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Abstract 

An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is a process that seeks to minimise adverse 

impacts on the environment. Key elements of an EIA are presented in a document referred to 

as an Environmental Impact Assessment report. EIA report quality in South Africa has been 

of a satisfactory level. EIA in South Africa started under the Environment Conservation Act in 

1997, and later EIA regulations were promulgated in terms of the National Environmental 

Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA) in 2006, 2010, 2014 and 2017. Limited research has 

been conducted regarding the quality of EIA reports produced in South Africa under the 2010 

and 2014 regulations. In addition, limited research has been conducted for linear projects in 

the transport sector. There is therefore a need to review the quality of EIA reports produced 

under the more recent EIA regimes. The Lee and Colley review model was used to conduct 

the comparative analysis of the EIA report quality prior and post 2014 in South Africa. A sample 

12 EIA reports from the transport sector were selected for analysis; four (4) under each of the 

2006; 2010 and 2014 EIA regimes. 

 

It was envisioned that EIA report quality would improve over time, based on experience.  

The findings and analysis of the results contained in this dissertation revealed that EIA report 

quality in South Africa has been satisfactory and has improved over time. These findings are 

similar to the results for other South African studies on EIA quality including international 

studies. 

 

Keywords: Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), Effectiveness, EIA report, EIA report 

quality, EIA report quality review.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem Statement 

 

1.1. Introduction 

Environmental assessment is described as a process that assists and enables decision-

makers to ensure that environmental effects of a proposed development are considered before 

decisions are made (Glasson et al., 2012). Gibson (2006) states that debatably it is an 

improved manner of understanding options and making decisions even when its formal role is 

advisory. It denotes practices, which are concerned with individual development activities, as 

well as the assessment of policies, plans and programmes. These practices are known 

respectively as Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) and Strategic Environmental 

Assessments (Lee, 2000). 

 

The practice of EIA is aimed at impact identification and prediction of development projects 

on the environment, human welfare, as well as legislative proposals, policies, programmes, 

developments and functioning processes, and the need to transfer information relating to 

these impacts (Glasson et al., 2006). Therefore, it can be said that EIA is a process, which is 

based on predictions. Environmental impacts can be either adverse or beneficial and include 

all significant characteristics of the natural, economic and social setting (Ogola, 2007). 

 

The EIA process not only looks at impact prediction but also at identifying alternatives for 

potential adverse or beneficial impacts of proposed developments. These elements of an EIA 

are presented in a document referred to as an Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

(Morris & Therivel, 2009). Should a competent authority provide a decision for a project to 

proceed with its development, the EIA will consider the project alternatives and mitigation 

measures that should be implemented.  

 

The question of whether EIA has achieved its objective of enhancing better environmental 

decision making remains, as academics, policy makers and EIA practitioners continue to 

engage in this topic. An approach that has been used to address the question is evaluating 

the effectiveness of EIA. One of the components of the effectiveness is EIA Report Quality 

(Sandham & Pretorius, 2008). 

 

1.2. Problem statement 

EIA is an important tool for making sure that a sustainable environment is maintained for the 

future. The implementation of EIA has advantages and shortcomings; however, with more 

research solutions can be developed to address these weaknesses. This will in return address 
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issues of concern challenging the system internationally as well as locally – within South 

Africa’s borders. 

 

In South Africa, only a few studies have been undertaken regarding EIA report quality. These 

studies include sectors and industries such as mining, wetlands, housing developments, filling 

stations, explosives, and hazardous waste (Moloto, 2005; Sandham & Pretorius, 2008; 

Sandham et al., 2008; Mbhele, 2009; van der Vyver, 2008; Sandham et al., 2010; Kruger, 

2012; Boshoff, 2013; Thorpe, 2014), which revealed that EIA report quality in South Africa has 

been largely satisfactory. Very little research has been conducted regarding the quality of EIA 

reports produced in South Africa under the 2010 and 2014 regulations. Furthermore very little 

research being conducted for linear projects in the transport sector. Therefore, it is necessary 

to assess the performance of EIA report quality undertaken under more recent EIA regimes 

as well as in the transport sector.  

 

1.3. Research aims and objectives 

The aim of this research is to review the quality of a sample of EIA reports for the 2006, 2010 

and 2014 EIA regimes in the transport sector. As part of achieving the aim, the following 

objectives were set: 

1. Adapt the Lee and Colley review package; 

2. Apply the Lee and Colley review package to a sample of EIA reports for projects in the 

transport sector from the 2006, 2010 and 2014 EIA regimes to get a longitudinal view of 

the report quality; and 

3. Analyse and interpret the results in the context of other report quality results in South Africa 

and abroad. 

 

1.4. Format and structure of the dissertation 

The dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter 1 introduces the study and gives the problem 

statement. Chapter 2 gives an overview of the key literature applicable to the EIA process, 

Chapter 3 deals with the method used to achieve the research objectives, Chapter 4 deals 

with the analysis and interpretation of the data obtained, and Chapter 5 gives the concluding 

remarks of the results obtained in the study. 

 

The next chapter is the review of relevant literature, which is presented in Chapter 2.
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Chapter 2: Literature review 

 

Chapter 2 gives a review of literature applicable to EIAs. It commences with an overview of the 

origin and purpose of the EIA process with an international context and includes a brief history. 

The chapter also includes an overview of EIA effectiveness and EIA report quality review abroad 

and in South Africa. 

 

2.1. The development of EIA 

EIA was introduced in the 1970’s through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in the 

United States of America (USA) as a means of dealing with significant environmental impacts 

from complex developments. The intention of establishing NEPA was to obligate all agencies of 

the Federal Government to incorporate environmental issues into their planning and decision 

making processes (Aucamp, 2009). This was achieved by establishing Section 120 (2) in the 

Act, which required agencies to prepare a detailed EIA report for Federal actions that had a 

significant effect on the human environment (Mounir, 2014). 

 

Numerous developments in the past were undertaken without taking into account the 

environmental impacts, and because of pollution, we face major global environmental problems 

(Mounir, 2014). The increase in industrialisation and urbanisation in western countries also 

resulted in great loss of natural wealth, creating concerns regarding pollution, the wellbeing of 

human life and natural settings (Ogola, 2007). These increases have had a negative effect on 

the environment and its natural resources, as well as on humans. 

 

Following its introduction EIA has been considered one of the most successful policy 

interventions over the years as many countries started conducting environmental assessments 

(Sandham et al., 2008). In this regard, EIA can be considered as one of many policy tools to be 

implemented to evaluate proposed developments and safeguard the environment in any 

development. 

 

After EIA legislation being endorsed in the USA, the process was formalised subsequent to the 

United Nations (UN) Conference in Stockholm in the year 1972. According to Morgan (2012) all 

developed countries have environmental laws while developing countries have been adopting 

it. 

 

The EIA process has been implemented globally and has grown significantly so that it forms 

part of legislation in many countries. EIA is a regulated requirement for any activity that may 
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have the potential to cause an environmental impact (Glasson et al, 2012). Figure 1 depicts the 

generic steps of the EIA process. 

 

 

Figure 1: Generic steps of the EIA procedure (Glasson et al., 2012) 

 

2.2. The development of EIA in South Africa 

EIA was introduced in Sub-Sahara-African (SSA) regions and the first countries to see light in 

the 1980s were Ghana and South Africa; followed by Nigeria in the 1990s (Mounir, 2014). South 

Africa, which is still a developing country, was slow in establishing environmental impact 

assessment procedures as it only endorsed its first piece of environmental legislation in 1989, 

being the Environment Conservation Act 73 of 1989 (ECA). This was a step in the right direction, 

as this Act would regulate activities that have undesirable impacts on the environment and 

would have need of preparing EIA reports (Sowman et al., 1995; Kidd & Retief, 2009). 
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Prior to the promulgation of the EIA regulations in September 1997, the EIA process in South 

Africa was a non-mandatory tool which was practiced voluntarily in the 1970s (Sandham et al., 

2013). The process was non-mandatory as there were no formal managerial systems 

established, or any organised administrative laws in place to conduct EIAs, and it was not yet a 

legal requirement. 

 

Voluntary EIAs were conducted under the Integrated Environmental Management (IEM) 

procedure published by the Council for Environment in 1989 (Hamann et al. 2000; du Pisani & 

Sandham, 2006). Only in 1997 did the EIA process become mandatory in South Africa under 

section 21, 22 and 26 of the Environment Conservation Act 73 of 1989, which was read together 

with the ECA regulations - R1182, R1183 and R1184 (Sandham et al., 2008). The ECA 

regulations came into effect when the National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 

(NEMA) was promulgated, but EIA functioned under the ECA regulations until 2006. 

 

As environmentally related obligations arose from NEMA, this created a fundamental legal 

framework that gave effect to the environmental right guaranteed in section 24 of the 

Constitution of the Republic of South Africa 108 of 1996. Within NEMA, EIAs are required under 

Chapter 5; section 24 of which the Minister has the authority to publish regulations, which 

specify that no activity exceeding the regulated threshold may commence without an 

environmental authorisation (South Africa, 1998b). 

 

The 2006 EIA regulations under NEMA (Regulations 385, 386 and 387), were established with 

the purpose of streamlining South Africa’s EIA process. This involved making provision for 

decision-making time frames, as well as exclusions for certain activities which did not exceed 

established thresholds for environmental authorisation purposes (Kidd & Retief, 2009). The 

changes that came into effect in 2006 established two types of assessment processes. These 

were the Basic Assessment (BA) and a comprehensive EIA. The purpose of these two 

processes were to determine the need and extent of which EIA process to undertake for a 

certain activity/activities triggered (Marais et al., 2015). A BA was conducted under GNR. 386 

for developments with activities that were less complex with lesser environmental impacts. The 

comprehensive EIA was conducted under GNR. 387 for activities that had the potential to result 

in significant environmental impacts. In this regard, a BA required less interface with the 

competent authority and information, with shorter time frames for approval than the scoping and 

EIA process. On the 18th of June 2010, the 2006 EIA regulations were amended and the 2010 

EIA regulations became the first listing notices namely GNR. 544, GNR. 545 and GNR. 546.  
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The 2010 EIA regulations were replaced in 2014 that involved stricter time frames and 

application fees. The 2014 EIA regulations were amended in 2017 with new listing notices 

(GN.R 983, GN.R 984, and GN.R 985), which came into effect in April 2017 (South Africa, 

2014a). Listing Notices 1 (GN.R 983) and 3 (GN.R 985) require a BA, and Listing Notice 2 

(GN.R 984) requires a full EIA. 

