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ABSTRACT 

The Gautrain Rapid Rail Link project is one of the biggest transport projects undertaken in 

South Africa. One of the unique features of this project was the manner in which public 

participation was conducted. There were two stages of public participation, one for the EIA 

process and the other for the EMP process. The research undertaken sought to study the 

influence of public participation on the development of mitigation measures in an EMP 

following EIA. The aim of the research project was to assess how the mitigation of 

environmental impacts, developed for an EMP during the construction phase, were affected 

by public participation, using the Gautrain Rail Link as a case study. When the comments were 

classified according to how they related to the different mitigation management plans it was 

found that the issues most commented on were those pertaining to public consultation and 

disclosure, noise vibration, visual/aesthetics, working hours, surface water, traffic as well as 

construction sites. Approximately 7% of the comments made by IAPs could be linked to 

specific changes to DFEMPs. Approximately 4% of the changes suggested by IAPs were 

rejected by Bombela. Prior to changes being made the DFEMP 2 had 238 targets; by the end 

on DFEMP5 the number of targets was 217 which reflected an 8.8% reduction. Prior to 

changes being made the DFEMP 2 had 789 method statements; by the end on DFEMP5 the 

number of method statements was 845 which reflected a 7.1% increase.  These changes were 

mostly due to some of the targets being replaced by a “No complaints from the public” target 

and then the shifting of the previous targets into method statements.  There was a change in 

the overall approach of mitigation targets to what could be viewed as more ‘people-orientated’ 

as opposed to mitigation that aimed to prevent adverse impacts to the environment. This was 

evident in the change of targets focusing on having no complaints from the public as opposed 

to setting targets that related to standards and specific environmental conditions. It was also 

found that the public input at the EMP stage could not have altered the mitigation strategy 

significantly but could have likely assisted in improving and refining the mitigation measures 

that had been selected. Public preference on the mitigation strategies applied was observed 

in the research as was the “Not In My Back Yard” phenomenon where the IAPs were more 

concerned with the impacts that directly affected their everyday lives and not the natural 

environment as a whole. It was noted that the input from the public resulted in valuable 

information being added and improved decision-making. It was found that the Independent 

Auditor’s comments resulted in the most evident changes in the DFEMPs. The public input 

process was able to highlight the feasibility and practicality of the targets set in the DFEMPs. 

It also gave IAPs an opportunity to voice their opinion on socioeconomic issues that they would 

otherwise not have been able to raise. A drawback from the public participation process was 

that the comments made by the IAPs were often repetitive which led to generic responses 

being given and also increased the likelihood of both IAP and developer participation fatigue. 

There was an agreement by all the interview participants for the need to EMP to be developed 

as continuous documents through the different phases of the project. Overall, the case study 

could add valuable input to the environmental management body of knowledge in South Africa. 
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1. CHAPTER ONE: PROJECT FOUNDATION 

 

1.1. INTRODUCTION  

According to Lochner (2005) an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is defined as “an 

environmental management tool used to ensure that undue or reasonably avoidable adverse 

impacts of the construction, operation and decommissioning of a project are prevented; and 

that the positive benefits of the projects are enhanced”. Environmental Management Plans are 

used to mitigate, monitor and manage the environmental impacts that arise from a 

development or project usually identified during Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs). 

The EMP is further used to ensure that there is sufficient allocation of resources that improve 

environmental performance. The EMP, as a continuous document, can respond to changes 

in project implementation details that have not been considered in the EIA as well as 

unforeseen events (Lochner 2005). 

The research undertaken sought to study the influence of public participation on the 

development of the mitigation measures in an EMP following EIA. This was be done by looking 

at the Gautrain Rapid Rail Link Draft Final EMPs as a case study. The Gautrain Rapid Rail 

Link (also referred to as the Gautrain) is a rapid rail transport system that operates between 

Pretoria, Johannesburg and the OR Tambo International Airport. One of the requirements of 

approval of the EMP was to update the Draft Final EMP on a continuous basis as the project 

moved through different stages and to make the EMP a “living document”. There are five Draft 

Final EMPs (DFEMPs), the first DFEMP was a generic EMP that was included in the EIA main 

report and was expected to change after the integration of information from the EIA specialist 

studies and also once the Interested and Affected Parties (IAPs) were consulted. The research 

project was concerned with the investigation of the changes after IAPs were consulted and 

how they influenced the development of the DFEMPs.  

 

1.2. MOTIVATION 

Integrated Environmental Management (IEM) in South Africa has evolved allowing for 

improved environmental management guided by legislation. IEM seeks to promote 

sustainable development whilst protecting the rights of the people and the environment. There 

are many tools of IEM which include amongst others; EIA, EMP, Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SEA), Life Cycle Assessment, Public Participation, Stakeholder Engagement, 

Environmental Auditing, Cumulative Effects Assessment and Risk Assessment (Department 

of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) 2004). Environmental Management Plans are 

key in ensuring the goals of IEM are met through achieving the objectives set out in EIAs 

although they are often neglected and not implemented once authorisation has been given. 

Attention is often placed on the EIA process during the planning and design phases and not 

on the development and application of mitigation measures that address the impacts identified 

Figure 1 gives an illustration of the IEM tools against the development cycle, EMPS ensure 

that the principles of IEM are implemented and continuously improved upon through 

monitoring and directly feed from EIAs which in turn should be driven by SEAs.  
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Figure 1: Hierarchy of IEM Tools against the Development Cycle  
(Adapted from Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (2004)) 

 

The Gautrain Rapid Rail Link project was one of the biggest transport projects undertaken in 

South Africa. One of the unique features of this project was the manner in which public 

participation was conducted. There were two stages of public participation, one for the EIA 

process and the other for the EMP process. There was no legal requirement to conduct public 

participation during the development of the EMP when the Gautrain project environmental 

assessments were conducted so the findings on how the public participation influenced the 

development of the mitigation measures of the EMP could add to the increasing body of 

knowledge of EIA and EMP in South Africa and could assist in how similar projects are 

conducted in the future. 

 

1.3. RESEARCH STATEMENT  

 

The research embarked on sought to investigate how public participation affected the 

development of mitigation measures in an EMP following EIA. The Gautrain Rapid Rail Link 

was the basis of the study as one of the requirements for government approval of the project 

was the inclusion of a public participation process during the development of the Draft Final 

EMPs. The research project explored the changes made to the DFEMPs after interested and 

affected parties had been consulted and how these changes influenced the resultant DFEMPs. 

 

1.4. AIM 

 

The aim of the research project was to assess how the mitigation of environmental impacts, 

developed for an EMP during the construction phase, were affected by public participation. 

The Gautrain Rapid Rail Link was used as the case study to investigate this.  
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1.5. OBJECTIVES 

 Investigate how environmental concerns raised through the public participation 

process were incorporated into the Environmental Management Plan. 

 Investigate if the changes in mitigation measures followed a mitigation hierarchy 

strategy. 

 Explore the role of EMPs and public participation in mitigating environmental concerns. 

 

1.6. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 To what extent were the issues raised during public participation incorporated into the 

mitigation of environmental impacts?  

 What impact did public participation have in the development of the EMP?    

 Was a mitigation hierarchy strategy used when altering mitigation measures? 

 What were the benefits and shortfalls of the public participation process? 

 What is the role of EMPs and public participation in mitigating environmental and/or 

social impacts of development projects such as the GRRL? 
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2. CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW & THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 

Research on the Gautrain Rapid Rail Link has focused on the EIA process followed as well as 

public participation during the EIA (Warburton 2014; Motsa 2009; Aregbeshola 2009; 

Murombo 2008) but not on the EMP process itself. Globally, research on EMPs is not as 

frequently undertaken as EIAs with few papers available linking the EMP to the EIA (Bailey 

1997; Morris-Saunders and Bailey 1999). According to Morris-Saunders and Bailey (1999), in 

previous years there has been little attention given to linking EIAs and environmental 

management or mitigation activities. The most significant historical research of environmental 

assessment and environmental management was that of Holling (1978). It was Culhane 

(1993) who suggested that environmental management objectives should ideally be based on 

the outcome of the EIA process. He further highlighted the inherent uncertainty involved in 

predicting environmental impacts associated with a project and the importance of flexible 

environmental management in dealing with unexpected events after the planning and design 

phase. Research specifically on the Gautrain Rail Link was mostly South African academic 

research undertaken for degree purposes that had not been peer-reviewed. 

With this in consideration, the key topics identified for the literature review and theoretical 

considerations were the Gautrain Rail Link Project, the EIA, the EMP, Public Participation and 

Mitigation management. 

 

2.1. THE GAUTRAIN RAPID RAIL LINK 

 

Figure 2: Geographical Map showing the Gautrain Rapid Rail Link region of operation and its 

surrounding areas  

(Source: Google Earth 2016) 
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The Gautrain Rapid Rail Link is a high speed, modern train that has revolutionised the 

transport industry in South Africa. According to van der Merwe (2005), the purpose of the 

Gautrain Rail Link was to ease Gauteng’s notorious traffic congestion, promote the use of 

public transport and to link with existing transportation systems. Figure 2 gives an overview of 

the geographical area around which the Gautrain Rail Link operates. The cities, townships 

and suburbs surrounding the route include Pretoria, Centurion, Midrand, Tembisa, Kempton 

Park and Johannesburg. These areas include residential dwellings, schools, businesses, 

restaurants, hotels and schools. The main road systems that the Gautrain Rail Link operates 

adjacently includes the M1, N1 and R21. The size and complexity of the project meant that 

many people were affected by the project along its 80km route and that there was limited 

information available on the potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures when 

the EIA started. Motsa (2009) stated that the Gautrain Rapid Rail Link EIA was chosen as the 

case study in the research titled, Environmental Impact Assessment: Attitudes and Values of 

Environmental Assessment Practitioners due to its controversial nature and because of how 

public participation was able to influence the decision-making process in the choosing the 

route alignment during the EIA process. According to the official Gautrain website, six possible 

routes were assessed and the best option was selected based on the least environmental 

impacts with the best socio-economic benefits.  

It is important to understand the context under which the project came into being in order to 

be able to analyse the steps that followed after the EIA process. Indeed, every project has 

unique circumstances that influence the decisions that are made. 
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Figure 3: Timeline for Gautrain Rail Link EMPs 
 
As shown in in Figure 3, the EIA for the Gautrain Rapid Rail Link was completed by Bohlweki 

Environmental. During EIA process, authorisation for the project was issued in the form of a 

Record of Decision (ROD) in September 2003 by the Gauteng Provincial Department of 

Agriculture, Conservation, Environmental and Land Affairs (GDACE).  

Following an appeals period whereby 50 appeals were lodged, an amended ROD was issued 

in April 2004 (Warburton 2014). A number of conditions were given for approval which included 

the continuous development of the EMP in consultation with interested and affected parties, 

the review of the EMP method statements by an Independent Auditor prior to construction as 

well as a 30 day commenting period for stakeholders prior to submission to the GDACE.  

 

2002

•EIA Process

•EMP version 1 included in EIA volume 6

•Bohlweki Environmental

2003
• First ROD issued

2004

•First Ammended ROD

•stipulated requirement for continuous EMP, public participation in the EMP process and 
review of EMP by independent auditor

2005

•APPOINTMENT OF BOMBELA CONSORTIUM

•DFEMP 2

•Public Participation for DFEMP mainly through public meetings

2006

•DFEMP 3 TO DFEMP 4

•Continued Public Participation for DFEMP through focus group meetings, meetings with 
specific IAP, written correspondence

•Construction Commences

2007 

•DFEMP 5

•Continued Public Participation for DFEMP through focus group meetings, meetings with 
specific IAP, written correspondence

2008

•REVISED DFEMP 5

•Revision 5 by Environmental Management Committee, Senior Environmental Consultant, 
Independent Environemntal Control Person and Bombela

2010 -
2012

• OR Tambo and Sandton route became operational in 2010

• Construction of all lines completed in 2012
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In July 2005, Bombela Consession Pty (Ltd) (herein after referred to as Bombela) was 

appointed as the preferred bidder in a Public Private Partnership (PPP) with the Gauteng 

provincial government to design, build and operate the project with the goal of transferring it 

over to the government after 15 years (Ayandibu 2010).  The Bombela consortium was 

comprised of Bombardier Transportation, Bouygues Travaux Publics, Murray & Roberts, 

RATP International, Loliwe Rail Contractors, Loliwe Rail Express and Standard Bank (van der 

Merve 2005). Following Bombela’s appointment a new environmental team was established 

which became responsible for all issues pertaining to the environment, including the DFEMPs. 

