
 

PEER REVIEW OF 

 

 

Social Impact Assessment Report: 

Upgrade of Southern Wastewater Treatment 

Works 
 

 

Prepared by 

 

Dianne Scott 

 

May 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Commissioned by Royal HaskoningDHV 

 

 

  



2 

 

CONTENTS 
 

 

1  Introduction 3 

 1.1 The purpose of the peer review 3 

 1.2 The importance of the context of the study 4 

    

2  Review of Conceptual and Methodological Framing of the Report 4 

 2.1 Comments on Conceptual Framework 5 

 2.2 Comments on Methodology 5 

    

3  Review of Contents of the Report 6 

 3.1 Comments on the Executive Summary 6 

 3.2 Comments on the Introduction  6 

 3.3 Comments on the Legislation and Local Area Context 6 

 3.4 Comments on the Socio-Economic Baseline 7 

 3.5 Comments on the Post Scoping Phase  7 

 3.6 Comments on Impact Method to be used 8 

 3.7 Comments on Impact Considerations and Identification 8 

 3.8 Comments on Conclusion 8 

 3.9 Comments on Literature Cited 8 

    

4  General Comments 9 

 4.1 Comments on Figures, Tables and Plates 9 

 4.2 Comments on Report Structure 9 

 4.3 Comments on Style 10 

 4.4 Minor Typographical Errors and Inconsistencies 10 

    

5  Conclusion and Recommendations 11 

  References 12 

  Appendix A 13 

 

 

 

 

  



3 

 

1 Introduction 

1.1 The purpose of the peer review 

The peer review provides a review of  and critical comment on the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) of 

the proposed Solids Removal and Treatment Facilities Upgrade at the Southern Wastewater 

Treatment Works. As in all processes of knowledge production, the purpose of the review process is 

critical for assessing the extent to which the knowledge produced meets the aim of the study; for 

providing critical comments to strengthen the arguments presented by the SIA practitioners; and for 

ensuring the reliability and validity of the results. The review aims to examine the concepts, methods 

and assumptions that the authors have used to produce and assimilate the primary and secondary 

sources used in the SIA and provide constructive recommendations to improve the quality of the SIA. 

The SIA is a very important component of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) since the 

proposed development, although an upgrade and expansion of an existing waste water treatment 

works rather than a new development, is surrounded by middle to low income communities who are 

already compromised as they have been located adjacent to other industrial facilities and noxious 

industries for decades.  It is crucial that this context be understood and be used to inform the 

assessment of the social issues arising from the proposed development, and particularly the 

cumulative impacts. 

 This peer review
1
 has been commissioned by Royal HaskoningsDHV. The SIA is a study by 

consultants producing a body of scientific knowledge within the framework of a prescribed Terms of 

Reference. The applied study needs to fulfil the scientific goals of undertaking a rigorous research 

process, and providing accurate and reliable knowledge, with its aims defined by Royal 

HaskoningsDHV’s Terms of Reference. This kind of knowledge as contained in the SIA study can be 

called ‘regulatory knowledge’ and is a form of applied social science. Despite the difference between 

research producing ‘regulatory knowledge’ and academic knowledge production, the authors do need 

however to position their work in a conceptual framework, i.e. to describe what concepts are being 

used to frame study, e.g. quality of life or sense of place, and the normative principles guiding the SIA 

study. They also need to describe their methodological framework (quantitative, qualitative or mixed 

methods) and undertake ‘rigorous’ scientific research so that the quality of the results can be 

considered reliable and valid and taken into consideration in the EIA as it assesses the development 

options. It is the purpose of this review to contribute to the achievement of the production of a 

rigorously produced report of high quality. 

Therefore, the aim of the peer review is to: 

a) Review the conceptual and methodological frameworks of the study 

b) Review the contents of the study be examining the use of collected and available information, 

including sources consulted, assumptions made, evidence used, and the interpretation and 

conclusions from these.  

c) Identify gaps, highlight areas of weakness and errors. 