 

The National Environmental Management Act, 107 of 1998 (NEMA) is now South Africa’s 

umbrella for environmental legislation. Alongside NEMA are Specific Environmental 

Management Acts’ (SEMAs). This includes the Mineral and Petroleum Resources Development 

Act, 49 of 2008; the National Water Act, 36 of 1998; the National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act, 10 of 2004; the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 39 of 

2004; the National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 59 of 2008; and the National 

Forests Act, 84 of 1998. 

 

The SEMAs such as the National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 59 of 2008 (NEM: 

WA) read in conjunction with GN.R 921 also make provision for EIAs. NEM: WAs regulation 

requires that a waste management license must be obtained prior to any waste activity 

commencing. It has established activities under Category A, which require a BA, and activities 

under Category B, which require a scoping and EIA process in terms of section 24 of NEMA 

(South Africa, 2008b). 

 

South Africa’s EIA process shares similar standards to other parts of the world. Compared to 

developed countries, developing countries have also implemented the EIA process for projects 

that may result in detrimental impacts on human wellbeing and nature. As part of EIA 

procedures, preparing EIA reports is a very important step, however many developing countries 

may not have a high quality of reporting as developed countries (Mounir, 2014). 

 

2.3. The Aims and Objectives of EIA 

If sufficient information is made available, the EIA process can achieve the following. 

 

2.3.1. Improving decision-making on environmental issues 

EIA has been placed at forefront of making sound decisions by identifying and predicting 

impacts in the planning, construction and operational phases of activities identified in various 

developments. It serves as an analysis of environmental effects of a proposed action, and 

sometimes alternatives prior to a decision being made. This helps to make clear certain trade-

offs associated with a proposed development action, which should lead to more informed and 

structured decision-making (Glasson et al., 2012). 
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2.3.2. A drive towards sustainable development 

According to Bell and Morse (2007), “sustainable development is simply a societal process 

where stakeholders from different sectors learn together at multiple levels, to steer 

developments towards desired goals of using resources to meet present human needs without 

compromising the needs of future generations”. EIA is a tool that promotes sustainable 

development needs as it aims to provide solutions to either avoid or mitigate negative impacts 

in the planning phases of developments. Impacts that arise from developments need to be 

managed as best as possible to avoid detrimental effects that may leave us with residual 

environmental problems. 

 

2.3.3. Providing developers with solutions 

Developers think that EIA was established as an anti-development process as its laws and 

policies recommended withdrawing some developments that had serious detrimental effects on 

the environment (Ogola, 2007). However, this is not always the case as EIA can be beneficial 

to their project as it considers alternative locations and designs for environmental related 

concerns.  

 

According to Glasson et al., (2012) EIA may be helpful for developers in the following manner: 

 Indicating areas where projects can be modified to mitigate or avoid potential environmental 

impacts; 

 Encourage environmentally sustainable development by considering environmental impacts 

at the inception of a project; 

 Better relationships between the developers, relevant authorities and surrounding public; and 

 Financial incentives on the extra expenditure incurred. 

 

2.3.4. Engaging communities 

A key aspect of an EIA is the need to inform and consult with the relevant receiving communities, 

key authorities, organisations and the public in order to ensure a thorough and comprehensive 

process. According to Webler and Tuler (2000) experiences from large-scale developmental 

projects, have demonstrated that effective EIA has a great dependency on the public 

participation process. Ideally, this would take account of individuals from every socioeconomic 

setting, to make sure acceptable and appropriate project design is achieved. Within this 

process, decision-makers should consider the views of the stakeholders during the decision-

making process. This means that this process needs involvement and interaction from all 

stakeholders, as well as groups that are marginalised; such as women and the youth (du 

Plessis, 2008). 
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Public participation in the EIA process helps to minimise conflict between decision-makers and 

stakeholders as the latter are informed about what will be happening in their surrounding 

communities before decisions are taken. This helps in convening diverse, representative groups 

of people so that information from various viewpoints is interpreted and processed in a manner 

that will lead to better, creative and informed decisions. 

 

2.4. Procedural steps in EIA 

EIA can be implemented as a decision making tool, as well as a project-planning tool. There 

are various steps that have to be taken for the successful implementation of this tool. These 

steps are generic. 

 

The generic steps are described below according to Liu et al., (2012), Glasson et al., (2012), 

and Morris and Therivel (2009), are as follow: 

 

2.4.1. Project screening 

The EIA process begins with project screening, which determines if a development requires EIA 

at first, then the level of EIA. Screening is partially determined by the EIA regulations 

implemented in the respective republic during the period of the assessment. Legislation will 

usually specify the criteria for screening and a comprehensive EIA. This will differ from country 

to country due to legislation being country specific. 

 

2.4.2. Scoping 

From an inception phase, it identifies the projects that may have potential impacts and 

alternatives addressed, and from these projects which are significant to evaluate. This assists 

to avoid wasting time on meticulous studies on all environmental impacts for every development. 

Results obtained during scoping will establish not only the scope, but also the depth and terms 

of reference, that will be addressed in the EIA report. Some of the steps of scoping are laid out 

as follows – see Table 1: 
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Table 1: Purpose of Scoping (Glasson et al., 2012) 

The purpose of scoping involves: 

1. Identifying concerns and issues that should be taken into account in an EIA  

2. Ensuring a appropriate EIA 

3. Providing alternatives for a development and determining which impacts require the most attention at different 

periods of assessment 

4. Identifying all stakeholders as well as interested and affected parties 

5. Giving the public a chance to be involved in the decision making by raising concerns, issues and view regarding 

proposed developments 

6. Saving time and reducing cost 

7. Developing the Terms of Reference for the EIA 

 

2.4.3. Description of the environmental baseline 

An environmental baseline study takes account of the existing and future status quo of the 

environment (biophysical, social and economic aspects), before the project is established, 

considering the changes as result of natural events and from human activities. The study is 

undertaken to advise developers on environmental legislation/authorisation requirements (EA) 

to comply with and make recommendations on initiatives or controls that will ensure 

environmental protection. The study can also serves as proof of record if any post litigation 

measures are required. 

 

2.4.4. Project description 

Describing the project gives clarity about the purpose and the thinking behind it. The description 

is essential for understanding the characteristics of the development i.e. different phases in the 

development, locality and processes involved. 

 

2.4.5. Evaluation of impacts 

Identifying and evaluating impacts helps to forecast the probable environmental and socio-

economic impacts through the consideration of potential consequences that may arise from the 

development. 

 

2.4.6. Identifying mitigation measures 

Findings ways to prevent, minimise, remedy or compensate any significant adverse effects. 

 

2.4.7. Public participation process 

Public participation is an important instrument that is an integral part of the EIA procedure. This 

tool is important because it helps bring the public and stakeholders together to form joint-

decision-making in respect to any activity or development. 
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2.4.8. Presenting findings of the EIA report 

The information formulated in the EIA report must be presented and be non-technical as it must 

make sense to a non-technical audience. Ways of presenting the information may very well 

differ, however making use maps, photographs, charts, graphs and tables may assist to 

formulate information in a manner that will be easier to understand. 

 

2.4.9. Review of the EIA report 

Reviewing of the EIA report by a relevant authority or EIA review committee is conducted to 

agree whether to accept the proposed development and authorise its activities or reject it 

completely. 

 

2.4.10. Monitoring and assessing 

This stage of the EIA process ensures that the development undertakings, forecasted impacts 

and anticipated mitigation actions to safeguard that unexpected impacts and unsuccessful 

mitigation actions are acknowledged and addressed appropriately. 

 

2.4.11. Auditing 

Audits are carried out through interviews, document check and observations conducted during 

the site visits. Auditing assesses the quality of the projected environmental impacts and how 

effective the mitigation measures in place are. 

 

2.5. Effectiveness of EIA 

Since its establishment to analyse environmental impacts for proposed developmental projects, 

EIA has been evolving with innovations and methodologies to improve the process 

(Ramanathan, 2001). According to Lyhne et al., (2015), considerable attention has been 

focused on the effectiveness of EIA since the 1970s through queries, questions and research. 

This essentially has been to determine whether contributions made by EIA are enabling better 

decision making. In relation to this query, reviewing the quality of EIA reports would then be the 

primary tool for reporting environmental impacts as EIA reports form a great component of the 

EIA process by contributing to improved decision making regarding environmental issues 

(Barker & Jones, 2013). 

 

According to Sandham et al., (2013), defining effectiveness in EIA is simply determining if the 

process is achieving its objectives through concepts such as efficiency of operations, fairness 

of procedures, cost-effectiveness of the operation, the probability to provide a certain outcome, 

and compliance by means of certain procedural requirements; without any bias. 
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According to Lee (2000) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP, 2002) the 

fundamental purpose of EIA report quality review is as follows: 

 Assessing the quality of the EIA reports through unclear matters of concern, and making sure 

all significant scientific studies are conducted. This will improve the credibility of the EIA; 

 Making an allowance for public comment by recording concerns and issues raised and 

proving that these have been considered as well as the required steps are implemented to 

alleviate these issues; 

 Determining if information in the EIA report is of satisfactory and that no areas have been 

disregarded so that the EIA is able to establish a solid foundation for a decision to be made; 

and 

 Identifying the insufficiencies in the EIAR to determine if additional studies required. 

 

Furthermore, Lee et al., (1999), Lee (2000) and UNEP (2002) indicates that the following 

generic measures would need to be considered as part of conducting an effective EIA review: 

 Lawful requirements of EIA; 

 Environmental guiding principles; 

 Standards of best practice for conducting an EIA; as well as 

 Planning of the development and its probable effects. 

 

2.6. An overview of EIA report quality review 

It is important to evaluate the quality of EIA reports to make sure that information concerning 

environmental impacts is sufficient before it can be used a platform for making decisions. This 

needs to be conducted in an effective and efficient manner (Panigrahi & Amirapu, 2011). 

According to Barker and Jones (2013), conducting the review of EIA report quality can be 

beneficial as it gives scholars a chance to observe the implementation of key trends while letting 

developers, consultants, and decision makers to receive adequate responses and work towards 

enhancements wherever they may be required. EIA reports also contribute to participatory 

decision making, as they are public documents. 