A joint venture was established which consisted of a multi-disciplinary team from different 

environmental consulting companies (Iliso, Ninham Shand, Africon, Asch) working in 

conjunction with the Bombela environmental team. 

The DFEMPs were developed to meet the requirements of the ROD. Interested and affected 

parties were invited to comment on the DFEMP 2 through public meetings held at Parkmore 

Scout Hall (Park Station/Rosebank), Kingsmead College (Sandton), Laerskool Kempton Park, 

Development Bank of South Africa (Midrand), Voortrekker Hall Lyttelton (Centurion) as well 

as Tshwane City Hall. A period for further comments was allowed after the meetings with the 

DFEMP being made available in a number of public libraries. A toll free hot line was 

established for IAPs and members of the public to report any environmental concerns and 

complaints after this period. In addition, nine community liaison forums were established for 

Park Station, Rosebank, Sandton, Marlboro, Midrand, Rhodesfield, Centurion, Pretoria and 

Hatfield. Municipality offices along the line of the Gautrain Rail Link route (Ekhuruleni, City of 

Johannesburg and Tshwane Municipality), Non-Government Organisations (NGOs), focus 

groups and environmental interest groups were also given an opportunity to make their input 

on the EMP. Written correspondence and comments captured from the toll free line were 

included during the public participation process. An Independent Auditor was appointed to 

ensure that all the applicable environmental requirements set in the EIA and prescribed in the 

ROD were effectively integrated into the DFEMPs. The first draft EMP was completed prior to 

specialist studies and also prior to the appointment of Bombela. The prescribed requirements 

in the ROD were an attempt to fill the information gap from the unique PPP ownership 

processes followed for the Gautrain project. The initial construction for project began in 2006. 

According to Warburton (2014) in a study titled, “Evaluating South African Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) processes in the Context of the Gautrain Project”, the ROD was 

amended more than 13 times resulting in 13 separate RODs from 2004 to 2009. The study 

found that these changes made it difficult for regulatory officials and IAPs to keep track of the 

project. The study further stated that the conditions set out in the ROD were done to 

supplement the EIA process.  Although the GDACE had issued a condition that the DFEMP 

be a ‘living’ document, the DFEMP was not updated post 2008 even though construction on 

the project continued until 2012. On the positive side, the EMP requirements were influential 

in ensuring that the management actions that arose from the EIA processes were clearly 

defined and implemented through the phases of the project life-cycle. 
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2.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSESSMENTS (EIAs) 

The field of environmental management has gained global momentum and the public has 

become more aware of environmental impacts. In Europe, the first draft EIA directive was 

initiated by the Commission of the European Communities in 1975 (Jordan 2010). After 

Europe; Australia, Canada, New Zealand, Columbia and Thailand also implemented EIAs. 

Developing countries in Africa, Asia and South America adopted EIA policies and legislation 

much later. EIA is now widespread in many countries of the world (Sandham et al. 2005). 

The focus of Environmental Impact Assessments is the identification and assessment of 

potential impacts through specialist studies and public participation. Once the impacts have 

been identified, management actions are developed in order to mitigate negative impacts and 

enhance positive impacts. The EIA process in South Africa started on a non-mandatory basis 

in the 1970s when EIA was practiced voluntarily as part of IEM. It became mandatory in 

September 1997 with the promulgation of EIA regulations in terms of the Environment 

Conservation Act (ECA) of 1989. The National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 

(NEMA) is now the flagship environmental statute of South Africa. The NEMA EIA regulations 

became effective in July 2006. The main objectives of revising the EIA procedure was to 

address the inadequacies of the ECA EIA regulations and also to take into account continuous 

developments in sustainable development law and issues of participatory governance as 

summarised in the NEMA principles.  

The NEMA EIA regulations were again revised in the years 2010 and 2014. Section 2.6 of this 

report delves deeper into the legal requirements of EIA, EMPs and Public Participation. The 

impetus for companies undertaking construction projects to follow EIA legal requirements is 

often to avoid penalties, fines and prosecution but this should not be the case. EIA should be 

undertaken to ensure improved environmental performance, minimise negative environmental 

impacts and as a means to move towards sustainable development. 

The EMP can be viewed as a continuation of the EIA and looks at management of the impacts 

predicted during the EIA through the life cycle of the project from design, construction and 

operation to decommissioning and closure (Lochner 2005). The main link between EIA and 

EMP is that the EIA is the analysis of issues and determination of suitable recommendations 

and the EMP is the action plan (Loksha 2008). EMPs were frequently given as a condition of 

approval for the Record of Decision (ROD) (pre-2006) or the environmental authorisations 

(post-2006). On the ROD path, the EMP would be implemented during the construction phase, 

and thereafter, throughout the project lifecycle until the decommissioning. By requiring the 

EMP to be part of the EIA, the environmental objectives and actions could be investigated and 

incorporated during the designing and planning phases. However, it must be noted that EIAs 

are usually based on preliminary planning and forecasting of impacts that may not materialise 

or be more emphasised. An effective strategy to handling EMPs in EIAs would be to include 

a draft EMP with a provision to update the draft EMP once the detailed design is completed. 

This draft EMP would allow for an over-arching framework for environmental management 

that could be built on and improved (Lochner 2005).  This was the strategy followed in the 

case of the Gautrain Rail Link Draft Final EMPs. Specialist reports that were compiled after 

the initial EIA by Bohlweki Environmental were incorporated into Draft 2 of the DFEMP. The 

danger in this strategy would be that instead of building on and improving the EMP, the EMP 

would be negatively influenced by factors such as people, politics, finance and the need to 

complete the project timeously.  
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2.3. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLANS (EMPs) 

 

The aim of an Environmental Management Plan is to prevent or reduce significant negative 

impacts to acceptable levels; to provide measures for emergency response to accidental 

events and to provide an estimate of the impacts and costs of these measures and of the 

institutional and training requirements to implement those measures (Ahmad & Wood 2002). 

The structure, complexity and detail of the EMP is dependent on the type of project or 

development and the requirements set by the authorities or governing organisation. In general, 

EMPs include a brief overview of what the project entails, the assignment of roles and 

responsibilities, a summary of the identified environmental impacts, mitigation measures, any 

performance indicator to be used, the monitoring programme to be followed, legal 

enforceability such as penalties and fine as well as the implementation schedule and reporting 

procedure (DEAT 2004). According to Loksha (2008), the format of EMPs needs to fit the 

circumstances under which it is developed and meet its aims and objectives. Depending on 

the identified environmental risk, the EMP can vary from a few pages to a substantial 

document. The EMP can, if required, go into detail on thresholds for corrective action, 

sampling locations, frequency of measurement as well as limits of detection (Were 2013).  

There are different types of EMPs that can be compiled depending on the phase of the project 

life cycle. These are construction phase, operational phase, closure phase and 

decommissioning phase (DEAT 2004).  The EMP can be a self-standing independent 

document but can also be part of the EIA report. It can also be part of an organisations 

operational manual (Loksha 2008). There are many factors to consider when an EMP is 

termed a ‘living document’. One of the reasons is that the final EIA can be so different it renders 

the original EMP obsolete or irrelevant. Active supervision and management would then be 

needed to reshape the mitigation measure to fit the finalised EIA (Loksha 2008).  Another point 

to be considered is that the predicted impact may not manifest during the operational phase 

so need to make alterations to the proceeding phases of the draft EMP.  

According to the British Columbia Ministry of Environment (2010) establishing environmental 

mitigation through EMPs “places the environmental costs of development mostly on the 

proponents of the development projects and activities that are adversely affecting the 

environment”.  Without such measures, the government would be forced to deal with adverse 

environmental impacts which would essentially mean using money from tax payers who were 

not directly responsible for environmental impacts. The EMP also facilitates compliance and 

allows for an effective monitoring system for the project proponents and authorities (Bailey 

1997).  

 

2.4. GLOBAL AND REGIONAL PERSPECTIVE OF THE EMP AND EIA LINK 

 

On a global level, there has been limited research on EMPs with most EMP research being 

undertaken as part of a bigger EIA issue. According to El-Fadel and El-Fadel (2004) who 

studied EIA systems in MENA countries (Middle East and North Africa countries such as 

Algeria, Kuwait, Qatar, Morocco and Yemen to mention a few), EMPs are required as part of 

the EIA in most countries but follow-up and enforcement of EMPs is low due to most EIA 

authorities being under-staffed and not possessing sufficient expertise. In India, Panigrahi and 

Amirapu (2012) found that there is a large inadequacy in implementing EMPs, mitigation 

measures and compliance monitoring. 
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During interviews with relevant government officials it was noted that proponents did not follow 

up on their EMPs once EIA approval had been given and that monitoring often only took place 

in response to complaints by the public and communities surrounding a specific project or 

development. Nishida (2015) highlighted ineffective monitoring, corruption, lack of capacity 

and regulator issues as the challenges to EMP implementation. Bennett et al. (2016) 

undertook a study on stakeholder perceptions of EMPs as a protection tool for major 

development in the UK. In their literature research they highlighted that two major limitations 

had been identified for EMPs. These were the lack of implementation of follow up measures 

and the inadequate legislative requirements for EMPs following project approval. The study 

found that without legal requirements, project requirements or management frameworks such 

as Environmental Management Systems can motivate the development of EMPs. Ahammed 

& Nixon (2006) view the disregard for EIA follow-up activities as a global weakness in EIA in 

their study of environmental impact monitoring in South Australia.  They propose that EIA 

procedures have mechanisms for checks during the design, implementation, operation and 

decommissioning stages of the project cycle. The resources utilized on baseline studies and 

predictions could be rendered useless unless there was some way of assessing the predicted 

outcomes at later project cycles and implementing applicable mitigation methods. 

 

On a regional level, most Southern African Development Community (SADC) countries (such 

as Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zimbabwe and Zambia) 

have developed, or are in the process of developing EIA legislation but EIAs are rarely used 

strategically and are implemented to varying degrees (Tarr 2003). Gwimbi and Nhamo (2016) 

state that there is often little consideration given to the EIA review after EIA license approval 

in practices by multinational platinum mining organisations in Zimbabwe. They further state 

that a major limitation is the extent to which mitigation measures are implemented by project 

proponents with mitigation measures proposed during the EIA process often mismatching 

those in the EMPs signifying a poor link between the EIA and EMP. In the report titled EIA in 

southern Africa: Summary and future focus (Tarr 2003) it was reported that there is a 

widespread perception that managing environmental issues prevent development and 

promote poverty in southern African countries. EIA processes in southern Africa were found 

to be hindered by insufficient public participation, limited access to information, political 

influence and corruption. In addition, developing countries in Africa often have a poor 

performing economies with large external debt (Marara et al. 2011) One of the 

recommendations highlighted in the Tarr (2003) report was the need for regular monitoring to 

ensure that developers implemented the approved mitigation measure and to assess the 

effectiveness of these measures. 

