3). 

Harrison, J.A. 2012. Development  of  the  Rotary  Property,  Erf  61,  Glencairn:  Impact  Assessment: 

Vertebrate Fauna. Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants. 

Holmes, P.M., Rebelo, A.G., Dorse, C. & Wood, J. 2012. Can Cape Town’s unique biodiversity be 

saved? Balancing conservation imperatives and development needs. Ecology and Society, 17(2): 28. 

Huggett, A.J. 2005. The  concept  and  utility  of  ‘ecological  thresholds’  in  biodiversity  

conservation. Biological Conservation, 124(3):301-310. 

IAIA. 2005.  Biodiversity in Impact Assessment.    Special Publication Series.  Fargo, USA: International 

Association for Impact Assessment. 

Keatimilwe, K. & Ashton, P.J. 2005. Guideline  for  the  review  of  specialist  input  in  EIA  processes. 

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, Cape Town: CSIR.  

Kidd, M. & Retief, F.P. 2009. Environmental Assessment. In:  Strydom, H. & King, N., eds. 

Environmental management in South Africa. 2nd Ed. Cape Town: JUTA Law, 971-1047.  

King, N.A., Maree, G. & Muir, A. 2009. Freshwater systems.  In:  Strydom, H., King, N., eds. 

Environmental management in South Africa. 2nd ed. Cape Town, South Africa: Juta Law, p. 425-54. 

Kolhoff, A., Schiff, B., Verheem, R. & Slootweg, R. 2009. Environmental Assessment. In: Slootweg, R., 

Rajvanshi, A., Mathur, V. & Kolhof, A., eds. Biodiversity in Environmental Assessment: Enhancing 

ecosystem services for human well-being.  Cambridge, New York:  Cambridge University Press, p. 

125-53.  

Kruger, L. 2012. Present Ecological State Assessment of the Jan du Toits River on the Vergenoegd 

Farm, Portion 294 of the Farm, Vergenoegd 656, Worcester, Western Cape Province.  By Scientific 

Aquatic Services for Ecosense CC. 



55 
 

Leadley,  P.,  Pereira, H.M.,  Alkemade,  R.,  Fernandez-Manjarrés,  J.F.,  Proença,  V.,  Scharlemann, 

J.P.W. & Walpole, M.J. 2010. Biodiversity scenarios: projections of 21st century change in 

biodiversity and associated ecosystem services.  CBD Technical Series No 50. Montreal, Canada. 

Lee, N., Colley, R., Bonde, J. & Simpson, J. 1999. Reviewing the quality of environmental statements 

and environmental appraisals.  Manchester:  EIA Centre, Department of Planning and Landscape, 

University of Manchester. 

Mandelik, Y., Dayan, T. & Feitelson, E. 2005. Planning for biodiversity:  the role of Ecological Impact 

Assessment. Conservation Biology, 19(4):1254-61.  

Marais, M., Retief, F.P., Sandham, L.A. & Cilliers, D.P. 2015. Environmental management 

frameworks:  Results and inferences of report quality performing in South Africa. South African 

Geographical Journal, 97(1), 83-99. 

McDonald, D.J. 2011. Botanical Assessment for the proposed construction of a diversion scheme on 

the Fourth Kloof, Laaste Drift Farm No. 345, Ceres, Western Cape. Paul Emms in association with 

Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC. 

McGrath, C. & Bond, A. 1997. The quality of Environmental Impact Statements:  A review of those 

submitted in Cork, Eire from 1988–1993. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 12(1):43-52. 

Miller, G.T. & Spoolman, S. 2011.  Living in the environment: Principles, connections and solutions. 

17th ed. Canada: Brooks/Cole, Cengage learning.  

Morgan, R.K. 2012. Environmental impact assessment: The state of the art. Impact Assessment and 

Project Appraisal, 3:5-14. 

Morrison-Saunders, A., Arts, J., Baker, J. & Caldwell, P. 2001. Roles and stakes in Environmental 

Impact Assessment follow-up. Impact Assessment Project Appraisal, 19: 289-96.  

Morrison-Saunders, A. & Retief, F. 2012. ‘Walking the Sustainable Development Talk – Progressing 

the Practice of Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)’, Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 

volume 36: 34-41. 