                                                             

1 The reviewer is a social scientist who has an extensive knowledge and experience in the production of SIAs 

and SIA Reviews, and social science methodology.  
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d) Make recommendations to Royal HaskoningDHV that can be communicated to the SIA specialist 

regarding the areas requiring correction, strengthening and further elaboration (as per ToR). 

1.2 The importance of the context of the study 

Of special importance to this SIA study is the local context of the proposed development. The 

proposed development is situated adjacent to the community of Merebank, which lies in South 

Durban Basin. This area is widely known both in the media and in academic literature as an area 

where communities have suffered from industrial impacts, namely air pollution, odour and industrial 

traffic for decades (e.g. The Mercury, 11-15th September, 2000). As the industrial development in the 

area and the port have grown and intensified, so have industrial impacts had a cumulative impact on 

these communities. As a result industrial development is highly politicised and there is a long history 

of community opposition to the intensification of industrial development and port development since 

the 1990s (see www.sdcea.org). More often than not, communities have only learned about proposed 

industrial developments or expansions when they are virtually approved (Leonard, 2014). 

The umbrella organisation in South Durban is the South Durban Community Environmental Alliance 

(SDCEA) (www.sdcea.co.za) which has for over 20 years been active in its attempts to oppose 

additional development which would impact on the health and well-being of the local communities. 

The Merebank Residents Association (MRA) (see SDCEA website) is one of the oldest community 

organisations in South Africa which has a history of opposition to industrial expansion and air 

pollution. The MRA and other local community organisations in South Durban are all affiliated to 

SDCEA along with various women’s’ groups and church organisations. The context within which the 

proposed development is proposed to take place has a complex economic, social and political history. 

It is for this reason that the SIA of the upgrade of the Southern Wastewater Treatment Works 

(SWWTW) is of particular importance as it provides for a specialist report on the potential social 

impacts that are likely to occur from this proposed development and needs to be sensitive to the 

historical context. The SIA should provide an opportunity for the views, understandings and responses 

of the local communities to be identified and documented, and included in the final EIA. 

 

2. Review of the Conceptual and Methodological Framing of the Report  

Although the study is not an academic piece of research meant for publication in a peer reviewed 

journal, it is nevertheless an important study that aims to provide knowledge for a significant applied 

goal (to contribute to the EIA if the proposed development) and therefore needs to be scientific and 

rigorous. Essential to a rigorous study is a well described conceptual and methodological framework. 

Without these being described it is not possible to understand how the empirical data produced for the 

report are derived, nor what they mean, and how to judge the validity of the study (how successfully it 

meets its objectives) and reliability (how rigorously the study was conducted and how replicable it is). 

In assessing these two dimensions of the report the quality of the work can be assessed. A range of 

people will be reading the report from different backgrounds and so there needs to be a clear 

expression of the conceptual frameworks applied so that they can all understand the production of 

knowledge in the report. It cannot be assumed that the readers of the report from the interdisciplinary 

research team working on the EIA necessarily understand the underlying assumptions of the concepts 

used. 
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2.1 Comments on the Conceptual Framework 

a) The SIA does not identify and explain the social concepts used, such as nuisance, quality of life, 

cumulative impact, noise pollution, perceptions. No SIA principles are cited as best practice 

guidelines, nor is reference made to the NEMA principles (see www. iaia.org; Barbour, 2007; 

Vanclay, 2003). 

b) There is no definition of what an SIA is – there seems to be some confusion that the Public 

Participation process and Scoping report provide the basis for the SIA. 