 

In South Africa, the evolving environmental legislation has driven a degree of focus towards 

EMPs. Although South Africa is considered a developing country, its environmental legislation 

is one of the most advanced and includes guidelines and specific actions that promote 

effective environmental management. In 2002 when the Gautrain project was initiated there 

was no mention of EMPs in the ECA Regulations but by 2014 the NEMA Regulations 

stipulated that EMPs be part of the EIA report and also gave guidance on the contents of the 

EMP. This ultimately means improved environmental governance and also makes South 

Africa environmental legislation and practices the most pioneering on a global level. 
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2.5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

According to the Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration on the Environment and Development, 

“Environmental issues are best handled with participation of all concerned citizens” (United 

Nations 1992). Public Participation is a process that allows for interested and affected parties 

to raise their concerns and contribute in decision making for a project or development. 

According to NEMA, interested and affected parties includes “any person, group of persons 

or organizations interested in or affected by an activity; and any organ of state that may have 

jurisdiction over any aspect of the activity”. Public Participation enhances transparency and 

accountability and promotes better communication between different stakeholders (Nadeem 

& Fischer 2015). It can bring about a higher level of project acceptability and legitimacy 

(Schroeter et al. 2016). Public Participation allows access to local knowledge that would 

otherwise be difficult to access and promotes broadly-based individual and social learning. It 

can also act as an instrument for social empowerment whilst enhancing the quality of empirical 

information for decision makers (O’Faircheallaigh 2010). Public participation should aim to be 

informative, inclusive, equitable and imputable (Wetang’ula et al. 2008). Section 2(4)(f) of  

NEMA states that “the participation of all interested and affected parties in environmental 

governance must be promoted, and all people must have the opportunity to develop the 

understanding, skills and capacity necessary for achieving equitable and effective 

participation, and participation by vulnerable and disadvantaged persons must be ensured.”  

Public participation should aim to be inclusive, more so when differing groups such as experts 

and lay persons, wealthy and poor residents or individual with different viewpoints meet at one 

sitting (Schroeter et al. 2016). 

There are a number of approaches that can be used for Public Participation. It can be in the 

form of a dialogue, consultative or as a means to just convey information i.e. interactive or 

passive communication. Generally, it involves giving notification to the interested and affected 

parties, providing of background information, presenting of information and then allowing for 

a commenting and consulting period (Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) 2011). 

Strategies that can be implemented for public participation include developing and dispensing 

newsletters and fact sheets; engaging with media and press; organising public meeting and 

site tours; establishing telephone hotlines and promoting informal interaction with IAPs 

(Charnley & Engelbert 2005). The use of more than one tool for public participation 

engagement ensures that a wider net of participants is included. When evaluating the 

composition of the participants it is important to look at the accessibility to the venue of the 

public participation to ensure adequate participation (Nadeem & Fischer 2015).  

Factors such as environmental awareness, education level, economic status, profession, 

employment status (unemployed versus employed), business sector (private versus 

government department), political influence, race, religion as well as place of residence also 

impacts on public engagement. Nadeem and Fisher (2015) found that “the highest level of 

awareness among the hearing participants of the road widening and motorway projects, 

possibly because they were highly educated professionals, including environmental experts, 

lawyers, architects, academics, representatives of NGOs and government departments. It was 

further found that, “technical experts and NGOs appear to be able to influence outcomes of 

public hearings more positively than direct affectees, mainly due to often non-technical and 

‘sentimental’ objections of the latter”. They further state that the limitations of public 

participation in environmental issues include not being able to engage genuine stakeholders, 

inefficient contribution from participants, time constraints and the cost of such an exercise.  
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It was noted that pubic participation may fail to build the trust with the authorities and interested 

and affected parties due to poor communication, inefficient access to information and lack of 

transparency in decision making which in turn could result in media and environmental 

campaigns as well as litigation. Charnley and Engelbert (2005) found that public participation 

could result in an increase in conflict between the developer and public and could inadvertently 

increase the influence of special interest groups.  

Public Participation may often raise the expectations of IAPs in terms of their level of influence, 

incorporation of suggestions and in the final decision-making. Another downfall of public 

participation is that issues that are not related to the project such as service delivery and health 

care are often addressed to ensure public ‘buy-in’. Public ‘buy-in’ can be viewed as public 

support for the project that prevents opposition of the project in the form of protests, appeals 

and legal action and that ultimately assists in the project proceeding ahead. Projects are often 

driven with the end goal of financial reward which may supersede the interests of IAPs at 

times. 

Public Participation is mandatory at various stages of the EIA. In South Africa, Public 

Participation is conducted during the scoping and EIA stages for the scoping and EIR 

assessment and is also conducted as a step in Basic Assessment. The purpose of Public 

Participation in EIA falls in three broad categories; as an aid to making decisions, as a means 

of including the public in decision-making and as a mechanism for reconstituting decision-

making structures (O’Faircheallaigh 2010). Public Participation in the EIA promotes a 

participatory, democratic process and assists in enhancing the quality of the EIA process. 

Since Public Participation is an international concern, most countries applying EIA have 

included Public Participation in their EIA legislation (Glucker, Driessen & Runhaar 2013). The 

Gautrain Rail Link had a public participation process for the EIA as well as one for the EMP. 

The literature around public participation relates to its application in the EIA and not EMP. 

Murombo (2008) argued that public participation, which is focused on notice and comment 

procedures, is critical during project implementation and monitoring and that the public should 

have access to information regarding the authorisation conditions of a project thus promoting 

a sustained participatory framework.  

 

2.6. MITIGATION MANAGEMENT 

Mitigation can be defined as ‘measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce and, if possible, 

remedy significant adverse effects’. Mitigation is an integral part of all international 

interpretations of the EIA process (Marshall 2012). For an EMP to be effective it should expand 

on the mitigation measures described in the environmental assessment (Rajvanshi 2010). 

Bassi et al. (2012) undertook a comparative study on the United Kingdom and Italian EIA 

systems in the construction industry. It was found that in both systems that mitigation aimed 

to enhance economic and social benefits and not just to minimise adverse environmental 

impacts. Environmental mitigation allows development to occur whilst still considering the 

environment and can thus be considered an important tool for promoting sustainable 

development (British Columbia Ministry of Environment 2010). 

According to the mitigation hierarchy, priority should be given to the avoidance of impacts at 

source, whether through the re-design of a project or by regulating the timing or location of 

activities. 
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If it is not possible to avoid significant negative impacts, opportunities should be sought to 

reduce the impacts, ideally to the point that they are no longer significant.  

The options of compensation and offsetting come much lower in the hierarchy of strategies as 

the inherent risk associated with these options may lead to the creation of a substitute which 

may not serve the same valuable functions as the original asset served. And then where 

possible, measures may be made to enhance desirable environmental impacts (Rajvanshi 

2010). Benefits and enhancement allow for community empowerment and the creation of new 

habitats as well as increased ecosystem services (João et al. 2011). 

The mitigation hierarchy has been adapted to suit different environmental aspects depending 

on the impacts involved but generally follows the same concept. In Mining, the mitigation 

hierarchy has been adapted as avoid, minimise rehabilitate and offset. According to the Mining 

and Biodiversity Guideline (DEA et al. 2013), where there are environmental and social 

constraints, every effort should be made to minimise impacts; rehabilitation should aim to 

return impacted areas to near-natural state or an agreed land use after mine closure and 

offsets are a last resort that can provide a mechanism to compensate for significant residual 

impacts on biodiversity. A waste mitigation hierarchy on the other hand, can be set as prevent, 

re-use, recycle, energy recovery and then finally treatment and disposal (Lottermoser, 2011). 

 

Many of the terms in various mitigation hierarchies can be used interchangeably. Restoration 

includes attempts to repair, reinstate, restore and rehabilitate with the goal of keeping the pre-

development characteristics of the site intact. Furthermore, remedial measures can include 

compensation. Compensation can be distinguished from mitigation as it involves undertaking 

measures to replace lost or adversely impacted environmental values that should have similar 

functions equivalent to existing environmental values. On-site compensation measures focus 

on site remediation measures whilst off-site compensation measures involve creation of new 

habitats on off-site areas by strengthening conservation of species threatened by a proposed 

development at another site or off-site offset through a third party; where a developer, for 

example, purchases biodiversity credits or pays a third party to provide an offset. Offsetting is 

the last step in mitigation and is taken only after measures to avoid and minimise impacts, 

and/or restore on-site the environmental values and associated components, have been duly 

considered and deemed unsuitable. Offsetting is the responsibility of the person whose project 

or activity impacts environmental values and associated components (Rajvanshi 2010).  

 

The mitigation hierarchy does not necessarily follow in a step by step fashion but may be 

applied in parallel making it difficult to distinguish the transition from repair, restore and 

rehabilitate. Figure 4 (Cambridge Conservation Initiative (CCI) 2015) provides an illustration 

of a time line for mitigation hierarchy through different stages of a project life cycle for 

extractive industries. It highlights how the EMP developed during the initial stages may change 

its mitigation strategy as the project moves through different stages. 
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Figure 4: Illustration of Project development and environmental impact mitigation timelines  

(Source: Cambridge Conservation Initiative 2015) 

When looking at this diagram, a point to note is the relationship between the EMP, mitigation 

hierarchy and project stage. When an EMP is first developed in the planning phases, the 

probabilities of being able to implement strategies to avoid certain environmental impacts are 

higher than at any other stage of the project life cycle. As the project proceeds to the design 

and construction phases any changes during EMP implementation are likely to be measures 

to reduce, rehabilitate or offset. The focus shifts away from avoidance and moves towards the 

effective management of the existing environmental impacts. It thus goes to say that at later 

stages of a project’s life cycle there are limited changes mitigation strategy changes that can 

be successfully implemented. When considering the Gautrain construction phase DFEMP and 

input from public participation, the stage of the project means changes to mitigation strategy 

would likely exclude the ‘avoid’ mitigation option all together as these could have huge 

ramifications on design, time and costs and could result in having to go back to the planning 

phase which would not be ideal for any development. 
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2.7. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS FOR EMPs AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The development and construction of the Gautrain Rail Link occurred during a period whereby 

South Africa’s environmental legislation was evolving. When the project first began in 2002 

the governing legislation was the Environmental Conservation Act 73 of 1989. The 

Government Regulations for Environmental Assessments under Section 21 of the ECA were 

issued in 1997 as Regulations R1183 of 1997. They were amended in 1998 as Regulation 

R1645 of 1998 and also in 2002 as Regulation R672 of 2002. 

 

In the 2002 Regulations R672 the requirements for EIA were as follows:  

“After the plan of study for the environmental impact assessment has been accepted, 

the applicant must submit an environmental impact report to the relevant authority, 

which must contain- 

(a) a description of each alternative, including particulars on- 

(i) the extent and significance of each identified environmental impact; and the 

possibility for mitigation of each identified impact; 

(b) a comparative assessment of all the alternatives; and 

(c) appendices containing descriptions of- 

(i) the environment concerned; 

(ii) the activity to be undertaken; 

(iii) the public participation process followed, including a list of interested parties and 

their comments; 

(iv) any media coverage given to the proposed activity; and 

(v) any other information included in the accepted plan of study. 

A Record of Decision (ROD) would then be issued which gave the project proponents the 

authorisation to go ahead under specific conditions of approval. The 2002 Regulations made 

no distinction regarding the type of assessment (i.e. Basic Assessment and EIA) and there 

was no requirement for EMPs. Public Participation was a legal requirement. In 2006 a clear 

distinction was made between Basic Assessment and Scoping with an Environmental Impact 

Report (referred to as ‘full EIA’ herein after) depending on the activities involved in the project. 

Basic Assessments were for those activities with less significant environmental impacts whilst 

full EIA was for activities with significant environmental impacts. The 2006 legislation included 

Regulations listing the activities what triggered which type of assessment. The term ‘Record 

of Decision’ gave way to ‘authorisations’ although in essence they meant the same thing. For 

the purposes of this report, the focus was on the legislation pertaining to a full EIA which was 

more relevant given the size and complexity of the Gautrain project.  