 

2.6.1. Who and when should the review the quality of EIA reports 

EIA quality review is generally acknowledged as a measure of worthy EIA practice and its results 

may be used in the following manner (Lee & Colley, 1992): 

 When developers want to carry out a self-environmental assessment effort and assess the 

quality draft environmental impact report developed by themselves in order to identify any 

deficiencies in the report and make aware those accountable for the preparation to correct 

the lacks in advance or prior to the completion of the report. 
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 Where constitutional environmental authorities and non-statutory organisations are formally 

referred to on the base of the EIA report issued, as well as the necessity to analyse and 

measure the contents in the course of expressing what has been observed regarding 

probable environmental impacts of a planned development. 

 When a competent authority wants to determine whether information contained in the EIA 

report is adequate and/or of good quality. 

 When authorised and non-authorised associations are involved in the assessment of the 

value of the EIA report to observe the carrying out of projects as well as future review of the 

EIA report after their authorisation was issued. 

 When review findings are implemented as a foundation for finding environmental 

characteristics referred to in the environmental statement, which must be reviewed by the 

competent authority. 

 

Evaluating the quality of EIA reports reveals that describing the development and the 

environment, and communicating results are likely to be the well performed areas, while 

identification of impacts, assessing significance, alternatives and mitigation are likely to be less 

well performed (Sandham & Pretorius, 2008). 

 

2.7. Methods used for evaluating the quality of EIA reports 

Several methods have been established for evaluating the quality of EIA reports and have been 

adopted on a global scale. These methods range from a matrix system (adopted by countries 

such as Taiwan) to checklists (adopted in the UK and some parts of Europe). The methods 

include a range of questions that are grouped in a hierarchical many of two or more levels 

(Sandham & Pretorius, 2008). 

 

Various analytical methods have been established and applied to the evaluation of the quality 

of EIA reports internationally.  These vary from matrices to the more commonly applied review 

packages and checklists implemented in developed nations such as the UK and developing 

countries such as South Africa (Phylip-Jones & Fischer, 2013). Sandham et al., (2013) assert 

that the methods entail a customary procedure established to review just how sound the total 

of evaluation and reporting activities have been completed.  

 

Gray and Edward-Jones (1999) and Liu et al., (2012) assert that a good review should 

determining the comprehensiveness of the EIA report, the precision and rationality of the 

information in the EIA report. It should also provide an understanding of the development and 

its locality; in addition, it should determine if any additional inputs are required, and provide 

transparency in assessing the impacts of the development. 
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According to DEAT (2004), the sole purpose of reviewing EIA reports is to check what critical 

information is required for authorities to make sound decisions. Barker and Jones (2013) inform 

us that many of the existing review packages are structured in a hierarchical manner of which 

performance criteria are given grades according to the quality of practice. Review packages of 

such a nature include the European Commission Guidelines, the Lee and Colley and the Oxford 

Brookes University. Below is a description of these three review packages. 

 

2.7.1. European Commission Guidelines 

The development of the European Commission (EC) guidelines were planned for assessing EIA 

report quality of the European Union Member states with a three level approach. These 

guidelines are comprised of a checklist that has 143 review questions grouped into seven 

sections with subsections. This checklist can be used to compare the outcomes of related 

studies (Talime, 2011). The EC guidelines are similar to those of the Lee and Colley Review 

Package (1999) as it similarly applies assessment symbols for review topics which range from 

A – E, where A – C is regarded to be an adequate evaluation of the information provided and D 

– E being a result of poor EIA report quality and insufficient information provided (Thorpe, 2014). 

 

The three level approach adopted in these guidelines are as follows (Peterson, 2010): 

 Questions being asked by the reviewer with significant relation to the development,  with 

answers of ‘yes’ or ‘no’; 

 The reviewer answering the assessment questions by utilising a grading scale of A – E; and 

 Using the grading scale to evaluate the entire EIAR quality, by means of answers to the 

appropriate review questions to notify the complete assessment. 

 

The EC guidelines differ from the Lee and Colley Review Package due to enquiries that require 

answers by the assessor being solitarily questioned in one of the three main areas being 

reviewed. The areas involve the level of the sub-section in all of the seven review divisions. 

On the other hand, the Lee & Colley Review Package requires the assessor to evaluate at 

four levels which involve:  

1) The complete quality review of the EIA report,  

2) The review of areas, 

3) The review of categories, and 

4) The review of sub-categories. 

 

2.7.2. Oxford–Brookes University Review Package 

The Oxford–Brookes University Review Package, which is also known as the Impact 

Assessment Unit (IAU) Review Package was develop by Glasson and his fellow authors at 
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Oxford University. This review package has been adopted for research purposes and by 

consultants the review of EIA reports. The Oxford-Brookes takes a similar hierarchical 

approach/grading system to EIA report quality review like the Lee and Colley Review Package, 

however it only consists of three levels (Sandham & Pretorius, 2008). 

 

It has assessment criteria, which includes eight review categories and their underlying sub-

categories. When conducting an assessment, each section is awarded an overall grade. The 

grades are allocated symbols which range from A (indicates that tasks are well performed with 

no important omissions), to grade F (indicates performance which is very unsatisfactory with 

important tasks poorly done or not attempted). From the grades provided to each section, an 

overall grading for the EIA report is then awarded. 

 

2.7.3. The Lee and Colley Review Package 

The Lee and Colley Review Package is used to evaluate the quality of EIA reports for proposed 

developments (Lee & Colley, 1999). 

 

The methodology is applied when reviewing the quality of EIA reports. It encompasses 

evaluating how the quantity of assessment activities have been conducted - sub-categories, 

categories as well as review areas – (Lee, et al, 1999). This is followed by implementing more 

complex measures to comprehensive tasks when proceeding from one level to the next in 

anticipation of the complete assessment of the EIR (Lee & Colley, 1992). Symbols (A – F) are 

used as signs, rather than using figures to avoid assessors calculating aggregates to acquire 

assessments at the advanced planes in the hierarchical structure (Moloto, 2005). Symbols A – 

C are considered as satisfactory submission of information for decision-making, whilst D – F is 

regarded as unsatisfactory due to poor quality of the EIA report, thus insufficient for decision-

making (Peterson, 2010). 

 

2.8. The context of South Africa’s EIA report quality review 

Just as in other parts of the world, South Africa requires the findings of an EIA in a written report 

that forms part of decision making, as well as communicating with interested and affected 

parties. The review of EIA reports is therefore implemented as a tool for judging the adequacy 

of the process and the quality of the EIA report (DEAT, 2004). 

 

Reviewing the quality of EIA reports has been implemented to assess the status and standard 

of project-level EIAs for all activities that have a detrimental effect on the environment. Several 

review packages have been developed to achieve this objective. The Lee and Colley review 

package is the most commonly utilised and accepted as it is applied extensively in both 
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developing and developed countries. The respective countries include the likes of the UK, 

Belgium, Denmark, Portugal, Spain, Greece, Ireland as well as South Africa (Sandham et al., 

2010). 

 

The Lee and Colley Review Package has been used by researchers for reviewing the quality of 

EIA reports in South Africa. The authors which have adapted the Lee and Colley Review 

Package and applied it South African EIA reports include the likes of Moloto (2005), van der 

Vyver (2008), Sandham et al., (2008), Boshoff (2013) and Thorpe (2014). The results obtained 

from their case studies, which are discussed below revealed that EIA report quality in South 

Africa has been mostly satisfactory. 

 

The quality of EIA reports for projects with the potential to affect wetlands were analysed. 

According to Moloto (2005) the results of the review revealed that the EIA report quality was 

satisfactory regardless of the omissions observed. The identification and evaluation of impacts 

performed poorly while the review method was considered robust. These EIA reports were 

reviewed under the 1997 EIA regime. 

 

The research conducted by van der Vyver (2008) on EIA report quality for the explosive industry 

concluded that the quality of EIA reports under the 2006 EIA regime in South Africa were of a 

satisfactory standard. Although areas of weakness were found such as “improvement with 

regards to identification of key impacts and considerations of alternatives and mitigation as well 

as the control and treatment of waste”. 

 

It was revealed that EIA report quality in South Africa is similar compared to global standards. 

However, “the descriptive and presentational elements of the EIA reports are more satisfactorily 

addressed, and the analytical components such as impact significance are addressed to a less 

satisfactory degree” (Sandham and Pretorius, 2008). 

 

The research results on the quality of EIA reports under the 2010 EIA regime in the energy 

sector revealed that the overall quality was satisfactory. According to Boshoff (2013) the review 

areas relating to the description of the development and environment, together with the 

identification and evaluation of impacts, were better performed than the review areas 

concerning alternatives, mitigation measures and communication aspects 

 

The quality of EIA reports related to hazardous waste management activities under the 2010 

EIA regulations were reviewed and revealed that “the report performed satisfactorily in respect 
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to their overall quality” (Thorpe, 2014). The poor quality of the reports was associated with a low 

level of competence amongst EAPs. 

 

2.9. Conclusion 

The purpose of this literature review was to discuss key literature related to assessing EIA report 

quality. The development of EIA on an international and local scale was discussed followed by 

the aims and objectives of EIA. The effectiveness of EIA and an international overview of EIA 

report quality was given. Methods used to review EIA report quality were given, of which the 

Lee and Colley is used for the assessment of EIA report quality for the 2006, 2010 and 2014 

EIA regimes for this research. Lastly South Africa’s EIA report quality was contextualised and 

upon this review of literature related to this research it was revealed that EIA report quality is 

satisfactory which similar to international standards. 

 

In order to determine the quality of EIA reports between the three regimes a comparative 

analysis needs to be done. The methodology used for the review the quality of EIA report from 

2006, 2010 and 2014 will be explained in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3: Methodological Design 

 

This chapter explains the structure of the Lee and Colley review package followed by the 

adaptation of model to review South Africa’s quality of EIA reports, which involves the sample 

selection and data gathering. 

 

3.1. The research and design of Lee and Colley review methodology 

The Lee and Colley Review Package was developed in 1989 in the United Kingdom (UK) for 

reviewing the quality of EIA reports (Lee et al., 1999). This review methodology was first 

published in the year 1990, and since then it been refined and revised. The methodology is now 

widely accepted for reviewing the quality of EIA reports as it has been implemented globally 

(Lee et al., 1999). 