Morrison- Saunders, A., Pope, J., Gunn, J., Bond, A.J. & Retief, F.P. 2014. Strengthening impact 

assessment: A call for integration and focus. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 32(1): 2-8. 

Münster, F. 2005. Guidelines for determining the scope of specialist involvement in EIA processes. 

1st ed. Provincial Government of the Western Cape, Department of Environmental Affairs and 

Development Planning, Cape Town: CSIR.  

Myers,  N.,  Mittermeier,  R.,  Mittermeier,  C.,  Da  Fonseca,  G. &  Kent,  J. 2000. Biodiversity 

hotspots for conservation priorities. Nature, 403(6772):853-8.  

Naumann, C.M. 1998. Biodiversity - Is there a second chance? In: Barthlott, W. & Winger, M., eds. 

Biodiversity:  A challenge for development research and policy.  New York, USA:  Springer, p. 3-10.  

Olivier, N.J.J., Myakayaka, A.G.M. & Richards, R.L. 2009. Indigenous plants.  In:  Strydom, H. & King, 

N., eds. Environmental management in South Africa. 2nd ed. Cape Town, South Africa: Juta Law, p. 

342-93. 

Olson,  D.M.,  Dinerstein,  E., Wikramanayake,  E.D.,  Burgess,  N.D.,  Powell,  G.V.N.,  Underwood,  

E.C., D’Amico, J.A., Itoua, I., Strand, H.E. & Morrison, J.C. 2001. Terrestrial ecoregions of the world: A 



56 
 

new map of life on Earth. A new global map of terrestrial ecoregions provides an innovative tool for 

conserving biodiversity. BioScience, 51(11):933-8.  

Peterson, K.  2010. Quality  of  Environmental  Impact  Statements  and  variability  of  scrutiny  by 

reviewers. Environmental Impact Assessment, 30(3):169-76.  

Petts, J. 2009. Handbook of Environmental Impact Assessment: Volume 2: Impact and limitations. 

Osney Mead, Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.  

Pope, J., Bond, A., Morrison-Saunders, A. & Retief, F.P.  2013. Advancing the theory and practice of 

Impact Assessment: Setting the research agenda. Environmental Impact Assessment, 41:1-9. 

Rajvanshi, A., Mathur, V.B. & Slootweg, R. 2009. Biodiversity in Environmental Impact Assessment. 

In: Slootweg, R., Rajvanshi, A., Mathur, V. & Kolhof, A., eds.  Biodiversity in Environmental 

Assessment: Enhancing ecosystem services for human well-being. Cambridge, New York: Cambridge 

University Press, p. 154-204.  

Ravan, Dr P. 1999. Plants in Peril: What Should We Do?" International Botanical Congress. 

Rebelo, A.G., Holmes, P.M., Dorse, C. & Wood, J. 2011. Impacts of urbanisation in a biodiversity 

hotspot: Conservation challenges in Metropolitan Cape Town. South African Journal of Botany, 77(1): 

20-35. 

Retief, F., Jones, C. & Jay, S. 2007. The status and extent of Strategic Enviromental Assessment (SEA) 

practice in South Africa- 1996-2003. South African Geographic Journal, 89(1):44-54. 

Retief, F. & Chabalala, B. 2009. The cost of environmental impact assessment (EIA) in South Africa. 

Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and Management, 11: 51-68. 

Retief, F. 2010. The evolution of environmental assessment databases- Critical perspectives from 

South Africa. Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and Management, 12(4): 1-23. 

Retief, F., Welman, C. & Sandham, L.A. 2011. Performance of Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) screening in South Africa: A comparative analysis between the 1997 and 2006 EIA regimes. 

South African Geographical Journal, 93(2): 1-18. 

Retief, F., Morrison-Saunders, A., Geneletti, D. & Pope, J. 2013. Exploring the psychology of trade-off 

decision making in EIA. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 31(1): 13-23. 

Rouget, M., Richardson, D., Cowling, R., Lloyd, J. & Lombard, A. 2003. Current patterns of habitat 

transformation and future threats to biodiversity in terrestrial ecosystems of the Cape Floristic 

Region, South Africa. Biological Conservation, 112:63-85.  