According to the 2006 EIA Regulations pubic participation for full EIA was required during the 

scoping phase as well as during the EIA phase. The Regulations  also stipulated the method 

of notification (for e.g. poster, newspaper advert, government gazette), format of notice, 

minimum information to be provided in the notice, specification of commenting period, 

minimum size of notice board and newspaper notices, identifying and approaching specific 

stakeholders. The Environmental Assessment Practitioner was required to compile a list of 

registered IAPs and ensure that they were given an opportunity to comment and that the 

comments are acknowledged and responded to. These comments were to be recorded in the 

Comments and Response Report. For the Gautrain there was also a Comments and 

Response Report for the EMP which had undergone a public participation process.  
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This research centred on the Comments and Response Report as a means of determining the 

incorporation of public input into the EMP.  

The 2006 EIA Regulations made mention of EMPs by stating that the full EIA should include 

a draft EMP and also the required content of draft environmental plans. The stipulated 

contents for draft EMPs were details and expertise of person who prepared the EMP; 

information on mitigation measures for different phases of project (planning and design; 

preconstruction; construction, operation, rehabilitation, closure); assignment of responsibilities 

and monitoring.  

In the Amended 2006 EIA Regulations of June 2008 (Regulations R659 of 2008) there was a 

change from referring from Environmental Management Plans to Environmental Management 

Programmes (EMPr). There were added requirements for the draft EMPr to state rehabilitation 

methods to be applied, the mitigation measures to be followed, time frames for 

implementation, financial provision for closures and the development of environmental 

awareness program. 

The requirement for public participation in the scoping phase as well as EIA phase was also 

a requirement in the 2010 EIA regulations (Regulation 543 of 2010). The Regulations gave 

allowance for an applicant to deviate from specific IAP notification requirements. The 2010 

built on the 2006 notification requirements by adding that proof that a notification of potential 

IAP had been given had to be included in the submission to the competent authority. It also 

stipulated commenting periods with state departments and other IAPS as well as that IAP be 

notified about government decisions. 

 

A significant development in legislation relating to EMPs came in the 2010 EIA Regulations 

(Regulation 543 of 2010) which made provision for the amendment of EMPrs as follows: 

“The competent authority may, on own initiative or upon application, amend an 

environmental management programme if it is necessary or desirable- 

(a) to prevent deterioration or further deterioration of the environment; 

(b) to achieve prescribed environmental standards; 

(c) to accommodate demands brought about by impacts on socioeconomic 

circumstances and it is in the public interest to meet those demands; 

(d) to ensure compliance with the conditions of the environmental authorisation; 

(e) in order to assess the continued appropriateness and adequacy of the 

environmental management programme; or 

(f) when an environmental management programme is in conflict with the principles 

set out in the Act” 

 

The Regulations sets out requirements based on the initiator of the amendments i.e. the set 

requirements for EMPr amendments initiated by the competent authority differed from those 

required if initiated by the project proponent. The Gautrain project could be considered as 

being ahead of its time as this legislation for amending EMPs had not been passed during the 

development of its EMP.  The requirement for amendments were as follows: 

  

“If a competent authority initiates the amendment of an environmental management 

programme, the competent authority must first— 

(i) notify the holder of the environmental management programme, in writing, of the 

proposed amendment; 
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(ii) give the holder of the environmental management programme an opportunity to 

submit representations on the proposed amendment, in writing; and 

(iii) where appropriate, conduct a public participation process as referred to in 

regulation 54 or any other public participation process that may be appropriate in the 

circumstances to bring the proposed amendment 

 

If the holder of an environmental authorisation applies for the amendment of an 

environmental management programme, such holder must first, where appropriate, 

conduct a public participation process as referred to in regulation 54 or any other public 

participation process that may be appropriate in the circumstances to bring the 

proposed amendment to the attention of potential interested and affected parties, 

including organs of state which have jurisdiction in respect of any aspect of the relevant 

activity.” 

 

Timeframes for notification of changes to environmental management programme and to 

which stakeholder was also given in the Regulations as well as the fact that an appeal may 

be lodged against the amendment. The Gautrain project could have influenced the 

development of this legislation which came more than five years after the GDACE first issued 

the ROD with the requirement of a continuous EMP with public participation. 

The most recent legislation, which were the 2014 EIA Regulations (Regulation R982 of 2014), 

also placed more importance on EMPs by instructing that the EMP be part of the full EIA report 

along with the specialist reports and public participation report. The EMPr was no longer to be 

draft form as was the case in previous legislation. Although only the ECA Regulations were 

applicable to the Gautrain, the significance of changes to the law relate to the practicality and 

applicability of legislation. Legislation should not merely be an illustration of an idealistic, 

intangible world but must be feasible to actual projects. On paper, conducting public 

participation processes for amended EMPr may seem beneficial in terms of promoting more 

democratic decision-making but in real-life circumstances such as that of the Gautrain, it was 

found to have both negative and positive repercussions.  

 

2.8. GAPS IN KNOWLEDGE 

 

The focus of research in the environmental sphere is largely focused on the review of EIA 

processes, procedures and their effectiveness as well as on public participation in 

environmental issues but not specifically on EMPs. Research that focuses specifically on 

environmental management after the planning and design phase is limited. The need for 

research in this area is key to ensuring that EIA and EMPs are not used merely as 

administrative tools for project approval but that mitigation measures are effectively 

implemented and that these result in reduced adverse environmental impacts to both the 

environment and to society as a whole. This case study on the influence of public participation 

in the development of an EMP can contribute meaningfully to the EMP research space which 

is still in its infancy. 
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3. CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter gives a detailed overview of the research process followed as well as background 

information on the theoretical aspects for a mixed method case study. Research methodology 

provides a means of describing the work plan conducted for the research undertaken in order 

to achieve the aims and objectives that were set out (Rajasekar 2013). The research 

methodology described in this section was specifically developed for the Gautrain Rapid Rail 

Link public participation and EMP research project but could be altered and applied to any 

similar type of project. 

 

3.1. THE MIXED METHOD CASE STUDY 

 

The research that was undertaken falls under the classification of a mixed method case study. 

A mixed method research design involves combining qualitative research design such as field 

observations and interviews with quantitative research design such as calculations and 

modelling (Creswell 2003).  Qualitative research refers to the measurement of phenomena in 

a scientific and rigid manner whilst qualitative research refers to an interpretive approach 

where phenomena are studied within their own context. Quantitative research allows for the 

analysis of quantities and the relationships between them. Qualitative research examines the 

properties and characteristics of phenomena within their appropriate context. Using both 

qualitative and quantitative methods for the same set of research questions allows for the one 

method to account for the other methods shortcomings (Greeff 2010). For the Gautrain Rail 

Link research project data collection was qualitatively done through document review and 

interviews. The quantitative aspect arose from the data analysis when interpreting the results 

from the document review. 

 

According to Baxter and Jack (2008) case studies are classified as explanatory, exploratory 

or descriptive. The explanatory case study seeks to answer a question that aims to explain 

the presumed casual links in real-life interventions that are too complex for the survey or 

experimental strategies. Exploratory case studies are applicable to situations in which the 

phenomenon being evaluated has no clear, single set of outcomes. The descriptive type of 

case study is used to describe a phenomenon and the real-life context in which it occurred.  

The research project fell under the exploratory case study category with descriptive elements 

since one of the objectives of the case study was to determine the role of public participation 

in EMPs. 

An exploratory study is the most appropriate type of research design for projects that have a 

high level of uncertainty or there is limited existing research on the subject matter as was the 

case for the Gautrain DFEMP study. It allows for a high degree of flexibility and often relies on 

inductive approaches to draw a conclusion from the data collected and analysed (van Wyk 

2012). A case study is driven to capture the complexity of a single case whilst studying how a 

phenomenon is influenced by the context within which it is situated (Baxter & Jack 2008). 

Although case studies cannot provide reliable information about the broader class, they can 

be useful in providing hypotheses which may be tested systematically with a larger number of 

cases (Flyvbjerg 2006).  
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The Gautrain Rail Link project was chosen as a case study because it was ground-breaking 

in its scale and impact as well as the public participation process it followed. The Gautrain 

Rapid Rail Link project is one of the biggest transport projects undertaken in South Africa. 

Because of the interest in the project, the documentation and processes involved during the 

construction of the EIA was available on its website. 

A common pitfall associated with case study research is the tendency for researchers to 

attempt to answer a question that is too broad or a topic that has too many objectives for one 

study. In order to avoid this problem, several authors including Yin (2003) and Stake (1995) 

have suggested that placing boundaries on a case can prevent this from occurring.   

The boundaries give an indication on what will and will not be studied in the scope of the 

research project.  

For instance, the Gautrain Rail Link project aimed to strictly look at how public participation 

influenced the mitigation management of environmental impacts during the construction phase 

EMP. Case studies can be limited by time and place; time and activity and by definition and 

context. (Baxter & Jack 2008). The interview process undertaken was an attempt to overcome 

such limitations.  

 

3.2. RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

3.2.1. RESEARCH AREA 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the research area for the research project which was the Gautrain route 

and surrounding areas. The cities, townships and suburbs surrounding the route include 

Pretoria, Centurion, Midrand, Tembisa, Kempton Park and Johannesburg. These areas 

include residential dwellings, schools, businesses, restaurants, hotels and schools. The main 

road systems that the Gautrain Rail Link operates adjacently includes the M1, N1 and R21. 

 

3.2.2. DATA COLLECTION  

 

The data collection was qualitative in nature and involved document review and interviews. 

The data analysis was both qualitative and quantitative depending on the research question 

being answered.  

 

(i) DOCUMENT REVIEW 

 

There were a number of documents that were explored in order to answer the research 

questions. The First Draft EMP was part of the main EIA found on Volume 6: Chapter 36. 

Impact Synthesis of EIA as the “Environmental Management Plan (First Draft)”.  From 

Revision 2 until Revision 5 of the EMP, the document became an independent document 

referred to as a Draft Final Environmental Management Plan or DFEMP. The DFEMPs were 

separated into four specific sections which were: 

 

Section A - Environmental Management Framework 

This section gave an overview of the environmental management strategy for the Gautrain project 

which included an outline of the activities, aspects to be managed as well as the assignment of 

roles and responsibilities. 
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Section B - Management of Environmental Issues during Construction 

This section provided detailed and specific mitigation management plans for identified issues 

during the construction of the Gautrain.  There were twenty-three (23) Mitigation Management 

Plans (MMPs) which were labelled as follows: 

B00: Public Consultation and Disclosure 

B01: Heritage Resources 

B02: Noise and Vibration 

B03: Visual/Aesthetics 

B04: Topsoil  

B05: Spoil   

B06: Slope Stabilisation 

B07: Working Hours  

B08: Rehabilitation  

B09: Surface Water  

B10: Safety and Security 

B11: Traffic  

B12: Disruption of Essential Services 

B13: Solid Waste   

B14: Blasting and Demolition 

B15: Ecology  

B16: Construction Sites  

B17: Materials Sourcing and Earthworks 

B18: Air Quality   

B19: Groundwater and Geohydrology 

B20: Electromagnetic Compatibility  

B21: Sanitation and Sewerage 

B22: Bulk Lubrication Storage 
 

This classification was retained for the research project for ease of reference.  Each of the MMPs 
comprised of subcomponents dealing with various aspects that related to that specific mitigation 
management plan.  
For example, the Heritage Resources plan (B01) the components addressed were: 

“a. Protected heritage resources 
 b. Permits and permitting procedures 
 c. Chance heritage finds 
 d. Graves” 

Each of the components consisted of objectives, targets and method statements.  

For example, for the “a. Protected heritage resources” the subcomponents were as follows: 

“Objectives 
To ensure that all heritage resources that could be affected by the Gautrain project have 
been identified so that they can be properly protected. 

 
Targets 
 No heritage resources are inadvertently damaged during construction of the GRRL. 
 