 

3.1.1. Structure of the Lee and Colley review package 

The Lee and Colley Review package follows a hierarchical approach that is inclusive of an 

overall quality assessment of the EIA report, review areas, categories as well as sub-categories 

(Lee et al., 1999). 

 

The review commences at the lowest level of the hierarchy (sub-category level), that is 

comprised of simple criteria linked to particular tasks as well as procedures at hand. Following 

the review of the sub-categories, the reviewer will progress up the hierarchy (categories), while 

employing more difficult criteria in the process to tasks and procedures that are more extensive 

to an extent where the broader spectrum is complete. In relation to this approach, the review of 

the review areas is centred on the review of the categories whilst the whole assessment of the 

EIA report is finalised and concluded by the assessment of the review areas (Lee et al., 1999). 

This hierarchy is depicted in Figure 2 below. 

 

 

Figure 2: An illustration of the review hierarchy (Lee et al., 1999) 
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Grades ranging from A – F are allocated to the assessment criteria to evaluate the performance 

of a certain task. The assessment symbols are described in the table below. Letters are used 

as symbols instead of numbers to disregard reviewers from “crude aggregation to obtain 

assessments at the higher levels in the pyramid” (Lee et al., 1999 and Thorpe, 2014) – see 

Table 2.  

 

For grouping purposes, symbols ranging from A – C demonstrate a generally satisfactory 

assessment and D – F a generally unsatisfactory assessment. N/A represents a review topic 

irrelevant in the context of the EIA report. 

 

Table 2: Assessment symbols for review topics (Lee et al., 1999) 

 

Quality level 

Symbol Reason Grouping 

A Relevant tasks are well performed, no significant task omitted 
 

 

 

Satisfactory 
B 

Tasks are generally satisfactory and complete, slight omissions and 

inadequacies observed 

C 
Tasks are regarded just satisfactory in spite of omissions and/or 

inadequacies 

D 
Effort made to undertake sections, however tasks will be regarded 

just unsatisfactory due to omissions or inadequacies observed 

 

 

 

Unsatisfactory 
E 

Tasks are unsatisfactory as a result of substantial omissions or 

inadequacies   

F 
Significant tasks were inadequately done therefore outcome is very 

unsatisfactory 

N/A 
Not applicable. The Review Topic is not applicable or not related to 

the context of the EIA report 

 

Not Applicable 

 

3.2. Adapting the Lee and Colley model to review South Africa’s quality of EIA 

reports between the 2006 and 2014 

Due to the extensive use and adaptability of the Lee and Colley review package (Lee et al., 

1999), this model has been selected as part of developing a review package that will compare 

EIA reports that have been compiled from the 2006 to 2014 EIA regimes. Besides its extensive 

use this review model was selected as the basis for this review due to it being easy to use; 

consistent in its results; and high adaptability to specific industry requirements (Barker & Wood, 

1999; Simpson, J. 2000 and Sandham et al, 2008).  
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It is recommended that each EIA report is reviewed by two reviewers, and in any instance where 

there are substantial differences from the review the two reviewers re-examine the assessment 

in order to reach a consensus; particularly on the review topics (Lee et al., 1999). Once the 

review is completed the reviewers will compare results which have been recorded on the 

collation sheet. Any substantial differences in their assessment will be re-examined to reach a 

consensus as recommended by Lee et al., (1999). The adaptation of this review package 

involved two independent reviewers for the EIA reports obtained. Table 3 shows a summarised 

version of the review package that was used for this study. Van Heerden (2010) adapted this 

package for a comparison of 1997 and 2006 EIA report quality.
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Table 3: Summarised Review Package 

1                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  Description of development and environment  2.2.1 Assessing impacts from all phases 

 1.1 Description of the development 2.2.2 All possible impacts identified 

1.1.1 Identification of applicant 2.3 Prediction of impact magnitude 

1.1.2 Identification of EAP (Environmental Assessment 

Practitioner) 

2.3.1 Prediction of impact magnitude method 

1.1.3 Proposed location of development 2.3.2 Quantification of impact magnitude predictions 

1.1.4 Purpose and objectives of the development 2.4 Assessment of impact significance 

1.1.5 Design and size of the development 2.4.1 Significance of impact on affected community  

1.1.6 Nature and quality of raw materials  2.4.2 Significance of impact (nature and extent) 

1.1.7 Presence and appearance of completed 

development 

2.4.3 Method of assessing and ranking significance 

1.2  Site description 3 Alternatives and mitigation 

1.2.1 Description of land use  3.1 Alternatives  

1.2.2 Demarcation of land use areas 3.1.1 Description of methods used to identify 

alternatives  

1.2.3 Duration of different phases  3.1.2 Investigation of at least two (2) alternatives 

1.2.4 Expected number of workers and visitors 3.1.3 Discussion and motives for final choice  

1.2.5 Means of transporting raw materials/ products 

and quantities to site 

3.2 Mitigation 

1.3 Waste 3.2.1 Description of mitigation measures 

1.3.1 Types and quantities of waste 3.2.2 Mitigation measures considered  

1.3.2 Methods of handling and disposing waste 3.2.3 Mitigation measures clearly defined 

1.4 Environmental description 3.2.4 Identification of effectiveness of mitigation 

measures 

1.4.1 Area likely to be affected  4 Communication of results 

1.4.2 Biophysical description 4.1 Layout 

1.4.3 Biological description 4.1.1 Introduction to the project and aim of EIA 

1.4.4 Social characteristics 4.1.2 Information logically arranged 

1.4.5 Cumulative impacts 4.1.3 Accreditation of external sources 

1.5 Baseline conditions  4.2 Presentation 

1.5.1 Important components of the affected area 4.2.1 Information presented in a comprehensible 

manner 

1.5.2 Existing data sources  4.2.2 Technical terms, acronyms and initials defined 

1.5.3 Local land use plans and policies  4.2.3 Report presented as an integrated whole 

2 Identification of key impacts  4.3 Emphasis 

2.1 Definition of impacts 4.3.1 Emphasis is placed on severe impacts  

2.1.1 Description of potential effects on the 

environment 

4.3.2 Report is unbiased 

2.1.2 Identification and description of interaction of 

effects on the environment 

4.4 Non-technical summary 

2.1.3 Impacts arising from non-standard operating 

procedures 

4.4.1 Non-technical summary includes main findings 

and conclusion 

2.1.4 Impacts arising from deviation of baseline 

conditions 

4.4.2 Summary covers key issues in the report 

2.2 Identification of impacts    
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According Lee et al., (1999) previous experience has revealed that review topics must not be 

removed as the Lee and Colley model assesses best practice, and for that reason, no changes 

were made to the overall structure of the Lee and Colley model.  

 

3.2.1. Sample selection and data gathering 

A total of 12 EIA reports was obtained from the transport sector, of which four reports were 

selected from the 2006, 2010 and 2014 EIA regimes.  

 

The EIA reports obtained from the transport sector involve the following developments: 

Report 1 – 4 were under 2006 EIA regime. 

1. Upgrading a road by 2.8km in length, and constructing waiting and parking areas for heavy 

vehicles travelling to the Port of Durban under the 2006 EIA regulations (BHRU). 

2. Upgrading a container terminal at Johannesburg which involved the construction of 9 new 

40m high lighting masts and a diesel storage area with a capacity to store a 100 000 litres 

of diesel under the 2006 EIA regulations (CD). 

3. The upgrade of an existing gravel access road on Lot 401 and the installation of a signalised 

intersection at the point of egress from Lot 401 and Edwin Swales Drive, re-named as 

Solomon Mahlango Drive under the 2006 EIA regulations (DBN). 

4. The development of new infrastructure and the expansion of existing infrastructure at the 

arrival yard at the Richards Bay Container Terminal (RBCT) to increase the capacity of the 

railway line between the Highveld Coal Field and the RBCT, located within the Port of 

Richards Bay under the 2006 EIA regulations (RBEP). 

 

Report 5 – 8 were under 2010 EIA regime. 

5. Constructing a locomotive depot at Ogies which involved increasing an existing 65 cubic 

metres self-contained fuel storage tank on site to another 65 cubic metre tank, bringing the 

total fuel storage capacity to 130 cubic metres under the 2010 EIA regulations (OLD). 

6. Upgrading a single track link between Richards Bay and the Nsezi Rail Complex to a double 

track to improve operational efficiencies within the Port of Richards Bay and to ease the 

load on the Port to Nsezi rail line under the 2010 EIA regulations (RCBN). 

7. Proposed housing development in Postmasburg, Northern Cape, due to the need of staff 

accommodation under the 2010 EIA regulations (PMB). 

8. Proposed Provision of a Third Tippler and Associated Infrastructure at the Port of Saldanha. 

The new tippler is steel superstructure with galvanized and painted steel sheet covers, 

windows and doors, including the brick and concrete control room. It will house two cranes 

of 20 ton lifting capacity, including their rails under the 2010 EIA regulations (T3). 
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Report 9 – 12 were under 2006 EIA regime. 

9. Increasing electrical power of a Notified Maximum Demand (NMD) of 25 MVA (mega volt 

amp) to 40 MVA to provide power to existing and new facilities at and around the Port of 

Saldanha under the 2014 EIA regulations (SLD). 

10. Provide a new substation and associated infrastructure which entails the construction of a 

new 5MW 3kV DC Traction Substation in Leeufontein under the 2014 EIA regulations 

(LEEU). 

11. Provide a new substation and associated infrastructure which entails the construction of a 

new 5MW 3kV DC Traction Substation in Rietkuil under the 2014 EIA regulations (RTK). 

12. Provide a new substation and associated infrastructure which entails the construction of a 

new 5MW 3kV DC Traction Substation in Woestaleen under the 2014 EIA regulations 

(WST). 

 

The Lee and Colley review package was applied to these 12 case studies. Appendix D shows 

the results obtained results for the review of the quality of the EIA reports. 

 

3.3. Conclusion  

This chapter explained the research methodology used in this dissertation. The research 

design for the Lee and Colley review methodology and the adoption of the model to review 

South Africa’s EIA report quality was described. The results from the review will be explained 

in the following chapter.
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 

 

Chapter 4 discusses the results that were obtained using the Lee and Colley review package 

to review the quality of the 12 EIA reports under the 2006, 2010 and 2014 EIA regimes. The 

reports were reviewed according to the methodology used in the preceding chapter. 