Rumsey, A.B. 2009. Terrestrial wild animals.  In:  Strydom, H. & King, N., eds. Environmental 

management in South Africa. 2nd ed. Cape Town, South Africa: Juta Law, p. 394-424. 

Salafsky, N. & Wollenberg, E. 2000. Linking livelihoods and conservation: a conceptual framework 

and scale  for  assessing  the  integration  of  human  needs  and  biodiversity. World Development, 

28:1421-38.  

Sallenave, J. 1994. Giving traditional ecological knowledge its rightful place in Environmental Impact 

Assessment. North Perspective, 22(1):16-8. 

SANBI. 2000. Cape Floristic Region Boundary.  CAPE project. Stellenbosch, South Africa: South 

African National Biodiversity Institute. 



57 
 

SANBI. 2008. National Wetlands Inventory (Version III). South African Biodiversity Institute. 

Sandham, L.A., Carol, T.H. & Retief, F.P. 2010. The contribution of environmental impact assessment 

(EIA) to decision making for biological pest control in South Africa- The Case of Lantana Camara. 

Biological Control, 55(2): 141-149. 

Sandham, L.A., Hoffman, A.R. & Retief, F.P. 2008a.  Reflections on the quality of mining EIA reports in 

South Africa. Journal of South African Institute for Mining Metal, 108(11):701-6. 

Sandham, L.A. & Pretorius, H.M. 2008.  A  review  of  EIA  report quality  in  the  North West  

province  of South Africa. Environmental Impact Assessment, 28(4):229-40. 

Sandham, L.A., Moloto, M.J. & Retief, F.P. 2008b. The quality of environmental impact reports for 

projects with the potential of affecting wetlands in South Africa.  Environmental Impact Assessment, 

28:229-40. 

Sandham,  L.A.,  Van  Heerden,  A.J.,  Jones,  C.E.,  Retief,  F.P. &  Morrison-Saunders,  A.N. 2013.  

Does enhanced regulation improve EIA report quality? Lessons from South Africa. Environmental 

Impact Assessment, 38:155-62. 

Sandham, L.A., Van der Vyver, F. & Retief, F.P. 2013b. Performance of environmental impact 

assessment in the explosives manufacturing industry in South Africa. Journal of Environmental 

Assessment Policy and Management, 15(3): 1-18. 

SAZANI. 2015. http://sazani.org/associates/biodiversity-web-poster/. Date of access 4 November 

2016. 

Silveira, S.J.  2000. American environmental movement:  Surviving through diversity.  Boston College 

of Environmental Affairs Law Review, 28:497.  

Slootweg, R. 2005. Biodiversity assessment framework: Making biodiversity part of corporate social 

responsibility. Journal of Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 23:37-46.  

Slootweg, R. 2009. Interpretation of biodiversity. In: Slootweg R, Rajvanshi A, Mathur V, Kolhof A, 

editors.  Biodiversity in Environmental Assessment: Enhancing ecosystem services for human well-

being. New York, USA: Cambridge University Press, p. 14-58.  

Slootweg, R., Kolhoff, A., Verheem, R. & Höft, R. 2006. Biodiversity in EIA and SEA.  Background 

document  to  CBD  decision  VIII/28,  voluntary  guidelines  on  biodiversity  inclusive  impact 

assessment. Netherlands: International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA).  

Söderman, T. 2005. Treatment of biodiversity issues in Finnish Environmental Impact Assessment. 

Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 23(2):87-99.  

Söderman, T. 2006. Treatment  of  biodiversity  issues  in  Impact  Assessment  of  electricity  power 

transmission lines: A Finnish case review. Environmental Impact Assessment, 26(4):319-38.  

South Africa. 1998. National Environmental Management Act, No.  107 of 1998.  Pretoria: 

Government Printer.  

South Africa.  1989. Environment Conservation Act, No.  79 of 1989.  Cape Town:  Government 

Printer. 

http://sazani.org/associates/biodiversity-web-poster/


58 
 

South Africa.  1996. National Biodiversity Framework.    GN 813 of 3 August 2009 in GG  32474: 

Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism; 2009. Stevenson MG.  Indigenous knowledge in 

Environmental Assessment. Arctic, 49(3):278-91. 

South Africa. 1998a. National Environmental Management Act, No.  107 of 1998.  Pretoria: 

Government Printer.  