Method Statements 
 Identify a competent heritage practitioner from SAHRA’s list of competent heritage 
practitioners. The heritage practitioner should preferable be an archaeologist and confirm 
registration with SAHRA. Appoint the registered heritage practitioner before the initiation 
of any construction activities to complete a heritage assessment of the entire proposed 
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route pre-construction survey. If not a qualified archaeologist, the heritage practitioner will 
be supported by a qualified archaeologist. 
 Identify all protected heritage resources as defined in the National Heritage 

Resources Act (1999) before construction is initiated and submit a report to SAHRA 
requesting for approval of demolition of all structures not previously identified and 
documented. 

 Document in detail all identified protected heritage resources in accordance with the 
standard practices and as prescribed by SAHRA as defined in the National Heritage 
Resources Act (1999). 

 A heritage design constraints summary memorandum listing all identified heritage 
resources and providing a description of the status, exact co-ordinates and 
implications, if affected, to be drawn up or all resources along the alignment or 
affected by other construction of the project and made available to the relevant 
design teams to avoid impacting on it if possible. 

 All construction staff working close to such a site should be properly briefed to ensure 

the safeguarding of the heritage resource. 

 Demarcation fencing to be maintained for the duration of construction in the area.” 

 

Section C - Environmental Design Requirements and Criteria 

This section gave specific details on the design and the criterias for the standards to be met. 

 

Section D - Checking and Corrective Action 

This section provided an outline for the checking and corrective to be done to ensure that the 

objectives and targets stipulated in Section B were met. 

 

The documents reviewed included the following: 

 Draft 1 EMP in the EIA Volume 6 

 Section B of DFEMP 2 to DFEMP 5  

 Comments Table titled “Comments on Revision 5 By EMC, SEC, IECP and Bombela”  

 Final Issues and Responses Reports which comprised of the following tables: 

 EMP related issues and responses distilled from previous processes (Revision 

2, Initial Works, Comparative Assessments and Minor Route Amendments)  

 GDACE issues on Revision 2 EMP and Bombela responses  

 Issues, concerns and questions raised during the six workshops and open days 

held during February 2006  

 Comments raised on DFEMP by Independent Auditor  

 Comments raised by City of Tshwane in DFEMP public review period  

 Comments raised by weCARE in DFEMP public review period  

 Comments raised by Muckleneuk Lukasrand Property Owners and Residents 

Association (MLPORA) in the DFEMP public review period  

 Other public comments received in the DFEMP public review period  

 Telephonic enquiries received during the DFEMP  

 Issues Raised by City of Johannesburg 

Each of the tables gave an indication of the IAP who made the comment, the details 

of comment and the response given by Bombela. 

 Record of Public Meetings  
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Figure 5: The Research Process for Document Review 

  

Figure 5 provides an overview of the research process followed during the document review 

analysis. The basis of the Document review was the Issues and Response Reports and 

Section B of the DFEMPs. Draft 1 of the EMP was excluded from analysis and was used 

merely for verification purposes as the public participation process arose after DFEMP 2 after 

the specialists reports had been incorporated into Draft 1 of the EMP. When going through the 

Issues and Response Report each recorded comment and checked if it was relevant to 

Section B of DFEMP and also if it referred to the construction phase. Comments made that 

did not refer to mitigation of environmental impacts and the construction phase were excluded 

from data analysis. From there the comments was classified according the category of 

environmental issue it fell under in the mitigation management plan of Section B (e.g noise 

vibration, traffic, safety and security) as well as the identity of the IAP making the comment. 

On the Issues and Response Report the comments that arose from Revision 2 when the public 

input for DFEMP was initiated through the 6 public meetings were easy to identify as there 

was a record of minutes from these public meetings.  

After these initial public meeting there were further engagements with focus groups such as 

community forums from various areas, as well as meetings with specific IAPs such as DWAF, 

SANDF, PikitUp.  
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Such comments were not easy to date as often no date was included or the author of the 

comment was sometimes simply referred to as “attendee” or simply “Mr A”, there was also 

written correspondence from members of the public that was included but not dated. The dates 

for the comments was thus not included as there was no consistency in the recorded 

comments. The scale of the project and number of IAP made it difficult to track specifically if 

the comments arose from DFEMP 3 or DFEMP 4. The Comments that arose from DFEMP 5 

were based on the table titled “Comments on Revision 5 by EMC, SEC, IECP and Bombela”. 

It was for that reason that data analysis looked at the overall change between DFEMP 2 and 

DFEMP 5. The changes in objectives, targets and method statements in Section of B of the 

DFEMPs were then analysed and then checked against the comments. The comments and 

responses to the comments by Bombela were then analysed and trends investigated. The 

findings for these are included in the results and discussion section of this report. 

 

(ii) THE INTERVIEW PROCESS 

The impetus behind undertaking interviews was an attempt to determine if the case study of 

the Gautrain DFEMP development could be applicable to other projects. Since EMPs vary in 

detail and size, the influence of public participation in the development of an EMP could have 

a great impact. The outcomes from the interviews were to be compared to the document 

review findings to put the case study in context.  

The aim was to interview ten environmental consultants who may or may not have compiled 

the DFEMP for the Gautrain Rail Link project; however only four interviews were successfully 

conducted. The documents reviewed for the research project mention in section 3.2.2.1 

included the names and contact details of the environmental consultants that were involved in 

the EIA and DFEMPs for the Gautrain project. These environmental consultants were the 

target participants for the research project. In addition, further potential participants were 

sought through professional association bodies namely, the International Association for 

Impact Assessment - South Africa (IAIAsa) and the International Association for Public 

Participation (IAP2) as well as through internet searches of practising environmental 

consultants. Those that could avail themselves became part of the interview process. 

The purpose of the interviews was to try determine what their opinion was on the influence of 

public participation on EMPs based on their experience and the projects that they have been 

part of. The interviews were conducted by telephone with notes written and a recording of the 

interview done. The first contact with potential interviewees was made by email. The questions 

that were asked aim to explore the main themes of the project; namely Public Participation, 

Environmental Management Plans, Mitigation Management and the EIA. The interview 

consisted of open ended questions. Open ended questions which require more than a simple 

‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer can be used to acquire a deeper understanding of an individual’s 

perceptions and experiences (Motsa 2009). The interview outcomes from each of the 

interviews were compared to determine if there are any common views and how opinions 

differed.  
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3.2.3. DATA ANALYSIS 

The data analysis was conducted by tackling each research question systematically whilst 

also investigating any theme that became evident during the course of the document review. 

According to Bennett et al. (2016), “A theme captures something important about the data in 

relation to the research question, and represents some level of patterned response or meaning 

within the data set. Through its theoretical freedom, thematic analysis provides a flexible and 

useful research tool, and is thus widely used by qualitative researchers”.  

Each of the Research Questions are to be dealt with as follows: 

 

a) Were the issues raised during the public participation incorporated into the 

mitigation of environmental impacts in the DFEMPs?  

This question looked at the incorporation of public input into the EMP. The issues raised 

through the various public participation endeavours were categorised based on which MMP 

they fell under.  

The significance of the issues were determined by the number of times the issue was raised 

by different IAPs. The themes that were then explored were the identity of the IAP, the 

comments that resulted in an evident change and those that did not. 

 

b) What impact did public participation play in the development of the EMP? 

This question investigated the impact that pubic participation had on the overall approach to 

the development of the EMP. This included exploring themes such as setting of targets, socio-

economic issues as well as the overall changes in the approach of the DFEMP mitigation 

management that resulted from public input. 

c) Was a mitigation hierarchy strategy used when altering mitigation measures? 

This question analysed the type of changes that resulted from public input in terms of the 

application of mitigation hierarchy. It further looked at how the publics’ preference influenced 

the mitigation measures as well as how it influenced interlinked environmental impacts. 

 

d) What were the benefits and shortfalls of the public participation process? 

Public participation in an EMP is a unique phenomenon so the research question explored 

what benefits and shortfalls were identified in the case study as an attempt in seeing if public 

participation could be incorporated into EMP development in the future. 

 

e) What is the role of EMPs and public participation? 

The interview process investigated emerging themes based on the experience of 

environmental consultants that worked on the Gautrain Rail Link project as well as those who 

had not.  
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3.3. ETHICAL CONSIDERATION 

An application to the Ethics Non-Medical Committee was done due to the interview component 

of the project. The ethics clearance certificates, interview question as well as other documents 

pertaining to the interview process are found in Annexure A of the report. The document review 

was based on publically available documents and as such, no ethical consideration was 

required.  

 

3.4. LIMITATIONS 

 

The two constraints identified during the project were the large amount of data obtained from 

the public participation process during document review and the securing of interviewees for 

the interviewees.  

 

The large data was dealt with by establishing a systematic classification process (as per figure 

5) where comments were classified according to the mitigation management topic they 

referred to prior to analysing the data. This allowed for easier identification of repetitive 

comments and response. 

 

The interview had the more significant limitations associated with it as only four interviews 

were successfully completed. The possible reasons for this were the following: 

 The goal had been to interview a minimum of ten consultants. There DFEMP 

documents featured the names of consultants as well as the companies they worked 

for; however, when these companies were contacted it was found that the company 

was either no longer operational or that the consultant had left the company with no 

further information available. 

 The first contact was via an email which contained a large amount of information which 

could have possibly dissuaded potential interviewees 

 There were approximately four consultants who, although interested, declined due to 

their busy schedule. 

A possible solution would have been an option to allow interviewees to respond to the 

questions via email at their own time. Bennett et al. (2016) undertook 21 face to face interviews 

over a period of a year in their study on stakeholder perception of EMPs in the UK. The first 

contact email gave the potential interviewee the option of forwarding the email to a person 

they thought would be suitable which thus increased the pool of participants. An online survey 

was also conducted which would have been a suitable alternative to those interviewees for 

which time was limited.  

The Literature Review process had limitations on the type of research available on EMPs 

and on the Gautrain Rail Link. The area of study was unique in that the public participation 

was done for the EMP and not the EIA as most often encountered. The Gautrain Rail Link 

project was also unique in size and complexity and research on it was mostly academic 

research for degree purposes and not peer reviewed research paper. 
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4. CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

During the course of the data analysis themes and patterns were picked up that related to 

the research questions of the project. As such, the data analysis uses the research 

questions to feed into the themes reported. 

4.1. THE INCORPORATION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS INTO THE DFEMP MITIGATION                                                      

MANAGEMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 6: Distribution of Comments Received between DFEMP2 and DFEMP 5 

When the comments were classified according to how they related to the different mitigation 
management plans it was found that the top five mitigation management issues most 
commented on were those pertaining to noise and vibration, traffic, public consultation and 
disclosure, construction sites (construction camps) and surface water. These issues related 
to how the participants wold be affected in their everyday life and not necessarily concern for 
the environment. Of the five issues, four of the most commented issues related to people 
orientated issues which will be discussed further in section 4.1.1. Topsoil, spoil, solid waste 
and ecology, for instance, were not given as many comments.  
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The least commented issues were bulk lubrication, sanitation and sewerage, electromagnetic 
compatibility as well as material sourcing and earthworks. This could have potentially steered 
the focus away from improving environmental issues which could have long term impacts.  
Only 12.5 % of the comments relating to visual/aesthetics impacts were around construction 
phase issues.  
 