2.2 Comments on the Methodology 

a) There is no description of the methodology used in the SIA. 

b) The study appears to use the methodology of a desk top study as there have been no meetings, 

interviews or engagement with stakeholders cited by the SIA specialist to identify and describe 

the issues raised by the proposed development and its potential impacts. The title of Section 4 

indicates that this is a ‘post-scoping’ phase of the social impact identification where previously 

collected data is collated. Although Section 4.2 is titled ‘Primary Data’ there is no primary data 

presented in this section which was collected for the SIA study. So there has been no collection of 

primary data to identify social issues (no interviews, focus groups, meetings with communities 

etc.) in this report. The SIA is a specialist study which should provide its own primary social data 

(raw data) as the basis for understanding the social impacts and evaluating their significance.  

c) The report cites the ‘primary sources’ as the social issues which have been raised in the public 

participation (PP) process. These social issues raised in PP process are merely indicators of 

possible social impacts (see Section 4.2.1) and these need to be explored in more depth through 

the data collection processes of the SIA.  

d) Section 4.2.2.5 provides a description of the methodology of the PP process which is not relevant 

to the SIA study and is not a substitute for a research design specifically for the SIA. It should be 

removed. 

e) A site visit was undertaken as part of the methodology to provide photographs of the residential 

environment surrounding the site but there is no commentary on what the photographs reveal or a 

date on which the visit took place.  

f) Reference to other reports: 

o There should be a full description of the social issues raised in the PP process, both from 

meetings as well as from interviews, focus groups and other methods cited in the BID to 

gather data related to social issues/impacts, providing the source of the issues identified, 

dates etc. it is useful to present this in a tabular form. Figure 4.1 appears as a cut and paste 

from the Public Participation meetings. 

o There is no reference to the social issues presented in the Scoping Report. These should 

also be presented with details of who raised the issues, dates etc. 

o Reference to other specialist reports: This is not systematically undertaken or reported in 

the methodology – references to these are made here and there in the report. 

g) It is not clear that the author/s of the report is/are social scientists as there no description of 

methodology and there is very little focus on and discussion of social issues and how these issues 

might be determined. Their expertise should be declared. 

h) There is almost no evidence of the use of secondary sources consulted to establish the historical 

and social context of the proposed development. There is therefore a poor grasp of the social, 

economic and political context of South Durban. 
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i) The use of CSIR outfalls reports as a secondary source is not appropriate. It is not the role of the 

SIA specialist to assess the impact of effluent on local people or sea users. This is the role of the 

marine ecology/marine effluent specialist. The specialist report dealing with the marine impact 

should therefore be used in this case as a source of secondary data and its recommendations cited. 

j) The method of analysing the social data (in this case from the PP process and the other specialist 

reports) is not described. The Executive Summary states that ‘inferences’ are made from the 

available data sources. This is not a social data analysis method and has not been included in the 

methodology anyway. 

k) The credibility of a study is the quality of the knowledge upon which it is based. The secondary 

sources used need to be rigorous scientific sources that can be trusted. The use of Wikipedia is 

absolutely unacceptable as a source – it is a source of partial and unverified  knowledge (e.g. p. 

9/10). 

 

3. Review of the Contents of the Report 

3.1 Comments on the Executive Summary 

a) This is not detailed enough and needs to include a summary of each section of the report and 

particularly the social issues and their significance.  

b) A table of the impacts and their significance and proposed mitigation is the most crucial element 

of the Executive Summary that reader’s will want summarised here.  

c) The first sentence of paragraph 2 is not at all clear. The use of the terms ‘receptors’ and ‘drivers’ 

seems to have been taken from elsewhere as these terms are not used in the report at all. 

3.2 Comments on the Introduction 

a) The Introduction is a very important foundation for the study as it lays out the objectives, the 

conceptual and methodological framing, and how the report will be structured.  Much of this is 

missing in the report. The following contents of the introduction is suggested: 

1. Outline of the development proposal. This is presented in an unnumbered section at the 

commencement of the introduction in the SIA report. It is suggested that the BID be 

included in an Appendix and referred to as the proposed development is well described in 

this document.  