 

The assessment symbols A — well performed, B — satisfactory, and C — just satisfactory, all 

reflect differing degrees of satisfactoriness, therefore the assessment symbols A – C were 

grouped together for description purposes. The critical boundary is that between C and D, 

since these grades are awarded to tasks that are just satisfactory or just not satisfactory.  E – 

F grades indicate poor performance, with E being not satisfactory and F being very 

unsatisfactory.  In order to determine strengths and weaknesses A - B grades and E-F grades 

were calculated. This is shown in Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6 for each EIA regime. 

 

4.1. Sample from 2006 Regime 

Overall Quality of EIA Report Sample 

The four reports were graded as satisfactory (A-C) despite omissions and/or inadequacies, 

with a C rating (just satisfactory) for DBN, BHRU, RBEP and CD (Table 4 and Appendix D1). 

 

Quality of Review Areas 

Review Area 1 – Description of development and environment 

The EIA reports from this review area had satisfactory grades (4Cs). Table 4 indicates that 

most of the EIA reports reviewed under this regime had satisfactory descriptions of the 

development (3Cs, 1D), of the site (3Cs, 1D) of the environment (4Bs) and of the base line 

conditions (1B, 3Cs). However, more than half of descriptions for waste had weak scores (1C, 

3Ds). Specific areas of weakness were related to the types and quantities of waste, and 

methods of obtaining quantity of wastes, which in most of the EIA reports were not even 

attempted. 

 

Review Area 2 – Identification of key impacts 

The EIA reports contained in this review area performed poorly (1C, 1D, 2Es). Definition of 

impacts (2Cs, 2Ds) and scoping (2Bs, 2Cs) were satisfactory. At best only half-satisfactory, 

but should better be described as mixed. The main problem areas observed with a poor 

performance were the identification of impacts (2Ds, 2Fs), the prediction of impact magnitude 

(1C, 2Es, 1F), and the assessment of impact significance (2Ds, 2Fs). These were related to 

impacts arising from: non-standard operating procedures, impacts arising from deviation of 

baseline conditions, impact identification methodology impacts identification method used, 
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prediction of impact magnitude method, quantification of impact magnitude predictions, 

predictions of impact in measureable quantities, significance of impact on affected community, 

significance of impact (nature and extent), method of assessing and ranking significance 

observed in the sub-categories. This review area had the weakest scores of the four review 

areas for the 2006 regime EIA report sample. 

 

Review Area 3 - Alternatives and mitigation 

The third review area had EIA reports with satisfactory grades (1B, 3Cs). Two of the three 

categories (alternatives [3As, 1B] and mitigation [2Bs, 2Cs]) had a satisfactory performance 

and the third category (commitment to mitigation [1B, 1C, 2Ds]) had a poor performance. 

 

Table 4: Quality of review categories and review areas of the 2006 EIA regime 

Review Categories 
Scores 

A B C D E F A-B C-D E-F A-C D-F 

1.1 Description of the development 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0 3 1 

1.2 Site description 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0 3 1 

1.3 Waste 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 4 0 1 3 

1.4 Environmental description 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

1.5 Baseline conditions  0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

2.1 Definition of impacts 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 0 2 2 

2.2 Identification of impacts 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 

2.3 Scoping 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

2.4 Prediction of impact magnitude 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 1 3 1 3 

2.5 Assessment of impact 

significance 
0 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 2 1 3 

3.1 Alternatives  3 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

3.2 Mitigation 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

3.3 Commitment to mitigation 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 3 0 2 2 

4.1 Layout 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

4.2 Presentation 0 3 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 0 

4.3 Emphasis 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

4.4 Non-technical summary 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

Review Area grades  

1 Description of development and 

environment 
0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 

2 Identification of key impacts  0 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 2 1 3 

3 Alternatives and mitigation 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

4 Communication of results 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

Overall results 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 
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Review Area 4 – Communication of results 

This review area performed better than the other three areas (2Bs, 2Cs). It was also the only 

review area where the most of the grades were not in the boundary zone (C-D) but in the well 

performed zone. All review categories (4.1 – 4.4) were satisfactory. 

 

4.2. Sample from 2010 Regime 

Overall Quality of EIA Report Sample 

The assessment shown in Table 5 and Appendix D2 revealed that the four reports were 

satisfactory despite the omissions and/or inadequacies, with RCBN scoring a B rating 

(satisfactory), and T3, OLD and PMB scoring a C rating (just satisfactory). 

 

Quality of Review Areas 

Review Area 1 – Description of development and environment 

The EIA reports from this review area had satisfactory grades (4Cs). Table 5 indicates that all 

of the EIA reports reviewed under this regime had satisfactory descriptions of the development 

(3Cs, 1D), of the site (4Cs), waste (3Cs, 1D), of the environment (2Bs, 2Cs) and of the base 

line conditions (3Bs, 1C). 

 

Review Area 2 – Identification of key impacts 

The EIA reports contained in this review area also had satisfactory grades (1B, 3Cs). Definition 

of impacts (4Cs), identification of impacts (2As, 2Bs) and scoping (3Bs, 1C) had a satisfactory 

performance, as well as the assessment of impact significance (2As, 2Bs). The main problem 

area observed with poor performance was the prediction of impact magnitude (1A, 3Fs). This 

was related to impacts arising from impacts arising from non-standard operating procedures 

(2.1.3), and impacts arising from deviation of baseline conditions (2.1.4). 

 

Review Area 3 - Alternatives and mitigation 

The third review area contained EIA reports with good grades (4Cs). Two of the three 

categories (alternatives [2As] and mitigation [2Cs]) had a satisfactory performance, and the 

third category (commitment to mitigation [2Ds, 2Es]) performed poorly due to both sub-

categories (3.3.1 and 3.3.2) being just unsatisfactory. This review area had the weakest scores 

out of the four review areas for the 2010 regime EIA report sample. 

 

Review Area 4 – Communication of results 

This review area had the best performance of the of the four review areas for the 2010 regime 

EIA report sample (2Bs, 2Cs), with categories scoring 1A, 3Cs for layout, 1, 1B, 2Cs for 

presentation, 4Bs for emphasis and 1A,1B, 2Fs for non-technical summary. 
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Table 5: Quality of review categories and review areas of the 2010 EIA regime 

Review Categories 
Scores 

A B C D E F A-B C-D E-F A-C D-F 

1.1 Description of the development 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0 3 1 

1.2 Site description 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 

1.3 Waste 1 0 3 1 0 1 1 3 0 4 0 

1.4 Environmental description 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

1.5 Baseline conditions  0 3 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 0 

2.1 Definition of impacts 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 

2.2 Identification of impacts 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

2.3 Scoping 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

2.4 Prediction of impact magnitude 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 3 1 3 

2.5 Assessment of impact 

significance 
2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 

3.1 Alternatives  2 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

3.2 Mitigation 0 3 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 3 1 

3.3 Commitment to mitigation 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 

4.1 Layout 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

4.2 Presentation 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

4.3 Emphasis 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

4.4 Non-technical summary 0 2 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 3 1 

Review Area grades  

1 Description of development and 

environment 
0 0 4 0 0 0 

1 3 0 4 0 

2 Identification of key impacts  0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

3 Alternatives and mitigation 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 

4 Communication of results 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

Overall results 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

 

4.3. Sample from 2014 Regime 

Overall Quality of EIA Report Sample 

The assessment in Table 6 and Appendix D3 indicates that that the four reports were 

satisfactory despite the omissions and/or inadequacies, with SLD scoring a B rating 

(satisfactory), LEEU, WST and RTK scoring a C rating (just satisfactory). 

 

Quality of Review Areas 

Review Area 1 – Description of development and environment 

The EIA reports contained in this review area had satisfactory grades (1B, 3Cs). Table 6 

indicates that most of the EIA reports reviewed under this regime had satisfactory descriptions 

of the development (2As, 2Bs), of the site (4As), of the environment (4As) and of the base line 

conditions (2As, 2Bs). Only descriptions for waste had weak scores (1A, 1C, 1D, 1F). 
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Problematic areas were related to the types and quantities of waste and methods of obtaining 

quantity of wastes in the sub-categories. 

 

Table 6: Quality of review categories and review areas of the 2014 EIA regime 

Review Categories 
Scores 

A B C D E F A-B C-D E-F A-C D-F 

1.1 Description of the development 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

1.2 Site description 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

1.3 Waste 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 3 0 2 2 

1.4 Environmental description 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

1.5 Baseline conditions  2 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

2.1 Definition of impacts 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 

2.2 Identification of impacts 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 

2.3 Scoping 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

2.4 Prediction of impact magnitude 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 2 

2.5 Assessment of impact 

significance 
0 2 1 0 1 0 2 1 1 3 1 

3.1 Alternatives  0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

3.2 Mitigation 2 1 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 0 

3.3 Commitment to mitigation 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 3 0 3 1 

4.1 Layout 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

4.2 Presentation 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

4.3 Emphasis 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

4.4 Non-technical summary 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

Review Area grades  

1 Description of development and 

environment 
0 1 3 0 0 0 

1 3 0 4 
0 

2 Identification of key impacts  0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

3 Alternatives and mitigation 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 

4 Communication of results 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 

Overall results 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 

 

 

Review Area 2 – Identification of key impacts 

The EIA reports contained in this review area had satisfactory grades (1B, 3Cs). Within the 

review categories definition of impacts (2As, 2Bs), and scoping (1A, 3Bs), the assessment of 

impact significance (2Bs, 1C, 1E) had a satisfactory performance. However, the identification 

of impacts (1A, 1C, 1E, 1F) and prediction of impact magnitude (1A, 1B, 1D, 1E) had a weak 

performance in this review area. 
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Review Area 3 – Alternatives and mitigation 

This review area contained EIA reports with satisfactory grades (4Bs) as all review categories 

had a satisfactory performance [alternatives (4Bs) and mitigation (2As, 1B, 1C)]. However, the 

commitment to mitigation had the weakest performance (1B, 1C, 2Ds). This review area was 

the best performed of the four review areas for the 2014 regime EIA report sample. 

 

Review Area 4 – Communication of results 

This review area had satisfactory grades with 2Bs and 2Cs as all review categories had a 

satisfactory performance [layout (1A, 3Bs), presentation (2As, 2Cs), emphasis (1A, 3Bs) and 

non-technical summary (1B, 3Cs)]. 