South Africa. 1998b. National Water Act, No. 36 of 1998. Pretoria: Government Printer. 

South Africa. 2004a. Mineral and Petroleum Resources Development Regulations. GN. R. 527 in GG 

26275 of 23 April 2004. Pretoria: Government Printer.  

South Africa. 2004b. National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, No. 39 of 2004. Pretoria: 

Government Printer.  

South Africa. 2004c. National Environmental Management:  Biodiversity Act, No.  10 of 2004. 

Pretoria: Government Printer. 

South Africa. 2008a. National Environmental Management:  Waste Act, No.  59 of 2008.  Pretoria: 

Government Printer. 

South Africa. 2008b. National Environmental Management: Waste Act, No. 59 of 2008. GN. 718 in 

32368 of 9 July 2008. Pretoria: Government Printer.  

South Africa. 2010. National Environmental Management Act, No.  107 of 1998:  Environmental 

Impact Assessment regulations. Pretoria: Government Printer.  

Sowman, M., Fuggle, R., Preston, G. 1995. A review of the evolution of environmental evaluation 

procedures in South Africa. Environmental Impact Assessment, 15(1):45-67 

Steinemann, A. 2001. Improving alternatives for Environmental Impact Assessment. Environmental 

Impact Assessment, 21(1):3-21. 

Stevenson, M.G. 1996. Indigenous knowledge in Environmental Assessment. Arctic, 49(3):278-91 

Tanaka, A.  2001. Changing ecological assessment and mitigation in Japan.  Built Environment, 

27(1):35-41. 

Thompson, S., Treweek, J.R., Thurling, D.J. 1997. The ecological component of Environmental Impact 

Assessment: A critical review of British environmental statements. Journal of Environmental 

Planning and Management, 40(2):157-72.  

Treweek, J. 1996. Ecology and Environmental Impact Assessment. Journal of Applied Ecology, 

33(2):191-9. 

Treweek, J. 1999. Ecological Impact Assessment. Malden, USA: Blackwell Science. 

Treweek, J.R., Thompson, S., Veitch, N. & Japp, C.  1993. Ecological assessment of proposed road 

developments:  A review of environmental statements.  Journal of Environmental Planning and 

Management, 36(3):295-307.  

Turner, A.A. 2012. Western Cape Province State of Biodiversity.  Stellenbosch:  Cape Nature 

Scientific Services.  

UNEP. 2000. Sustaining life on Earth: How the Convention on Biological Diversity promotes nature 

and human well-being. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity.  



59 
 

UNEP.  2002. Environmental Impact Assessment training resource manual.  2nd Ed.  Geneva: United 

Nations Environment Programme.  

UNESCO. 2004. Convention concerning the protection of the world cultural and natural heritage: 

Decisions  adopted  at  the  28th  session  of  the  World  Heritage  Committee.  Suzhou:  United 

Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization World Heritage Centre.  

Warnken, J. & Buckley, R. 1998. Scientific quality of tourism Environmental Impact Assessment.  

Journal of Applied Ecology, 35(1):1-8.  

Wegner, A., Moore, S.A. & Bailey, J. 2005. Consideration  of  biodiversity  in  Environmental  Impact 

Assessment  in  Western  Australia:  Practitioner  perceptions.  Environmental Impact Assessment, 

25:143-62.  

Western Cape. 2011. Western Cape Biosphere Reserve Act, No. 6 of 2011. Cape Town: Province of 

the Western Cape.  

Wood, C. 1999. Pastiche or postiche?  Environmental Impact Assessment in South Africa.  South 

African Geography Journal, 81(1):52-9. 

Yin, R. 2003. Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 3rd Ed. Applied Social Research Methods 

Series, Vol. 5. London. UK: sage Publications. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



60 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURES 

APPENDIX A:  BIA REVIEW CRITERIA 
REVIEW TOPIC  COMMENTS 

FROM 
REVIEWER 

A B C D E F N/A 

Overall report quality 

Review area 1: Expertise and professional  

conduct of specialist 

1.1 Is a clear indication given of relevant 

qualifications, expertise and experience of the 

specialist who conducted the study 

        

1.2 Does the BIA contain the details of the 

person who prepared the report? 