2. Definition of a Social Impact Assessment  

3. Terms of Reference for the SIA 

4. List of stakeholders (this is included and is presented as a list of communities) 

5. The definition of concepts and principles employed in the study 

6. A brief structure of the report 

3.3 Comments on the Legislation and Local Area Context (Section 2) 

a) Change the title of this section to Local Area Context. 

b) Legislation: 

o The legislation presented appears to be cut and pasted from elsewhere as much of it is not 

directly related to the understanding of the social impacts of the SWWTW upgrade on 

local residents. The principles in NEMA are important and the ‘environmental rights’ 

contained in the Bill of Rights could be included in the conceptual framework as it is 

these principles and ‘rights’ that the SIA needs to take into consideration. The existing 
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legislation described in the report is more relevant to the EIA report and should be 

removed from the report.  

o More importantly, the legislation section is just a description of different pieces of 

legislation with no discussion of the relevance of the legislation to the study of social 

impacts. 

o It is suggested that what is recommended in the first bullet be retained, and this section 

become the Local Area Context. 

c) Section 2.6.1 would remain an important part of this context. 

d) The ‘Bohweki study’ cited in this section is not applicable here and should be removed. 

e) The historical social and economic context of the South Durban Basin (SDB) is part of the 

context of the study and should be described in this section here. A simple search through Google 

will reveal many sources of data related to the history of this area and the SDCEA website in 

particular has many documents and descriptions of the history of the area. It would be important 

to discuss the number of civil society organisations that emerged in the SDB, e.g. the Merebank 

Resident’s Association, in the apartheid era, and have continued into the post-apartheid area 

struggling to improve the quality of life and living conditions of residents living adjacent 

industrial areas.  

f) The background of the Merebank area in particular should be described (this is claimed to be 

presented in Section 3.1 but the description here is not relevant to Merebank specifically). This 

should include: history, population, number of schools, socio-economic status of the community, 

and any other relevant statistical data.  

g) The health challenges of the SDB (Section 3.2) is part of the context and would be an important 

part of this section. Conclusions are made regarding industrial impacts in 2007 – a dangerous 

thing for a SIA specialist to do. The air pollution specialist report should be drawn on as this 

should surely have some contextual background and current impact levels of air pollution in SDB. 

h) After the context, a new section needs to be added - an outline of the methodology used which 

would include the method of assessment of issues which is currently in Section 5 (It will become 

Section 3).  

3.4 Comments on the Socio-Economic Baseline (Section 3) 

a) Change the title of this section to ‘Social Issues identified in the Scoping Report and Public 

Participation Process’ (This will now be Section 4). Correspondence with Royal HaskoningDHV 

indicates that the ‘socio-economic baseline’ is complete and has been separately reviewed. It is 

assumed here that this formed part of the Scoping Report (see Moodley, email, 27/3/2015) 

b) Move material from Section 4.2 to this section. 

c) Section 3.1 and 3.2 need to be moved to the Local Area Context 

d) The site visit referred to on p. 13. needs to be moved to the methodology section suggested above 

including the  photographs (the photographs need to be interpreted with some accompanying text 

so that the reader knows what they are looking at that is relevant to the SIA). 

e) This section should contain a summary of social issues raised in a) Scoping Report b) PP process. 

The social issues raised in each of these in relation to the proposed upgrade, need to be 

systematically tabulated and collated to provide a final list of pre-SIA social issues. 

3.5  Comments on Post-Scoping Phase (Section 4) 

a) This section would present the ‘Identification, description and assessment of the social issues’ and 

be titled as such.(Now Section 5) 

b) This is what is currently Section 6 of the report which includes the assessment tables. 
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3.6 Comments on Impact Method to be Used (Section 5) 

This is a standard Impact Assessment method and is well described. This needs to be included in the 

methodology section. 