 

4.4. Key Findings: total number of review area grades  

All of the EIAs reports reviewed from the three regimes were found to be of satisfactory quality 

(A-C). Figure 3 shows that the comparison of the research results reveal that the EIA reports 

were all satisfactory and the quality of the EIA reports did improve over time. 

 

The grades in the review categories of each review area can be used to identify the strengths 

and weaknesses of an EIA report. Grades A and B were considered as strengths, grades E 

and F were considered as weaknesses. The categories scoring an amount of A and B grades 

over 2 was observed as strengths, and the number of E and F grades over 2 were regarded 

as weaknesses – refer to Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6. 

 

The 2014 EIA reports indicate that there are some areas of strength in all of the review areas. 

The 2006 and 2010 EIA reports lack strengths in all of the review areas as no strengths were 

witnessed under review area 2. Furthermore review area 2 contains one of the weakest areas 

(E-F grades), which were witnessed in the 2006 and 2010 EIA reports – prediction of impact 

magnitude (2.4).  

 

The grades for the reports from 2006 and 2010 EIA regimes reveal that tasks are better 

performed in Review Areas 1 and 4 linking to the description of the activity and environment, 

and the presentation of the report than the more analytic tasks required in review areas 2 and 

3, such as impact identification, alternatives and mitigation measures. A better performance 

was however revealed in review area 2 from the reports contained in the 2014 EIA regime – 

this included definition of impacts (2.2) and scoping (2.3) – see Table 7 and Figure 3. 
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Table 7: Strengths and weaknesses in the 2006, 2010 and 2014 EIA reports 

 2006 Regime 2010 Regime 2014 Regime 

Strengths 1.4 Environmental description (4) 1.5 Baseline conditions (3) 1.1 Description of the development (4) 

1.2 Site description (4) 

1.4 Environmental description (4) 

  

 

2.1 Definition of impacts (4) 

2.3 Scoping (4) 

3.1 Alternatives (4) 3.2 Mitigation (3) 3.1 Alternatives (4) 

3.2 Mitigation (4) 

4.2 Presentation (3) 4.3 Emphasis (4) 4.1 Layout (4) 

4.3 Emphasis (4) 

Weaknesses 2.4 Prediction of impact magnitude (3) 2.4 Prediction of impact 

magnitude (3) 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Review area quality by regime, A — well performed, B — satisfactory, C — just satisfactory, D 

— just unsatisfactory, E — not satisfactory, F — very unsatisfactory 

 

4.5. Discussion 

4.5.1. What do the findings reveal about EIA practice in South Africa  

The findings also reveal that the results of the EIA reports from the 2006, 2010 and the 2014 

regimes are similar to the results for other South African studies on EIA quality (Sandham & 

Pretorius, 2008; Sandham et al., 2008; Sandham et al., 2010). This includes international 

studies (European Commission, 1996; Barker & Wood, 1999; Lee, 2000; Pölönen et al., 2011), 

with lower scores in the analytical areas (Review Areas 2 and 3) compared to the higher scores 

in the more descriptive and presentational areas (Review Areas 1 and 4). However, the EIA 

reports from the 2014 regime revealed a different trend with a slight improvement opposed to 

that observed in the other two regimes as it had higher scores for Review Area 2. The high 

scores in the 2014 regime for this Review Area can be ascribed to the provision of information 

required in this analytical area (definition of impacts, identification of impacts, scoping and 

assessment of impact significance). The lower scores in the 2006 and 2010 regime were 
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related to the description of the environment, the nature and effect of the development on the 

environment, as well as the prediction of impacts built on scientific data. 

 

Not too many weak areas were observed in the 2014 EIA reports. Van Heerden’s (2010) 

research, which was similar to this study states that perhaps “the quality of EIA reports will 

improve over time as and when Environmental Assessment Practitioners (EAPs – also known 

as consultants) and environmental officials become more confident with the new process” 

(Van Heerden, 2010). The findings in suggest a confirmation of Van Heerden’s (2010) view, 

and the findings from abroad (Barker & Jones, 2013). 

 

4.6. Conclusion 

This chapter analysed and discussed the results that were obtained using the Lee and Colley 

review package to review the quality of the 12 EIA reports under the 2006, 2010 and 2014 EIA 

regimes. The reports were reviewed according to the methodology used in the preceding 

chapter. The results in this chapter revealed that EIA reports generally improved over time. 

The trends, strengths and weaknesses were acknowledged in the three regimes and 

compared to trends, strengths and weaknesses of local and international research presented 

in Chapter 2. Similar strengths and weaknesses were observed, however there was a slight 

improvement in the third regime in Review Area 2. 

 

Chapter 5 will provide concluding remarks.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

 

The aim of this dissertation was to review the quality of a sample of EIA reports for the 2006, 

2010 and 2014 EIA regimes in the transport sector. This was due limited research being 

conducted regarding the quality of EIA reports produced in South Africa under the 2010 and 

2014 regulations. In addition to this limited research has been conducted for linear projects in 

the transport sector. Therefore, it was necessary to assess the performance of EIA report 

quality undertaken under recent EIA regimes as well as the transport sector. The Lee and 

Colley review model was used to review the quality of the 12 EIA reports under the 2006, 2010 

and 2014 EIA regimes. 

 

The dissertation started with a review of literature applicable to EIAs commencing with an 

overview of the origin and purpose of the EIA process with an international context including 

a brief history on the development of EIA in South Africa and abroad, the aims and objectives 

of EIA as well as the procedural steps in the EIA process. It then continued with an overview 

of EIA effectiveness and EIA report quality review abroad and in South Africa. 

 

The findings and analysis of the results contained in this dissertation revealed that EIA report 

quality in South Africa has been satisfactory. It was envisioned that EIA report quality would 

improve over time, based on experience (Badr et al., 2004 and Barker & Wood, 1999), which 

was the case concerning the EIA reports reviewed in this study, following the implementation 

of new 2010 EIA regulations after 2006. An improvement in the overall quality of EIA reports 

was shown subsequent to the implementation of the 2014 EIA regulations. Tasks such as the 

identification of key impacts, description of wastes, the magnitude of impacts and monitoring 

still require improvement. The accreditation and training of Environmental Assessment 

Practitioners (EAPs/consultants) as well as other role players such as specialists and project 

managers, providing supervision on best practice and conducting more research can 

potentially improve the effectiveness of EIA (Wood, 2003). 
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Appendix A: The review package used for the comparative analysis of EIA 

report quality before and after 2006 in South Africa 
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1. DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT, THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT AND THE BASELINE 

CONDITIONS 

1.1 Description of the development: the purpose(s) of the development should be 

described as should the physical characteristics, scale and design. Quantities of 

materials needed during construction and operation should be included and, where 

appropriate, a description of the production processes. 

1.1.1 The purpose(s) and objectives of the development should be explained. 

1.1.2 The design and size of the development should be described. Diagrams, plans or maps 

will usually be necessary for this purpose. 

1.1.3 There should be some indication of the physical presence and appearance of the 

completed development within the receiving environment.  

1.1.4 The location of the development site should be clearly shown on a map. 

1.1.5 The nature and quantities of raw materials needed during both the construction and 

operational phases should be described. 

1.1.6 Identification of applicant, including name, address and contact details. 

1.1.7 Details of EAP carrying out the Environmental Impact Assessment. 

 

1.2 Site description: The on-site land requirements of the developments should be described 

and the duration of each land use. 

1.2.1 The land area taken up by the development site should be defined and its location clearly 

shown on a map 

1.2.2 The uses to which this land will be put should be described and the different land use 

areas demarcated. 

1.2.3 The estimated duration of the construction phase, operational phase and, where 

appropriate, decommissioning phase should be given. 

1.2.4 The numbers of workers and/or visitors entering the development site during both 

construction and operation should be estimated. Their access to the site and likely means 

of transport should be given. 

1.2.5 The means of transporting raw materials and products to and from the site and the 

approximate quantities involved, should be described. 

 

1.3 Wastes: The types and quantities of wastes which might be produced should be estimated, 

and the proposed disposal routes to the environment described. 

[Wastes include all residual process materials, effluents and emissions. Waste energy, waste 

heat, noise etc., should also be considered.] 



 

39 

 

1.3.1 The types and quantities of waste matter, energy and other residual materials, and the 

rate at which these will be produced, should be estimated. 

1.3.2 The ways in which it is proposed to handle and/or treat these wastes and residual should 

be indicated, together with the routes by which they will eventually be disposed of to the 

environment. 

1.3.3 The methods by which the quantities of residuals and wastes were obtained should be 

indicated. If there is uncertainty this should be acknowledged and ranges of confidence 

limits given where possible. 

 

1.4 Environment description: The area and location of the environment likely to be affected by 

the development proposals should be described. 

1.4.1 The environment expected to be affected by the development should be indicated with the 

aid of a suitable map of the area.  

1.4.2 The affected environment should be defined broadly enough to include any potentially 

significant effects occurring away from the immediate construction site. These may be 

caused by, for example, the dispersion of pollutants, infrastructural requirements of the 

project, traffic, etc. 

 

1.5 Baseline conditions: A description of the affected environment as it is currently, and as it 

could be expected to develop if the project were not to proceed, should be presented. 

1.5.1 The important components of the affected environments should be identified and 

described. The methods and investigations undertaken for this purpose should be 

disclosed and should be appropriate to the size and complexity of the assessment task. 

Uncertainty should be indicated. 

1.5.2 Existing data sources should have been searched and, where relevant, utilised. These 

should include local authority records and studies carried out by, or on behalf of, 

conservation agencies and/or special interest groups. 

1.5.3 Local land use plans and policies should be consulted and other data collected as 

necessary to assist in the determination of the “baseline” conditions, i.e. the probable 

future state of the environment, in the absence of the project, taking into account natural 

fluctuations and human activities (often called the “do-nothing” scenario). 

 

2 IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF KEY IMPACTS 

2.1 Definition of impacts: Potential impacts of the development on the environment should be 

investigated and described. Impacts should be broadly defined to cover all potential 
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effects on the environment and should be determined as the predicted deviation from the 

baseline state. 

2.2.1 A description should be given of the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, 

short, medium and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of 

the project. 