        

1.3 Has a declaration of independence been  

Provided? 

        

1.4 Has the specialist confirmed the validity of 

the information included in the report? 

        

Review area 2: adequacy and sufficiency of  

information 

2.1 Has the specialist provided sufficient 

information for decision-making purposes in 

terms of the level of detail and reliability of 

findings? 

        

2.2 Does the specialist report contain the 

Terms of Reference (ToR) and to what extent 

has the specialist met all the requirements of 

the ToR for the specialist input? 

        

2.3 Where appropriate, has traditional or 

indigenous knowledge, pertaining to 

biodiversity, been incorporated into the 

study? 

        

2.4 Are there any uncertainties, gaps in 

knowledge or low levels of confidence in the 
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assessment or evaluation? Are these 

uncertainties and confidence levels clearly 

stated? 

2.5 Is the degree of confidence in the impact 

Assessment prediction clearly specified and 

explained? 

        

Review area 3: clarity of the report 

3.1 Has a clear, non-technical summary been 

provided?  

        

3.2 Are the time and space boundaries of the 

study appropriate and adequately motivated?  

        

3.3 Are the sources of information clear and 

explicit, and has the specialist included a list 

of references?  

        

3.4 Has a description of the methodology 

adopted in preparing the report or carrying 

out the specialised process been given?  

        

3.5 To what extent does the specialist explain 

the purpose and scope of the study 

undertaken?  

        

3.6 Are opinions or statements justified and 

adequately motivated?  

        

3.7 Are conclusions derived from findings of 

study logically consistent?  

        

3.8 Is a summary impact assessment table 

included, using the defined impact 

assessment and significance rating criteria to 

evaluate different alternatives both with and 

without management actions?   

        

3.9 Is a description given of the findings and 

potential implications of such findings on the 

impact of the proposed activity, including 

identified alternatives, on the environment? 

        

Review area 4: description of the project 

4.1 Has the purpose and need for the 

proposed  

project been clearly stated? 

        

4.2 Is there adequate description of the 

proposed project and alternatives to allow 

effective identification and assessment of 

potential direct, indirect and cumulative 

impacts (e.g. location, siting, routing, 

scheduling, activities, inputs and outputs 

labour, buildings and structures, 
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infrastructure and operating scenarios)? 

Review area 5: description of the baseline  

environment 

5.1 Is there adequate description of the key 

characteristics of the affected socio-economic 

and biophysical environment (as relevant to 

the specialist domain) including baseline 

conditions, sensitive receptors or resources, 

uses/users, anticipated trends and pressures, 

and future scenarios?         

        

5.2 Are off-site as well as on-site 

characteristics adequately described to 

provide the broader context within which the 

development is proposed, where it is clear 

that impacts of the proposed project would 

extend beyond the immediate site?  

        

5.3 Are clear and accurate maps, plans and 

possibly photographs, of the project and 

affected environment provided? 

 

        

Review area 6: consideration of alternatives 

6.1 Has adequate consideration been given to 

the identification of reasonable alternatives 

to minimise the impact of the activity? (see 

full description)              

        

6.2 Have alternatives been addressed at a 

scale and level of detail that enables 

adequate comparison with the proposed 

project?                

        

6.3 Has the specialist identified the 

alternative that is the best environmental 

option from a biodiversity Perspective? 

        

Review area 7: inclusion of legal aspects 

7.1 Is the legal context of the study, in terms 

of  

Biodiversity, been described and are legal 

requirements, including those arising from 

international agreements, clearly considered? 

        

7.2 Is the policy and planning context of the 

proposal described, and clearly considered 

(taking into consideration international, 

national, provincial and local policies and 

plans)? 

        

7.3 Have accepted standards and guidelines 

with regards to biodiversity been identified 
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and clearly taken into consideration (e.g. 

National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment, 

DWA wetland delineation)?                 

7.4 Have opportunities for the proposed 

project to support or contribute to the 

implementation of policy, plans or 

programmes been identified?               

        

7.5 Have inconsistencies, potential areas of 

conflict and or likely non-compliance between 

the proposed project and the legal, policy and 

planning context been clearly identified and 

the implications  

Described? 