3.7 Comments on Impact Considerations and Identification (Section 6)  

a) This section has been replaced by the new Section 4. 

b) The significance of the social issues are presented in this section for each of the options. So three 

tables (6-1. 6-2 and 6-3) are presented. The following comments are made: 

o Description of issues: There is no indication at all how or by whom these issues have been 

raised or how dominant they are among the affected parties. An issue only becomes an issue 

when it has an impact on a considerable number of people/groups. Furthermore, a number of 

issues appear that have not been mentioned previously in the report. The report and tables as a 

whole lack much foregrounding of how and where the data came from to raise these issues. 

o It is suggested that the issues be numbered per table for easy reference. 

o All the issues/impacts need a description which needs to appear in the table in a row above 

the ratings. This would include the impacted parties (who brought this issue up). Then the 

four ratings and impact significance should appear below that (this has been done). After 

reporting on the significance of the impact, this leads into the mitigation measure which are 

described below that (this has been done).  

However, both the discussion of issue and mitigation are written up together in a row titled 

‘Mitigation measures’. These need to be separated into two sections and appear in two separate 

rows in the table. So the logic should be ‘discuss the issue, rate it, determine the significance and 

then suggest mitigation measures’ as one moves down the table. It is much easier for the reader to 

read the description of the issues, and then look at the ratings and significance, followed by 

mitigation measures. 

c) Table 6-1 has no discussion. There is no discussion of current impacts – if a study had been done 

and communities engaged with, they would have identified that there are current impacts which 

would need to be discussed here. This is the baseline information for analysing the cumulative 

impacts. So this table should have a discussion row. The high significance of issue 2 in this table 

needs some explanation and would have to do with the context, history and geography of the area. 

d) The headings of ‘pre-mitigation’ and ‘post-mitigation’ should appear at the top of the table when 

they extend onto the next page. This is an easy function to turn on in Word tables. 

e) A summary table of each Option and its issues needs to be constructed with the issues in 

descending order of significance. The table should then be briefly described to highlight the main 

results of the SIA. These summary table could appear after the main table in a new sub-section of 

the report titled ‘Summary of the Social Issues per Option’ (See example in Appendix A for 

possible table structure). This is the most important part of the analysis of the social impacts and 

allows for an clear understanding of the most significant of the social impacts. 

3.8   Comments on Conclusion (Section 7) 

As a specialist report there should be a conclusion which sums up each section of the report. 
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3.9 Comments on the Literature cited 

a) These references need to be polished so that every reference in the report is in the reference list, 

and every reference in the reference list is in the report. This needs to be checked carefully as this 

is a ‘scientific report’ which is producing knowledge based on the work of others – cited in the 

literature. 

b) The references should be in alphabetical order listed by author followed by the data; title of 

report; journal article, book, followed by place and publisher. For online references the same 

format is followed, except the URL of the article is provided as the source.  

c) The references should not be numbered 

d) Reference number 8 is unacceptable, i.e. to copy the references for another report into this 

document. 

e) The other specialist reports need to be cited in the references as they are ‘evidence’ and then 

referenced in the text. 

 

4. General Comments  

4.1 Comments on Figures, Tables and Plates 

a) Differentiate between Figures, Tables and Plates – a map is a figure, a photograph is a plate. The 

photographs should be called plates. Change in text and in Contents. 

b) Refer to each Figure, Table or Plate in the text before this occurs. This has partially been done but 

not consistently. Note that this reference should appear in brackets e.g. (Figure 6).  Figure 1-1, 

Tables 6-1and 6-4 are not referred to prior to their occurrence in the text. 

c) Issue 3 in the Operational Phase for Option 1 refers to the impact of the access road. This is not 

on the map in the BID document nor in the diagrams supplied in the report. It is proposed that a 

schematic figure or diagram be included in the description of the project and referred to in the 

assessment table.  