4.1.1. THE IDENTITY OF THE IAP 

 
The IAPs whose comments related to mitigation management during the construction phase 
were as follows: 
 
Business: 

 ACG Architects for Supersport Park, Centurion 

 Brookefield Investments (Sandton) Limited Owners of Raphael Apartments on 

Nelson Mandela Square, Sandton Square Portion 8 (Proprietary) Limited, Owners of 

Legacy Corner (Portion 10 of Erf 575 Sandown Extension 49) and Ensemble Hotel 

Holdings (Proprietary) Limited (Owners of the Michelangelo Hotel) 

 Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

 Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Environment (GDACE) 

 Huwi Beleggings (Pty) Ltd, Gen Austin 

 Legacy Group Holdings  

 Liberty Group 

 Owner of Caltex Garage, Rosebank 

 Pikitup 

 

Residents: 

 Birdhaven Ratepayers Association 

 Atholl Ratepayers Association 

 Centurion Public Meeting/ Residents 

 Focus Group Meeting Held With Strathavon, Eastgate and Sandown Residents’ 

Associations 

 Glen Austin Residents Association 

 Linbro Park Residents 

 Marlboro Residents/Public Meetings 

 Portman Place Body Corporate 

 Randjiesfontein Residents 

 Rhodesfield Public Meetings/ Residents 

 Rosebank Public Meeting/Residents 

 Rosemead Mews Body Corporate  

 Tshwane Residents/Public Meetings 

 Resident Focus Group in Park Station, Rosebank, Sandton, Marlboro, Midrand, 

Rhodesfield, Centurion, Pretoria and Hatfield 

 

Schools/Academic Institutions: 

 Kempton Park Laerskool  

 St Vincents’ School For the Deaf 

 University Of Pretoria Academics 
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Government: 

 City of Johannesburg Municipality  

 Democratic Alliance (DA) Councillor 

 Johannesburg City Parks 

 Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) 

 South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA) Committee 

 South African National Defence Force (SANDF) 

 Tshwane Municipality 

 Tshwane Department of Housing, City Planning, Environmental Management 

 Ward Committees and Councillors 

 

Interest Group: 

 Freedom Park Trust 

 Muckleneuk/Lukasrand Property Owners and Residents Association (MLPORA) 

 Rosebank Community Police Forum 

 Wecare 

  

Independent Auditor:  WSP (consultants) 

Written Correspondence Submitted by Public  individually (fax, email, website, post) 

From the above groupings of the IAPs it is evident that there were many representative as 

opposed to individual IAPs in the form of focus groups and associations. The size and 

complexity of the Gautrain project likely lead to IAPs being organised in such a manner. 

Table 1: Table categorising IAP comments based on people-orientated and environment- 
               orientated issues 
 

PEOPLE- 
ORIENTATED 
ISSUES 

IDENTITY OF IAP 
COMMENTED 

 ENVIRONMENT-
ORIENTATED ISSUES 

IDENTITY OF IAP 
COMMENTED 

Public Consultation 
And Disclosure 

Government, Business, 
Residents 

 Topsoil Independent 
Auditor, 
Government 

Noise And Vibration Schools, Government, 
Residents, Business, 
Interest Groups 
Written 
Correspondence  

 Spoil Residents, 
Government, 
Independent 
Auditor, Business  

Visual/Aesthetics Schools, Government, 
Residents Meeting, 
Interest Groups, 
Residents 
 

 Slope Stabilisation Government, 
Independent 
Auditor, Interest 
Group 

Working Hours Independent Auditor, 
Residents, 
Government, Schools  

 Rehabilitation Government, 
Residents, 
Independent 
Auditor, Interest 
Groups 
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PEOPLE- 
ORIENTATED 
ISSUES 

IDENTITY OF IAP 
COMMENTED 

 ENVIRONMENT-
ORIENTATED ISSUES 

IDENTITY OF IAP 
COMMENTED 

Safety And Security Residents, Businesses, 
Independent Auditor 

 Surface Water Government, 
Residents, 
Independent 
Auditor,  

Traffic Schools, Government, 
Businesses, 
Independent Auditor, 
Interest Groups,  

 Solid Waste Business, 
Government, 
Correspondence 

Disruption Of 
Essential Services 

Residents, 
Governments, Schools, 
Written 
Correspondence, 
Businesses, 
Independent Auditor 
 

 Blasting and Demolition Businesses, 
Government, 
Residents,  

Heritage Resources Residents, Interest 
Groups, Government, 
Schools 

 Ecology Government, 
Residents, 
Interest Groups, 
Independent 
Auditor, 

   Construction Site 
(Camp) 

Government, 
Independent 
Auditor, Interest 
Groups, 
Business, Written 
Correspondence  

   Material Sourcing And 
Earthworks 

Independent 
Auditor, 
Government 

   Air Quality Residents, 
Businesses, 
Schools, 
Government, 
Independent 
Auditor 

   Groundwater And 
Geohydrology 

Independent 
Auditor, 
Government, 
Residents,  

   Electromagnetic 
Compatibility 

Resident, 
Centurion, 
Independent 
Auditor, Interest 
Group  
 

   Sanitation And 
Sewerage 

Government, 
Independent 
Auditor 

   Bulk Lubrication 
Storage 

Independent 
Auditor, 
Government 
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People-orientated issues are those that may viewed as affecting people’s daily life be it work, 
school or home-life. Environment-orientated issues are those that concern the natural 
environment or are more technical issues. There were more environment-orientated issues 
than people-orientated issues which means that the construction would likely have more 
impacts on the natural environment than on socio-economic issues and thus be significant 
issues. The environment-orientated issues received comments mostly from Independent 
Auditor, municipal offices, government departments and residents. The people-orientated 
issues received more comments from a wider spectrum of IAP. IAPs often made more than 
one comment on the same issue. 
 
It was interesting to note that the Independent Auditor made inputs on both the people-
orientated and environment-orientated issues. This suggests that IAPs such as the residents 
had what is often referred to as the “NIMBY” OR “Not In My Back Yard” syndrome or 
phenomenon (Kraft & Clary 1991).  
This phenomenon occurs when residents oppose or question a project based on the project 
taking place in their specific area but not necessarily opposing the project as a whole. Clary 
(1997) further states that that NIMBY “is characterised as individuals acting solely in terms of 
their self-interest”. Residents in the areas adjacent to the Gautrain were more concerned with 
the issues personally affecting them as is evident in the MMPs they made comments on. 
 
The Independent Auditor tended to be more critical on the technical issues whilst government 
officials from City of Johannesburg, Tshwane Municipality, Ekhurleni Municipality and the 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) tended to comment based on stipulated 
legislative requirements being met. For example the overall concerns were on meeting ROD 
conditions, reporting format and documentation to be filed. The environmental departments 
within the government also provided more scientific comments, queries and suggestions. The 
other interested and affected can be broken down to residents, schools, businesses and 
concerned groups such as Centurion Association for a Reasonable Environment (weCARE), 
Muckleneuk/Lukasrand Property Owners and Residents Association (MLPORA) and Sandton 
Business Forums. The residents near the Gautrain line worried about direct changes to daily 
living and service delivery, businesses worried mostly about the impact on their profits whilst 
schools were concerned about disruptions to the operations of their respective schools. The 
resident concern groups tended to be more critical on Bombela operations. It was interesting 
to note that taxi drivers and informal traders along the route (i.e. marginalised groups) did not 
appear to have been part of public participation process although public meetings were open 
to all members of the public. 
 

4.1.2. COMMENTS THAT RESULTED IN AN EVIDENT CHANGE  

Approximately 7% of the comments made by IAPs could be linked to specific changes to 

DFEMPs. Examples of comments that stood out during the course of data analysis that 

included: 

 There were requests for further consultation with the developer made by Brookfield 

Investments in Sandton, MLPORA, Kingsmead College and various residents. There 

was an evident change in the public consultation mitigation management plan where 

the target for the number of community forum meeting were increased from quarterly 

to bimonthly and monthly. The comments raised likely drew awareness to the fact that 

IAPs wanted to communicate more often during the course of the construction. 

 The Independent Auditor was of the view that requirement 100% attendance at 

Environmental Management committee was unrealistic given peoples busy schedule. 

This was then changed to 75%.  
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 During the open meeting with general public a participant commented that the onus is 

on the public to find information on the construction which they felt was unfair. Bombela 

agreed that there would be newsletter published and made available to all interested 

and affected parties on their database and this was included on the DFEMP. 

 A city councillor requested that local labourers be employed. An objective was added 

to employment protocol that people be informed about job opportunities as one of the 

method statements was already, “Local labour should be used as far as possible, 

especially for unskilled tasks.” 

 A resident asked what would happen if they came across a chance finding of heritage 
or archaeological value. Targets and method statements were then added for chance 
findings that had not been included previously. Valuable input of pp process 

 weCare requested that ‘dwellings’ be added as vibration sensitive areas and that 
‘offices’ be classified as sensitive areas as well. This was then done.  

 The Independent Auditor noted a contradiction in the working hours’ mitigation 
management plan where the target for blasting hours was that there be no complaints 
blasting from blasting after hours or on Sundays. No blasting activities were permitted 
on Sunday. The developer agreed and thereafter removed the “Sunday’ compliance 
condition.  

It was found that the Independent Auditor’s comments resulted in the most evident changes 

in the DFEMPs as the comments they made could be linked to specific changes in the 

DFEMPs. 

 

4.1.3. REFUSAL TO MAKE CHANGES AND REASONING GIVEN 

Approximately 4% of the comments by IAPs were rejected by Bombela. Examples of 

comments that stood out during the course of data analysis that included: 

 When the Independent Auditor suggested that contingencies be included in topsoil 

management, slope management and working hours. The response for these 

respectively; were that method statements were enough to ensure nothing unplanned 

happened, that the EMP was dynamic document that could be reviewed, revised and 

updated so site specific refinement could be done if necessary and that the best 

contingency would be to be preventative.  

 The GDACE was of the opinion that for earthworks without blasting, surface blasting, 
surface drilling, general construction activities inclusive of concrete and building 
work, track laying in tunnels and overhead work "must” be limited to 6hOO and 
18hOO 6 days a week. The response by the developer was that they understood that 
GDACE had concerns about noise impacts from the construction activities; however 
the working hours would not be changed as per GDACE comments.  

 Tshwane Municipality suggests that all trees affected by the rail line or stations with a 
stem diameter of more than 200 mm be relocated. The response by Bombela was 
that only trees with heritage value would be relocated during the construction phase. 

 Comments raised on the disruption to essential services did not result in changes to 
the mitigation measures. 

 
Feasibility, practicality and cost implications of suggested changes by IAPs were likely a 
driving factor to not making changes to the DFEMP accordingly. Project milestones and the 
pressure to complete the project would’ve likely had an impact on suggestions relating to 
construction working hours. 
From the above findings it could be deduced that there was some incorporation of public input 

into the DFEMP. It was noted previously that the Independent Auditor’s comments resulted in 

the most evident changes. This could have been because that the Independent Auditor had 

the expertise to make a more valuable contribution to the EMP.  
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It may also have been because they could influence meeting the conditions of the ROD more 

than any other IAP.  That being said, the content and context of a comment should be valued 

against its ability to improve environmental performance and not according to the identity of 

the IAP making the comment. 

 

4.2. THE ROLE THAT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION HAD IN CHANGING THE DFEMPS 

Prior to changes being made the DFEMP 2 had 238 targets; by the end on DFEMP5 the 

number of targets was 217 which reflected an 8.8% reduction. Prior to changes being made 

the DFEMP 2 had 789 method statements; by the end on DFEMP5 the number of method 

statements was 845 which reflected a 7.1% increase.  These changes were mostly due to 

some of the targets being replaced by the “No complaints” blanket whilst other targets were 

turned into method statements.  

 

4.2.1. THE “NO COMPLAINTS” ISSUE   

During the document review process, a trend was noticed whereby targets in the DFEMPs 

changed to ‘no complaints’ from the public. Examples of comments that stood out during the 

course of data analysis that included: 

 Targets for noise from construction vehicles changed from meeting South African 

National Accreditation System (SANAS) standards to “no complaints from public”. 

Noise concerns very significant to public and one of the most commented on as per 

chart 1.  

 For the visual/aesthetics mitigation management plan, four of the five components 

(Fencing and site boundary demarcation, temporary buildings, construction buildings 

and sites, open cut, raised walls and viaduct) had their targets changed to ‘no 

complaints from the public’. The previous targets were then included in the method 

statements.  

 Other MMPs where the ‘no complaints’ targets were included were traffic management, 

storm water management, construction site which were generally highly commented 

on 

 MMPs with fewer public comments tended to have more standards or performance-

driven targets. For example, material sourcing and earthworks “Dust limits of 

600mg/m2/day”, electromagnetic compatibility mitigation management plan where 

target for component railway infrastructure is “Emission limits not to exceed EN 50121”. 