        

Review area 8: stakeholder consultation 

8.1 Has a description of any consultation 

process that was undertaken during the 

course of carrying out the study been 

provided, and has a summary of the 

comments been included?                  

        

8.2 Within the specialist’s area of expertise, 

have key I&APs input to the EIA process, 

where the proposed project could have a 

direct and/or potentially significant effect on 

their particular or mandated area of 

responsibility or interest, been incorporated 

in the study?                 

        

8.3 Where the EIA process has missed key 

stakeholders, and/or where additional 

stakeholder involvement is clearly needed to 

refine, or better define issues or impacts, has 

the specialist made adequate provision for 

such involvement? 

        

Review area 9: prediction and assessment of  

impacts 

9.1 Have plausible environmental and 

operating scenarios been considered in the 

assessment? 

        

9.2 Has a clear description been given of the 

approach and methodology that have been 

used by the specialist to assess the impacts 

and has this been clearly motivated? 

        

9.3 Have linkages to other specialist inputs 

been identified and taken into account where 

relevant?                               

        

9.4 Are clear, sufficient and explicit criteria         
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used to assess positive and negatives impacts 

of different alternatives, taking into account 

the planned mitigation and management?  

9.5 Have potential direct, indirect and 

cumulative impacts on important pattern, 

important ecological processes and 

associated areas (e.g. corridors), and on 

ecosystem goods and services (as relevant to 

the proposed project) on and beyond the site, 

been described assessed and evaluated?               

        

9.6 Is there adequate attention to indirect or 

cumulative effects on significant or sensitive 

resources? Where potentially significant 

cumulative effects are possible, but cannot be 

addressed at the EIA level, has the need for 

higher order studies been clearly stated?        

        

9.7 Are there systematic, explicit and rational 

links from identification of key issues, through 

assessment to evaluation of significance?            

        

9.8 Are consequences of the predicted 

impacts  

made explicit?               

        

9.9 Is there a clear indication of whether 

impacts are irreversible or result in an 

irreplaceable loss of biodiversity or ecosystem 

services to the ecosystem and/or society?                 

        

9.10 Have impacts been assessed and 

communicated in terms of the extent to 

which they support or conflict with the 

desired future state/vision of the area and 

sustainable development objectives (as 

described in relevant policies, plans and 

legislation)?  

        

9.11 Are the beneficiaries, and those who 

stand to lose from the proposed 

development, clearly identified where there 

are clear dependencies on ecosystem goods 

and/or services, highlighting vulnerable and 

risk-prone parties? 

        

Review area 10: recommendations for  

management 

10.1 Is a summary of key management actions 

that would fundamentally affect the 

significance of impacts on biodiversity if 
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implemented?  

10.2 Has the management of the potential 

positive and negative impacts been 

systematically and adequately addressed (i.e. 

has the specialist considered measures for the 

avoidance, mitigation, restoration, 

rehabilitation or compensation of negative 

impacts in a hierarchical fashion; and have 

measures for enhancing positive impacts 

been considered)?  

        

10.3 Has the precautionary principle been 

applied to the recommendations for 

management and monitoring measures 

where there is uncertainty or high risk 

associated with impacts?  

        

10.4 Are recommended management actions 

practical, viable and in line with best practice? 

Are these clearly described and motivated? 

        

Review area 11: monitoring 

11.1 Does the recommended monitoring 

program (es) include: the specific questions to 

be asked by monitoring; the frequency, 

season and timing for monitoring; 

responsibility for monitoring, analysis and 

implementation of responsive management 

actions; targets and indicators for monitoring; 

significance thresholds; and auditing and 

reporting requirements? 

        

11.2 Is the proposed monitoring program (es) 

practical, viable and in line with best practice?  