2.2.2 The above types of effect should be investigated and described with particular regard to 

identifying effects on or affecting; human beings, flora and fauna, soil, water, air, climate, 

landscape, material assets, cultural heritage (including architectural and archaeological 

heritage) and the interactions between these. 

2.2.3 Consideration should not be limited to events which will occur under design operating 

conditions. Where appropriate, impacts which might arise from non-standard operating 

conditions, due to accidents, should also be described. 

2.2.4 The impacts should be determined as the deviation from baseline conditions, i.e. the 

difference between the conditions which would obtain if the development were not to 

proceed and those predicted to prevail as a consequence of it. 

 

2.2 Identification of impacts: Methods should be used which are capable of identifying all 

significant impacts. 

2.2.1 Impacts should be identified using a systematic methodology such as project specific 

checklists, matrices, panels of experts, consultations, etc. Supplementary methods (e.g. 

cause-effect or network analyses) may be needed to identify secondary impacts. 

2.2.2 A brief description of the impact identification methods should be given as should the 

rationale for using them. 

 

2.3 Scoping: Key impacts should be identified, taking into account the views of interested 

parties, and main investigation centred on these. 

2.3.1 There should be a genuine attempt to contact the general public and special interest 

groups to appraise them of the project and its implications. 

2.3.2 Arrangements should be made to collect the opinions and concerns of relevant public 

agencies, special interest groups and general public. Public meetings, seminars, 

discussing groups, etc. may be arranged to facilitate this. 

2.3.3 Key impacts should be identified and selected for more intense investigation. Impact areas 

not selected for thorough study should be identified and the reasons why they require less 

detailed investigation should be given. 
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2.4 Prediction of impact magnitude: The likely impacts of the development on the environment 

should be described in exact terms wherever possible. 

2.4.1 The methods used to predict impact magnitude should be described and be appropriate 

to the size and importance of the projected impact.  

2.4.2 Where possible, predictions of impacts should be expressed in measurable quantities with 

ranges and/or confidence limits as appropriate. Qualitative descriptions, where these are 

used, should be as fully defined as possible. 

2.4.3 Where possible should predictions of impacts be expressed in measurable quantities with 

ranges and/or appropriate confidence limits. Qualitative descriptions, where these are 

used, should be fully defined. 

 

2.5 Assessment of impact significance: The expected significance that the projected impacts 

will have for society should be estimated. The sources of quality standards, together with 

the rationale, assumptions and value judgements used in assessing significance, should 

be fully described. 

2.5.1 The significance to the affected community and to society in general should be described 

and clearly distinguished from impact magnitude. Where mitigating measures are 

proposed, the significance of any impact remaining after mitigation, should also be 

described. 

2.5.2 The significance of an impact should be assessed, taking into account appropriate national 

and international quality standards where available. Account should also be taken of the 

magnitude, location and duration of the impact in conjunction with national and local 

societal values. 

2.5.3 The choice of standards, assumptions and value systems used to assess significance 

should be justified and any contrary opinions should be summarised. 

 

3 ALTERNATIVES AND MITIGATION 

3.1 Alternatives: Feasible alternatives to the proposed project should have been considered. 

These should be outlined in the Statement, the environmental implications of each 

presented, and the reasons for their rejection briefly discussed, particularly where the 

preferred project is likely to have significant, adverse environmental impacts. 

3.1.1 Alternative sites should be considered where these are practicable and available to the 

developer. The main environmental advantages and disadvantages of these should be 

discussed and the reasons for the final choice given. 

3.1.2 Where available, alternative processes, designs and operating conditions should have 

been considered at an early stage of project planning and the environmental implications 
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of these investigated and reported where the proposed project is likely to have significantly 

adverse environmental impacts. 

3.1.3 If unexpectedly severe adverse impacts are identified during the course of the 

investigation, which are difficult to mitigate, alternatives rejected in the earlier planning 

phases should be re-appraised. 

 

3.2 Scope and effectiveness of mitigation measures: All significant adverse impacts should 

be considered for mitigation. Evidence should be presented to show that proposed 

mitigation measures will be effective when implemented. 

3.2.1 The mitigation of all significant adverse impacts should be considered and, where 

practicable, specific mitigation measures should be put forward. Any residual or 

unmitigated impacts should be indicated and justification offered as to why these impacts 

should not be mitigated. 

3.2.2 Mitigation methods considered should include modification of the project, compensation 

and the provision of alternative facilities as well as pollution control. 

3.2.3 It should be clear to what extent the mitigation methods will be effective when 

implemented. Where the effectiveness is uncertain or depends on assumptions about 

operating procedures, climatic conditions, etc., data should be introduced to justify the 

acceptance of these assumptions. 

 

3.3 Commitment to mitigation: Developers should be committed to and capable of carrying 

out the mitigation measures and should present plans of how they proposed to do so. 

3.3.1 There should be a clear record of the commitment of the developer to the mitigation 

measures presented in the EIR. Details of how the mitigation measure will be implemented 

and function over the time span for which they are necessary should be given. The draft 

EMP must comply with regulations and must include specific information required by the 

competent authority. 

3.3.2 Monitoring arrangements should be proposed to check the environmental impacts 

resulting from the implementation of the project and their conformity with the predictions 

within the EIR. Provision should be made to adjust mitigation measures where unexpected 

adverse impacts occur. The scale of the monitoring arrangements should correspond to 

the likely scale and significance of deviations from expected impacts. 

 

3. COMMUNICATION OF RESULTS 

4.1 Layout: The layout of the Statement should enable the reader to find and assimilate data 

easily and quickly. External data sources should be acknowledged. 
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4.1.1 There should be an introduction briefly describing the project, the aims of the 

environmental assessment and how those aims are to be achieved. 

4.1.2 Information should be logically arranged in sections or chapters and the whereabouts of 

important data should be signalled in a table of contents or index. 

4.1.3 Unless the chapters themselves are very short, there should be chapter summaries 

outlining the main findings of each phase of the investigation. 

4.1.4 When data, conclusions or quality standards from external sources are introduced, the 

original source should be acknowledged at that point in the text. A full reference should 

also be included either with the acknowledgement, at the bottom of the page, or in a list of 

references. 

 

4.2 Presentation: Care should be taken in the presentation of information to make sure that it is 

accessible to the non-specialist. 

4.2.1 Information should be presented so as to be comprehensible to the non-specialist. Tables, 

graphs and other devices should be used as appropriate. Unnecessarily technical or 

obscure language should be avoided. 

4.2.2 Technical terms, acronyms and initials should be defined, either when first introduced into 

the text or in a glossary. Important data should be presented and discussed in the main 

text. 

4.2.3 The Statement should be presented as an integrated whole. Summaries of data presented 

in separately bound appendices should be introduced in the main body of the text. 

 

4.3 Emphasis: Information should be presented without bias and receive the emphasis 

appropriate to its importance in the context of the ES. 

4.3.1 Prominence and emphasis should be given to potentially severe adverse impacts as well 

as to potentially substantial favourable environmental impacts. The Statement should 

avoid according space disproportionately to impacts which have been well investigated or 

are beneficial. 

4.3.2 The Statement should be unbiased; it should not lobby for any particular point of view. 

Adverse impacts should not be disguised by euphemisms or platitudes. 

 

4.4 Non-technical summary: There should be a clearly written non-technical summary of the 

main findings of the study and how they were reached. 

4.4.1 There should be a non-technical summary of the main findings and conclusions of the 

study. Technical terms, lists of data and detailed explanations of scientific reasoning 

should be avoided. 
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4.4.2 The summary should cover all main issues discussed in the Statement and contain at 

least a brief description of the project and the environment, an account of the main 

mitigation measures to be undertaken by the developer, and a description of any 

significant residual impacts. A brief explanation of the methods by which these data were 

obtained, and an indication of the confidence which can be placed in them, should also be 

included. 
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Overall Score        

1. Description of development and 

environment 

       

 1.1 Description of the development        

1.1.1 Purpose and objectives of the development        

1.1.2 Design and size of the development        

1.1.3 Presence and appearance of completed 

development 

       

1.1.4 Proposed location of development        

1.1.5 Nature and quantity of raw materials        

1.1.6 Identification of applicant        

1.1.7 Identification of EAP (Environmental 

Assessment Practitioner) 

       

1.2  Site description        

1.2.1 Description of land use         

1.2.2 Demarcation of land use areas        

1.2.3 Duration of different phases         

1.2.4 Expected number of workers and visitors        

1.2.5 Means of transporting raw materials/ products 

and quantities to site 

       

1.3 Waste        

1.3.1 Types and quantities of waste        

1.3.2 Treatment, disposal and disposal routes        

1.3.2 Methods of obtaining quantity of wastes        

1.4 Environmental description        

1.4.1 Area likely to be affected         

1.4.2 Effects occurring away immediate affected 

environment 

       

1.5 Baseline conditions         

1.5.1 Important components of the affected area are 

identified and described  
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1.5.2 Existing data sources         

1.5.3 Local land use plans and policies         

2 Identification of key impacts         

2.1 Definition of impacts        

2.1.1 Description of potential effects on the 

environment 

       

2.1.2 Identification and description of interaction of 

effects on the environment 

       

2.1.3 Impacts arising from non-standard operating 

procedures 

       

2.1.4 Impacts arising from deviation of baseline 

conditions 

       

2.2 Identification of impacts        

2.2.1 Impact identification methodology        

2.2.2 Impacts identification method used        

2.3 Scoping        

2.3.1 Contact general public & special interest groups        

2.3.2 Collect opinions and concerns of I&APs        

2.3.3 Key impacts        

2.4 Prediction of impact magnitude        

2.4.1 Prediction of impact magnitude method        

2.4.2 Quantification of impact magnitude predictions        

2.4.3 Predictions of impact in measureable quantities        

2.5 Assessment of impact significance        

2.5.1 Significance of impact on affected community         

2.5.2 Significance of impact (nature and extent)        

2.5.3 Method of assessing and ranking significance        

3 Alternatives and mitigation        

3.1 Alternatives         
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A B C D E F N/A 

3.1.1 Description of methods used to identify 

alternatives  

       

3.1.2 Investigation of at least two (2) alternatives        

3.1.3 Discussion and motives for final choice         

3.2 Mitigation        

3.2.1 Mitigation of all significant adverse impacts is 

considered 

       

3.2.2 Mitigation measures considered         

3.2.3 Extent of effectiveness of mitigation when 

implemented 

       