 

4.2.2. CHANGES RELATING TO UNREALISTIC VS FEASIBLE GOALS 

The public input process was able to highlight the feasibility and practicality of targets set in 

the DFEMPs. Examples of comments that stood out during the course of data analysis that 

included: 

 The Independent Auditor requested the requirement for Environmental Management 

Committee meetings attendance be changed from 100% to 75% as a more reasonable 

percentage, which was done 

 Independent Auditor questioned if it was realistic to set targets of no complaints from 

construction activities. The response was “This is only a target” which suggested that 

it was done just to look good on paper. 

 The Independent Auditor made comments regarding unrealistic targets being set for 

stormwater management such as “no flooding, no erosion, no silt pollution, no impact 
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on riparian vegetation” The response from Bombela these were “only targets” and that 

corrective actions would be applied if a non-conformance occurred.  

 

4.2.3. GENERIC RESPONSES 

The comments made by IAPs were often repetitive which led to generic responses being 

given. Examples of comments that stood out during the course of data analysis that included: 

 Generic response were given regarding noise mitigation.  Many comments regarding 
noise were concerns about the residents’ particular area being affected. The generic 
comment became, “Noise mitigation measures are designed to ensure compliance to 
the statutory requirements” 

 There were comments made for aesthetics, rehabilitation, revegetation and monitoring 
plans that are not really part of the construction phase. The response to these was 
‘Noted’. 

 Residents, business, Independent Auditor and GDACE were concerned about the 

working hours and asked questions about the working hours. The response given to 

all these types of comments was the same, that surface construction would take place 

between 06am-10 pm and that underground work would be 24 hours 7 days a week.  

 Generic responses were given for safety and security concerns raised by residents 

during various meetings as well as on road closures and access control. 

 

4.2.4. CHANGES NOT LINKED TO PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

There were a number changes that could have been made by the environmental team itself 

as they worked on the document and refined it which were not driven by any public comment. 

Other changes could have been influenced by external factors. For example initially night-time 

activities were avoided and set as, “Construction activities should be contained to reasonable 

hours during the day and early evening.” This was then changed and construction activities 

were to be done both night and day on a 24 hours, 7 days a week basis. This could have been 

because the project was behind schedule so needed to increase construction activities. 

Pressure to complete project on time could also have brought about changes. 

 

4.2.5. SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS THAT GET INCLUDED EVEN THOUGH IT’S AN 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

In general socioeconomic issues were raised by residents and municipal offices which 

included employment issues, safety and security and disruption of service delivery. The 

residents were concerned about safety and security issues during the construction phase as 

there was a general idea that the influx of people and formation of construction site would 

create opportunities for theft and break-ins. They were also concerned that the influx of people 

would increase illegal substances such as drugs coming into areas such as Sandton. The 

safety of school children was also an issue commented on by schools near the Gautrain line. 

The hotels in the Sandton area were concerned about the safety and security of their 

international guests and tourists. Another socio economic issue that was raised during the 

public participation process concerned land expropriation as well as potential claims that could 

have arisen if personal property was damaged. Business entities were generally concerned 

about the loss in revenue that had the potential to increase unemployment. These issues bring 

up the issue of NIMBY as mentioned previously. It was interesting to note that there were only 

a few comments relating to telecommunication disruptions and electricity demands from 

Gautrain development, these comments were made in 2005 prior to the introduction of load 
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shedding in South Africa. Post 2010, electricity demands became a great public concern and 

could have been a bigger socioeconomic concern to the public.  Although the socioeconomic 

issues raised during the public participation process were not environmental impacts they 

were likely noted and addressed as there was possibly no other forum or avenue for the public 

to raise these and also because they could potentially influence the IAPs support the project.  

The most significant role the public had in changing the DFEMPs was to make the 

measurement of mitigation success be based on complaints from the public which possibly 

deviated from more important environmental issues that could have long term negative 

impacts. . The disadvantage of this was that more important issues could be ignored as long 

as there were no complaints made. The inclusion of socio-economic issues could also have 

been due to the public influence and the need to get public buy-in for the project. The public 

participation process could have also lead to the inclusion of unrealistic targets that could have 

been set to please the public. This was evident in the Bombela comments made by Bombela 

to the Independent Auditor that they were merely targets and corrective actions would be done 

if non-conformances occurred. Targets set for mitigation should be feasible, practical and 

applicable and not just to look good on paper. A disadvantage of the public participation 

process was that IAPs made similar comments which had been addressed which could have 

led to generic responses being given. In as much as the public can have participation fatigue 

from numerous engagements, the developer could also suffer from the same. This would 

mean that Bombela may have disregarded certain comments simply because they were 

similar to previously stated comments. 

 

4.3. THE LINK BETWEEN IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND PUBLIC INPUT 

 

4.3.1. MITIGATION HIERARCHY 

The changes in mitigation approach was evident in a number of the mitigation management 

plans although there were not always any specific comments on these. These included: 

 The topsoil mitigation management plan moved from being preventative of secondary 

impacts to the conservation topsoil. 

 Slope management mitigation plan changed from a goal of compliance to avoidance 

with the choice of words being “No slope slumping, sliding or visual evidence of 

erosion. 

 GDACE commented that the solid waste management must adopt a minimisation 

strategy even though there was already a component in the MMP on waste 

minimisation. 

 

4.3.2. PUBLIC PREFERENCE ON MITIGATION 

Public preference was evident in the case of taking Palm trees on University Road as a 

heritage value. Ecologically, these are not indigenous so when they were removed it would 

have been expected that indigenous trees would be planted. This showed that the value of 

place and heritage can be brought to the attention of developers through the public 

participation processes. Residents in Rosebank enquired about the palm trees at Rosebank 

Station. In the case Bombela stated that these palm trees would be removed and replaced 

after construction was finalised. Only trees with heritage value would be relocated during the 

construction phase. It could thus be said that the developer deemed the Palm trees in 

Rosebank as of less heritage value.  
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The need for the project to proceed by the developer may at times exceed the publics’ 
preference. It was recommended that the historic building on Amsterdam Street be avoided, 
however later assessments by specialist found that it would be impossible to avoid the building 
and it would be demolished although residents were not supportive of the demolition. This 
example also touched on the importance of EIA and EMP follow up.  
 
The cost implications also played a role in Bombela’s implementation of IAP preferred 
mitigation. Johannesburg City Parks (JCP) had requested that trees to be replanted be 
relocated to sites they deemed fit and maintained at the developers cost until they were 
replanted. The developer on the other hand was of the view that only specific species would 
be replanted and that the rest would be felled and replaced by other indigenous plants. This 
was more financially cost effective for them than JCP’s suggestion.  
 

4.3.3. INTERLINKED IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

There were a number mitigation measures proposed in the DFEMPs that were found to have 

negative impacts through the public participation process. Sound barriers were suggested as 

a means of mitigating construction noise, during the open meetings concerns were raised on 

the visual impact of these walls in residential areas. An agreement was then made to have 

sound barriers that were of neutral colour to blend into the surroundings with the Gautrain 

logo.  

The public participation process also highlighted how an area or region could be impacted by 

more than one environmental impact and the influence of these must be considered during 

mitigation measure development. For example, the GDACE highlighted that an open 

undeveloped area in Glen Austin could be exposed to soil erosion, habitat deterioration and 

water degradation. Each of these was be mitigated against and the mitigation measures could 

not negatively impact on each other. weCare also pointed out slope stabilisation and erosion 

protection mitigation impacts fed into each other and therefore could not be dealt with in 

isolation of each other. 

The public input at the EMP stage could not have altered the mitigation strategy significantly 

but could have likely assisted in improving and refining the mitigation measures that had been 

selected as illustrated in figure 4. During the planning and design phase of a project is easier 

to apply the avoidance option in mitigating negative environmental impacts. To attempt to 

make changes during the EMP phase when the route for the Gautrain had been selected 

during the EIA process would have meant delays to the project. Changes that could have been 

made would have been to less preferred options of reduction, rehabilitation, off-setting and 

compensation. That considered, the public’s input adding valuable information that contributed 

to improved mitigation management. 

 

4.4. THE BENEFITS AND SHORTFALLS OF THE PUBLIC INPUT IN DFEMPS 

In order to be fully understand the ramifications of public input in the development of EMPs, 

the advantages and disadvantages of public input during the Gautrain process were 

investigated. This would further assist in the applicability of such an exercise in other projects. 
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4.4.1. Benefits of Public Participation in EMPs 

 Adding valuable information  

 Valuable information that would otherwise not have been included such as 

identifying places and objects of heritage value to communities such as the Palm 

trees in Pretoria or the old farmstead in Randjiesfontein. 

 Inform public on how the developer intends to manage environmental impacts 

during different stages of the project. 

 Public input can also add mitigation options that had not been considered. The 

manager of environmental management division of Tshwane municipality 

suggested the planting of trees to minimise the visual impact of noise barriers. 

 

 Opportunity for developer to explain project 

There was a lot of contention about the route of the Gautrain and the impact of the noise on 

the residents, especially in the Pretoria area. MLPORA raised concerns about adequate 

measure for noise near the Sunnyside flats. The public participation process gave Bombela 

an opportunity to explain that noise mitigation measures that would be applied on both sides 

of the flats where the train was constructed. 

 Can fill an information gap in the EIA 

The public participation process can fill an information gap that the EIA process could have 

missed especially for a large project such as the Gautrain project. Tshwane Environmental 

Management commented that the EIA was perceived as vague and that it did not include 

detailed lists of flora and fauna, the exact location of tress as well as red data species. The 

response was that a list would be compiled that indicated all trees and their planned mitigation. 

 Can explain technical and scientific processes 

The scientific nature of project meant that there was need to explain how the construction 

would take places and the techniques that would be used during the course of the construction 

phase 

 

4.4.2. SHORTFALLS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN EMPS  

 Reporting to too many organisations 

The inclusion of public participants and scale of project meant that people wanted continued 

reporting and communicating which could have been time consuming and repetitive for the 

developer. Municipality offices, local government, national offices (COJ, Tshwane, Ekhuruleni, 

DWAFetc.) requested specific reports relevant to them. This made for duplication and 

increased administration unnecessarily.  

 Repetitive questions that are already addressed 

Many of the participants ask the same questions that added little value to the process. It could 

potentially be administratively taxing and waste resources. 
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 Focus on IAPs’ areas of interest 

A lot of attention given was given to Mushroom Park, Linbro Park and Fountains Valley as 

ecologically sensitive areas. This meant that other areas that were not commented on but 

equivalent in environmental importance were not given due attention.   

 Increased responsibility for developer 

Some responsibilities such as construction, maintenance of roads, sewerage and sanitation, 

deviation and closing of roads and apprehending of criminals as well as access to police 

stations were the responsibility of local authorities and government departments such as the 

South African Police Services. During The public participation process participants expected 

that the developer be able to address these even if they were beyond their control.  

 

 Managing high expectations 

Once issues have been brought to the attention of the developer there was an expectation to 

deal with them in the exact manner that were suggested by the public. It would have been 

difficult for Bombela to please every IAP’s request and successfully complete the project. 

 

4.5. OUTCOMES OF THE INTERVIEW PROCESS 

The impetus behind undertaking interviews was an attempt to determine if the case study of 

the Gautrain DFEMP development could be applicable to other projects. It was also meant to 

engage with interview participants on the state of environmental impact assessments, public 

participation and environmental management plans. The interview process aimed to put the 

case study in perspective by engaging environmental consultants that had been involved in 

the project and those that hadn’t on the main topics of the research project. There was an 

overall consensus amongst the interviewees on the importance of public participation in 

environmental issues. There was a common view that public participation could ensure public 

‘buy-in’ or support of the project and thus eliminate probabilities of protests and litigation. 