Has it been clearly described and motivated? 
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APPENDIX B: APPENDIX 6, NEMA 
 

Specialist reports 

1. (1) A specialist report prepared in terms of these Regulations must contain- 

(a) details of- 

(i) the specialist who prepared the report; and 

(ii) the expertise of that specialist to compile a specialist report including a curriculum vitae; 

(b) a declaration that the specialist is independent in a form as may be specified by the competent 

authority; 

(c) an indication of the scope of, and the purpose for which, the report was prepared; 

(d) the date and season of the site investigation and the relevance of the season to the outcome of 

the assessment; 

(e) a description of the methodology adopted in preparing the report or carrying out the specialised 

process; 

 (f) the specific identified sensitivity of the site related to the activity and its associated structures 

and infrastructure; 

(g) an identification of any areas to be avoided, including buffers; 

(h) a map superimposing the activity including the associated structures and infrastructure on the 

environmental sensitivities of the site including areas to be avoided, including buffers; 

(I) a description of any assumptions made and any uncertainties or gaps in knowledge; 

(j) a description of the findings and potential implications of such findings on the impact of the 

proposed activity, including identified alternatives on the environment; 

(k) any mitigation measures for inclusion in the EMPr; 

(I) any conditions for inclusion in the environmental authorisation; 

(m) any monitoring requirements for inclusion in the EMPr or environmental authorisation; 

(n) a reasoned opinion- 

(I) as to whether the proposed activity or portions thereof should be authorised; and 

(ii) if the opinion is that the proposed activity or portions thereof should be authorised, any 

avoidance, management and mitigation measures that should be included in the EMPr, and where 

applicable, the closure plan; 

(o) a description of any consultation process that was undertaken during the course of preparing the 

specialist report; 

(p) a summary and copies of any comments received during any consultation process and where 

applicable all responses thereto; and 

(q) any other information requested by the competent authority. 
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APPENDIX C:  ABBREVIATED BIA REPORT REVIEW AREAS AND 

CRITERIA 
                

Review  area  1:  Expertise  and  professional 
conduct 
   1.1 Qualifications, expertise and experience  
   1.2 Details of specialist  
   1.3 Declaration of independence   
   1.4 Validity of information  
 
Review area 2: Adequacy and sufficiency of  
information  
   2.1 Information for decision  making purposes  
   2.2 Terms of reference  
   2.3 Traditional or indigenous information  
   2.4 Uncertainties and gaps in information   
   2.5 Degree of confidence  
 
Review  area  3:  Clarity  and  inclusiveness  of  
report  
   3.1 Non-technical summary  
   3.2 Time and space boundaries  
   3.3 Sources of information  
   3.4 Description of specialised methodologies  
   3.5 Purpose and scope of study  
   3.6 Justification of opinions or statements  
   3.7 Adequacy of conclusions  
   3.8 Summary impact assessment table  
   3.9 Potential implications of findings  
 
Review area 4: Description of project  
   4.1 Purpose and need for project  
   4.2 Description of project and alternatives  
 
Review area 5: Baseline description of affected  
environment  
   5.1 Characteristics of affected environment  
   5.2 Description of surrounding environment  
   5.3 Maps, plans and photographs  
 
Review area 6: Consideration of alternatives  
   6.1 Inclusion of reasonable alternatives  
   6.2 Comparison of alternatives  
   6.3 Identification of best environmental option 
 

Review area 7: Inclusion of legal aspects  
   7.1 Description of legal context  
   7.2 Policy and planning context of project  
   7.3 Inclusion of standards and guidelines  
   7.4 Support of policy, plans and programmes  
   7.5 Likely non-compliance with legislation  
 
Review area 8: Stakeholder consultation  
   8.1 Description of consultation processes  
   8.2 Key I&AP input to the EIA process  
   8.3 Provision for stakeholder involvement  
 
Review area 9: Prediction and assessment of  
impacts  
   9.1Environmental operation scenarios   
   9.2 Assessment approach and methodology  
   9.3 Linkages to other specialist studies  
   9.4 Criteria used to assess impacts  
   9.5 Impacts on ecological processes  
   9.6 Indirect or cumulative impacts  
   9.7 Linkages from identification to evaluation  
   9.8 Explicitness of consequences  
   9.9 Irreversibility and irreplaceability of 
impacts  
   9.10 Assessment i.t.o. desired state  
   9.11 Identification of beneficiaries     
 
Review area 10: Recommended management  
actions  
   10.1 Summary of key management actions  
   10.2 Mitigation of positive and negative 
impacts  
   10.3 Precautionary principle  
   10.4 Viability and practicability of mitigation  
 
Review area 11: Monitoring  
   11.1 Monitoring programmes  
   11.2 Viability and practicability monitoring 

 

              

 