3.3 Commitment to mitigation        

3.3.1 Record of commitment to mitigation measures        

3.3.2 Monitoring arrangements        

4 Communication of results        

4.1 Layout        

4.1.1 Introduction to the project and aim of EIA        

4.1.2 Information logically arranged        

4.1.3 Chapter summaries for very short chapters        

4.1.4 Accreditation of external sources        

4.2 Presentation        

4.2.1 Information presented in a comprehensible 

manner 

       

4.2.2 Technical terms, acronyms and initials defined        

4.2.3 Report presented as an integrated whole        

4.3 Emphasis        

4.3.1 Emphasis is placed on severe impacts         

4.3.2 Report is unbiased        

4.4 Non-technical summary        

4.4.1 Non-technical summary includes main findings 

and conclusion 

       

4.4.2 Summary covers key issues in the report        
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EIR:_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Overall Assessment _____ 

 

1. ____  

 

1.1 ___ 

 

1.1.1___ 

1.1.2___ 

1.1.3___ 

1.1.4___ 

1.1.5___ 

1.1.6___ 

1.1.7___ 

 

1.2 ___ 

 

1.2.1___ 

1.2.2___ 

1.2.3___ 

1.2.4___ 

1.2.5___ 

 

1.3 ___ 

 

1.3.1___ 

1.3.2___ 

1.3.3___ 

 

1.4 ___ 

 

1.4.1___ 

1.4.2___ 

 

1.5 ___ 

 

1.5.1___ 

1.5.2___ 

1.5.3___ 

 

  

2. ____   

 

2.1 ___ 

 

2.1.1___ 

2.1.2___ 

2.1.3___ 

2.1.4___ 

 

2.2 ___ 

 

2.2.1___ 

2.2.2___ 

 

 

2.3 ___ 

 

2.3.1___ 

2.3.2___ 

2.3.3___ 

 

 

2.4 ___ 

 

2.4.1___ 

2.4.2___ 

2.4.3___ 

 

2.5 ___ 

 

2.5.1___ 

2.5.2___ 

2.5.3___ 

 

  

3. ____  

 

3.1 ___ 

 

3.1.1___ 

3.1.2___ 

3.1.3___ 

 

3.2 ___ 

 

3.2.1___ 

3.2.2___ 

3.2.3___ 

3.2.4___ 

 

 

4. ____  

 

4.1 ___ 

 

4.1.1___ 

4.1.2___ 

4.1.3___ 

 

4.2 ___ 

 

4.2.1___ 

4.2.2___ 

4.2.3___ 

 

4.3 ___ 

 

4.3.1___ 

4.3.2___ 

 

4.4 ___ 

 

4.4.1___ 

4.4.2___ 
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D1: Raw data of EIA Reports under the 2006 regime 

 

 

 

EIA 

Reports 

 

2006 

Regime 

 D
B

N
 

B
H

R
U

 

R
B

E
P

 

C
D

 
 Overall 

Score 

C C C C 

1. C C C C 

 1.1 D C C C 

1.1.1 C A A C 

1.1.2 A A A A 

1.1.3 F A A B 

1.1.4 A A A A 

1.1.5 F E C E 

1.1.6 F E E F 

1.1.7 F E F B 

1.2  C C C D 

1.2.1 A A A A 

1.2.2 A A A B 

1.2.3 F F F F 

1.2.4 F F F F 

1.2.5 F F F F 

1.3 D D D C 

1.3.1 F D D A 

1.3.2 A C C C 

1.3.2 F F F E 

1.4 B B B B 

1.4.1 A A A A 

1.4.2 C C C C 

1.5 C C C B 

1.5.1 A B B A 

1.5.2 F C C B 

1.5.3 C F F A 

2 C E E D 

2.1 C D D C 

2.1.1 A C C A 

2.1.2 A B B A 

2.1.3 F F F F 

2.1.4 B F F F 

2.2 D F F D 

2.2.1 C F F F 

2.2.2 F F F F 

2.3 B B C C 

2.3.1 A  A  A  B  
 

  

 

EIA 

Reports 

 

2006 

Regime 

 D
B

N
 

B
H

R
U

 

R
B

E
P

 

C
D

 

2.3.2 A  A  C  C  

2.3.3 B  C  C C  

2.4 C E E F 

2.4.1 C E F F 

2.4.2 C E E F 

2.4.3 C E E F 

2.5 C E E D 

2.5.1 B E E D 

2.5.2 C E E B 

2.5.3 C E E F 

3 B C C C 

3.1 A A A C 

3.1.1 N/A NA NA F 

3.1.2 A A A A 

3.1.3 N/A NA NA NA 

3.2 B C C B 

3.2.1 A B B A 

3.2.2 A D B A 

3.2.3 B C E B 

3.3 B D D C 

3.3.1 B D D F 

3.3.2 B D D A 

4 C B C B 

4.1 C B C A 

4.1.1 B A C A 

4.1.2 B A B A 

4.1.3 NA NA NA NA 

4.1.4 F D D NA 

4.2 C B B B 

4.2.1 C B B A 

4.2.2 C A A F 

4.2.3 B B B A 

4.3 B C C B 

4.3.1 B C C B 

4.3.2 B B B B 

4.4 C B C A 

4.4.1 C B B A 

4.4.2 B B C A 
 



 

53 
 

D2: Raw data of EIA Reports under the 2010 regime 

 

 

EIA 

Reports 

 

2010 

Regime 

 R
C

B
N

 

T
3
 

O
L

D
 

P
M

B
 

Overall 

Score 

B C C C 

1. C C C C 

 1.1 C C D C 

1.1.1 A A D A 

1.1.2 A A C A 

1.1.3 A A F A 

1.1.4 A A C A 

1.1.5 E E E D 

1.1.6 E D B B 

1.1.7 F E C D 

1.2  C C C C 

1.2.1 A A A A 

1.2.2 A A B A 

1.2.3 F F F F 

1.2.4 F F F F 

1.2.5 F F F F 

1.3 D C C C 

1.3.1 D A A B 

1.3.2 C C C C 

1.3.2 F E F F 

1.4 B B C C 

1.4.1 A A A A 

1.4.2 C C D D 

1.5 B B C B 

1.5.1 B A A B 

1.5.2 C B F C 

1.5.3 A A A A 

2 B C C C 

2.1 C C C C 

2.1.1 B A B A 

2.1.2 B A B B 

2.1.3 F F F F 

2.1.4 F F F F 

2.2 A B B A 

2.2.1 A A A A 

2.2.2 A C B A 

2.3 B C B B 

2.3.1 C  C  C  B  

2.3.2 A  B  A  A  
 

  

 

EIA 

Reports 

 

2010 

Regime 

 R
C

B
N

 

T
3
 

O
L

D
 

P
M

B
 

2.3.3 B  C B  A  

2.4 A F F F 

2.4.1 A F F F 

2.4.2 A F F F 

2.4.3 A F F F 

2.5 A B B A 

2.5.1 A C B A 

2.5.2 A A A A 

2.5.3 A A A A 

3 C C C C 

3.1 A C C A 

3.1.1 NA F F F 

3.1.2 A A A A 

3.1.3 NA NA NA NA 

3.2 E B B B 

3.2.1 C B B A 

3.2.2 C A B C 

3.2.3 C C C C 

3.3 D D E E 

3.3.1 D F F E 

3.3.2 D C D E 

4 B B C C 

4.1 C A C C 

4.1.1 B A C A 

4.1.2 A A A A 

4.1.3 NA NA NA NA 

4.1.4 D A D D 

4.2 B C C A 

4.2.1 A B C A 

4.2.2 A F C A 

4.2.3 C B C A 

4.3 B B B B 

4.3.1 C B C B 

4.3.2 A A B A 

4.4 B B F D 

4.4.1 B B F C 

4.4.2 B A F F 
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D3: Raw data of EIA Reports under the 2014 regime 

 

 

EIA 

Reports 

 

2014 

Regime 

 L
E

E
U

 

S
L

D
 

W
S

T
 

R
T

K
 

Overall 

Score 

C B C C 

1. C B C C 

 1.1 A B B A 

1.1.1 A A B A 

1.1.2 A A A A 

1.1.3 A A A A 

1.1.4 E D E D 

1.1.5 D A A D 

1.1.6 E A A E 

1.1.7 D D D D 

1.2  A A A A 

1.2.1 A A A A 

1.2.2 F F F F 

1.2.3 D D D D 

1.2.4 F F F F 

1.2.5 D B E C 

1.3 D A F C 

1.3.1 B A C B 

1.3.2 F C F F 

1.3.2 B A B B 

1.4 A A A A 

1.4.1 C NA C C 

1.4.2 B A B B 

1.5 B A B A 

1.5.1 C A C B 

1.5.2 A A A A 

1.5.3 E B C E 

2 C B C C 

2.1 B A A B 

2.1.1 B A B B 

2.1.2 F N/A F F 

2.1.3 F B B F 

2.1.4 F A D E 

2.2 F A C E 

2.2.1 F A F F 

2.2.2 B B B B 

2.3 B A B B 

2.3.1 B A A B 
 

  

 

EIA 

Reports 

 

2014 

Regime 

 L
E

E
U

 

S
L

D
 

W
S

T
 

R
T

K
 

2.3.2 C B B B 

2.3.3 E B B E 

2.4 E A B D 

2.4.1 E B A E 

2.4.2 E C C E 

2.4.3 E B B D 

2.5 D B B C 

2.5.1 E B B D 

2.5.2 E A C D 

2.5.3 C B B C 

3 B B B B 

3.1 B B B B 

3.1.1 A A A A 

3.1.2 C A B C 

3.1.3 C B B C 

3.2 C A A B 

3.2.1 B A A A 

3.2.2 C B B C 

3.2.3 D B C D 

3.3 D B C D 

3.3.1 D C C D 

3.3.2 C C C C 

4 C B B C 

4.1 A B B B 

4.1.1 A B B B 

4.1.2 NA NA NA NA 

4.1.3 D A A E 

4.1.4 B C C B 

4.2 A C C A 

4.2.1 A C C B 

4.2.2 C B B C 

4.2.3 B B B B 

4.3 B A B B 

4.3.1 B B B B 

4.3.2 C C C C 

4.4 B C C C 

4.4.1 C B B C 

4.4.2 C B C C 
 

 