Public participation in the EMP was not common practise, however public participation in the 

EIA was viewed as an effective tool in gathering information and planning for potential 

environmental impacts. A consultant who had worked on the Gautrain Rail Link commented 

on the public participation process creating unrealistically high expectations that could not be 

met by the developer at a later stage. Another interviewee having not had hands on experience 

of the Gautrain compared the media and publics’ response to the Sanral Road Agency project 

for improving Gautrain roads. It was suggested that the public participation process for the 

Gautrain received protests from taxi drivers and Rea vaya bus commuters as they had not 

been engaged with and in the same way, the general public refused the Sanral e-tolls for lack 

of consultation. This again highlighted the perceived need for public support for projects which 

could also be achieved by using tools such as public awareness drives, marketing, media and 

newspapers and not necessarily EIA and EMP processes. One of the benefits of public 

participation is that it facilitates the dissemination of knowledge and assists in alleviating fears 

the IAPs may have regarding potentially negative impacts. 

There was an agreement by all the interview participants for the need to EMP to be developed 

as continuous documents through the different phases of the project. A method for ensuring 

continuous improvement was the implementation of performance driven indicators in the EMP 

and regular monitoring of the EMP to verify if its relevance if and when circumstances 

changed.  
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All the interviewees felt that more focus should be given to the EMP as the EIA process was 

often viewed as the more important of the two even though the EMP was the actual 

implementation tool. All interviewees were in agreement to having public participation as part 

of the EMP and that legislation should cater for such. 

 

4.6. A WIDER PERSPECTIVE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND EMPS 

To have a wider perspective of public participation and EMPs it is important to understand the 

views and belief systems of society. The manner in which the environment is viewed often 

drives the strategies developed to deal with environmental impacts, policy formulation and 

decision-making. There are three main views to consider; anthropocentrism, ecocentrism and 

biocentrism. Anthropocentrism is the belief that humans alone possess intrinsic value 

(Goralnik & Nelson 2012), ecocentrism values the environment above humans (Barouskaya) 

whilst biocentrism “endorses equality of species” (Sterba 2000). The influence of public 

participation on any project or development is driven by what the public views as important to 

them and it is important that the developer or project proponent remain objective when 

considering public input. The environmental consultants and scientists involved often 

themselves have their own belief systems pertaining to the environment which could influence 

their choices in mitigation management. The results from the data analysis and discussion in 

this case study highlighted both the negative and positive consequences that could result from 

incorporating public participation into EMPs.  

The research project also highlighted how, even though it has many benefits, public 

participation can be case specific. If, for example, the Gautrain was a rapid rail link train 

between Pietermaritzburg and Durban, the public input could easily vary given the different 

population dynamics, economy, cultural issues and employment status of that region. The 

areas of concern for the interested and affected parties would in all probability differ from their 

Gauteng counterparts. The changes to mitigation measures as a result of this would likely 

result in a different EMP which then goes back to objectives of EMPs. The purpose of EMPs 

is to ensure that adverse environmental impacts are mitigated, monitored and effectively 

managed and that should remain the desired end point irrespective of the inclusion of a public 

participation process. Ultimately, the decisions made towards a sustainable future for all would 

be more beneficial than those that satisfy only one sector of society. 
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5. CHAPTER FIVE: PROJECT CULMINATION 

 

5.1. CONCLUSION 

The public participation process that was undertaken for the Gautrain DFEMP had both 

positive and negative influences of the development of the DFEMP. The scale of project meant 

that not all the information regarding potential impacts from the construction of the Gautrain 

were included or known during the EIA phase. The input from the public added valuable 

information that was incorporated into the mitigation management plans and allowed for better 

decision making by the developer. Bombela came in at a later part of the planning phase after 

Bohlweki environmental consultants had completed the EIA. The second phase of public 

participation during the DFEMP allowed for Bombela to take ownership of the project and 

perhaps ease concerns and fears that had been raised during the first public participation 

process. The influence of public participation in the development of the Gautrain resulted in a 

change in the overall approach of mitigation targets to what could be viewed as more ‘people-

orientated’ as opposed to ‘environmentally-orientated’. This was evident in the change of 

targets to ‘No complaints from the public’. It suggested that if adverse environmental impacts 

did occur they would not be dealt with unless members of the public complained. The interview 

process highlighted that large projects require support from members of the pubic and IAPs 

in order to minimise disruption, prevent conflict and avoid litigation. The need for public buy-

in could have negatively affected the Gautrain project’s DFEMP. It likely could have turned 

into a paper exercise to please IAPs. The response by Bombela when the issue of unrealistic 

targets was raised by the Independent Auditor that they were only targets further reiterates 

that certain aspects of the DFEMP were included to reassure the public. The public 

participation process could have led to increasingly high expectations about the project. High 

expectations in projects can sometimes lead to protests and boycotting of the project when 

promises are not fulfilled. Managing high expectation also means resources and time that the 

developer could utilise elsewhere become focused on pacifying the public. The public 

participation process for the DFEMP did not include comments from marginalised groups 

which would have been expected given South Africa’s diverse cultural and racial landscape. 

The Gautrain spanned over 80km which meant that it would be expected that poorer 

communities such as those in informal settlements and townships would have been affected 

as well as informal vendors. Input from other role players in the transport industry such as 

metered taxi companies, taxi drivers, SANRAL, bus companies and Metrorail (Transnet) were 

not included in the DFEMP public participation process and should have been more actively 

engaged with. Figure 2 shows the geographical area that Gautrain Rail Link follows as well as 

the main road systems. The township of Tembisa which is adjacent to Midrand was not 

included as part of the public meetings. This meant that the public participation process was 

limited in its scope and could have likely omitted valuable input. There public participation 

process had the potential to drive the enhancement of socio-economic benefits whilst still 

managing adverse environmental impacts. However, this should not have been to the 

detriment of environmental performance. 

The updating of the DFEMP gave Bombela an opportunity to improve and refine the document 

over time and to ensure its continued relevance to the construction phase of the project. 

However, continuous public participation could also lead to participant fatigue. It would have 

been difficult to maintain the same level of participation during the different versions with many 

IAPs likely to lose interest.  
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Another factor to consider is that there is a constant migration of people in and out of different 

areas which meant that the registered IAP list would have to be updated.  

During the public participation process for the EMP is was difficult for the developer to capture 

the names and dates of all those who made comments which meant that the comments could 

not be mapped effectively. 

The Gautrain project preempted the legislation that followed and was a chance to see 

legislation in action. The legal requirement for the amendments of EMPs had not been 

promulgated as yet which meant the Gautrain project did more than legally stipulated. This 

highlights the importance of companies to not just apply environmental management 

strategies as a task to ensure project go-ahead but should be in place for improved 

environmental sustainability. 

The case study highlighted the importance of EMPs as more than just a planning tool but as 

an activities-orientated tool that ‘actions’ measures identified to  counter environmental 

impacts predicted in the EIA  

 

5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is clear from the project that legislation should be more specific in terms of how EMPs are 

developed and implemented for different types of projects in the same way that specific 

activities trigger the type of EIA to be done. The amendment of EMPs is vital as it keeps the 

EMP relevant and improves the environmental management process however the public 

participation should be undertaken with the understanding that the desired outcome is an 

environment with fewer adverse impacts and not for improved public perception. The findings 

from the case study suggest that more research is needed on the role of EMPs as well as 

public participation in EMPs. The case study could provide valuable lessons to future projects 

and assist both developers and government in how such projects are managed. 
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7. ANNEXURES 
 
7.1. Annexure A: Ethics certificate 
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7.2. Annexure B: Interview Questions 
 

• What is your view of public participation in environmental issues? 

 

• How has public participation influenced the development of EMPs in the 

projects you have been involved in? 

 

• What implications did this have on the overall project? 

 

• How has public input changed your mitigation strategy or mitigation measures 

used? 

 

• In what ways are EMPs developed as continuous documents? 

 

• How relevant is the EMP in your overall EIA process? 

 

• What methods are used for EIA and EMP follow up in your organisation? 

 

• What role should public participation play in the future EMP development? 
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7.3. Annexure C: Participant Information Sheet 

The Participant Information Sheet will be sent as follows: 

Attention: Sir/Madam 

I kindly request your expert opinion in the research I am undertaking for the purpose 

of completing my MSc in Environmental Science at the University of the 

Witwatersrand. The project is titled, “The Influence of Public Participation in the 

development of an Environmental Management Plan following EIA: A Case Study of 

the Gautrain Rail Link”. 

The research to be undertaken seeks to study the influence of public participation in 

the development of the mitigation measures in an EMP following EIA by looking at the 

Gautrain Rapid Rail Link Draft Final EMPs of the construction phase. One of the 

requirements of approval of the EMP was to update the Draft Final EMP on a 

continuous basis as the project moved through different stages and to make the EMP 

a “living document”. There are five Draft Final EMPs (DFEMPs), the first DFEMP was 

a generic EMP which changed after the integration of information from the EIA 

specialist studies and the consultation of Interested and Affected Parties. 

I hereby request your participation in an audio-recorded telephonic interview about 

your professional insight and experience of public participation and the EMP. The 

interview will take place at a time convenient to you and is expected to take 

approximately one hour. All information disclosed will be kept confidential and 

anonymity of participants will be maintained. Participation is voluntary and all 

participants have the right to stop or cancel the interview at any time. 

Please find the Interview Questions to be asked and Consent Form attached for your 

attention. The Consent Form serves as a formal authorisation to the use of the 

participants’ opinion and to safeguard the information disclosed as well as the 

confidentiality and anonymity  of the participants. 

The interviews will be scheduled at a time suitable for the participant. 

Should you require further information, please make use of the contacts below. 

Regards 

Ms Nondumiso Mofokeng 

MSc Candidate: University of the Witwatersrand (School of Animal, Plant and 

Environmental Sciences 

Email: 306145@students.wits.ac.za  

Cell: 0832330017 

Supervisor: Ms Ingrid Watson  

Email: Ingrid.watson@wits.ac.za 

Office Number: 011 717 7054 

mailto:Ingrid.watson@wits.ac.za
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7.4. Annexure D: FIRST CONTACT EMAIL  
Good Day 

  

My name is Nondumiso Mofokeng and I am a part-time MSc Environmental Science student at the 

University of Witwatersrand. 

 My research project seeks to study the influence of public participation on the development of 

mitigation measures in an EMP. I am using the Gautrain Rail Link  EMP as a case study. In addition to 

reviewing the concerns raised during the public participation process and the various drafts of the 

EMP, I would like to interview practitioners with experience in this area, such as yourself. 

 Would you be available to participate in a telephone interview discussing your professional insights 

and experience in public participation and EMPs? All information disclosed will be kept confidential 

and your personal details will not be divulged. Participation is voluntary and is not in any way 

binding. 

 If you are amenable to an interview, please let me know when would suit you and how I can contact 

you. I will send you the interview questions, consent form and other information prior to the 

interview. The interview will take approximately 45 minutes. 

  

Your input would be greatly appreciated and add significantly to my research. 

Thank you. 

  

Regards 

Ms Nondumiso Mofokeng 

MSc Candidate: University of Witwatersrand (School of Animal, Plant and Environmental  Sciences) 

Cell: 0832330017 

Email: 306145@ students.wits.ac.za 

  

Supervisor: Ms Ingrid Watson 

Email: Ingrid.watson@wits.ac.za 
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7.5. Annexure E: FOLLOW UP EMAIL 
 
Good Day 

This is a follow-up email regarding your possible participation in an interview regarding public 

participation and the EMP. 

Your response would be greatly appreciated 

Regards 

Nondumiso Mofokeng 
MSc Candidate: University of Witwatersrand (School of Animal, Plant and Environmental Sciences) 
Cell: 0832330017 
Email: 306145@students.wits.ac.za 
  
Supervisor: Ms Ingrid Watson 

Email: Ingrid.watson@wits.ac.za 

 

mailto:306145@students.wits.ac.za
mailto:Ingrid.watson@wits.ac.za