4.2 Comments on Report Structure  

a) The new revised report needs to be restructured with new section headings as per comments in 

Section 3. 

b) At the beginning of each section, the aim of that section needs to be stated very briefly. 

a) Because the report is relatively long document, it is suggested that at the end of the Introduction 

to each section, the structure of that section be briefly stated. This ‘route map’ for the reader is 

most useful and provides continuity in the report. Similarly, at the end of each section, a brief 

summary of the section be provided summarising the patterns and trends. This has been done in 

some cases. Once sections have an Introduction explaining the contents and a Conclusion, the 

argument in each section will be clearer. 

b) Check the numbering of all the sections – especially sub-sections, e.g. Chapter 1 has no 1.1 and 

an ‘unnumbered section’ at the start. Check numbering against the Table of Contents. 

c) Suggested structure: 

a) Section 1: Introduction 

b) Section 2: Local Area Context 

c) Section 3: Methodology 

d) Section 4: Social Issues identified in the Scoping Report and Public Participation process 

e) Section 5: Identification, description and assessment of the social issues 
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f) Section 6: Conclusion 

4.3 Comments on Style 

a) The report appears to have been put together hurriedly and as it does not have introductions 

and conclusions to each section, it does not flow and is not easy to read.  

b) There are many sections where information is presented and the relevance to the SIA and 

proposed development are not discussed. 

c) It also appears that there has been cutting and pasting from other previous reports. Legislation 

which is not linked to the proposed development at all is included and its relevance is not 

linked to the SIA. 

d) The report needs to be accessible to the public and local residents as they are those who are 

impacted on and the style needs to take this into account. It is their understandings and 

experiences which are being represented in the SIA. This is not the case and the style is very 

concise and technical with little explanation of what is being presented and why. 

e) Remove the large blank spaces at the end of sections, e.g. at the bottom of p. 16. Bring text 

forward so that each section does not start on a new page.  

4.4   Minor Typographical Errors and Inconsistencies 

The report is not polished and there are many inconsistencies. See below: 

Page Para Line Error 

5 1 3 Replace humans with communities. 

5 1 8 Capitalised words in the middle of sentences – ‘Undertaken’. See also page 8 last 

para. ‘Human Capital’, ‘Governance’, ‘Institutional’ etc. 

8   Table 2-2: Inconsistent referencing. UNDP Country Report 2010. Use author and 

date. 

9 4 10 American spelling – ‘program’, should be ‘programme’. 

9/10   Seek other sources for Wikipedia – this cannot be used 

10   Irrelevant material – from the  Bohlweki report - remove 

12   Section 3.1: Irrelevant material - remove 

13 3  How is this relevant to the SIA? 

13   Last line. Refer to Plates 1 to 5 rather than ‘a few pictures’. Interpret these 

pictures – what are they showing? Otherwise meaningless. 

17   Section 4: This section needs an introduction stating the purpose and structure of 

this section. 

17/19   Section 4.1.1/2: This is not social data and should not be in report.  

19 4  Second sentence: This is an unacceptable generalisation with no evidence to back 

it up. 

20   The issues in the ‘mindmap’ should be listed in a table – not at all easy for the 

reader to make sense of this. It appears as a ‘cut and paste’ schematic. 

20   Section 4.2.2: This is the social issues sections and has a strange mix of elements 

included in it. ‘Dewatering sludge’ is not a social issue, neither are the future 

planning intentions or the listed waste activities. This is very confusing and 

unstructured. Remove non-social issues. 

21   Section 4.2.2.3: Odour: This states that the development will not ‘increase the 

level of sewage’ – is this correct? The SIA needs to include the outcomes of the 

Air Quality Assessment and not just refer to it. 

22   Section 4.2.2.4: Noise: Why haven’t SDCEA and GroundWork been interviewed 

and their recommendations included in the SIA. 

22   Section 4.2.2.5: This detail is not necessary in the SIA which should have its 
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own methodology. Remove. 

23  2 The Issues Trail from the PP Process need to be reported in the proposed Section 

4 (Section 3 in report) 

27 2  Section 6.1: This SIA should have investigated these social issues or drawn on 

other specialist reports to obtain their recommendations. 

27 1 3 2000’s should be 2000s – meaning years after 2000 which is plural 

27 3 4 These guidelines need to be stated in the methodology section. 

28 2 4 Change ‘will be’ to ‘would have been’ 

28   The three options need to be discussed in the introduction 

 

5 Conclusion and Recommendations 

This review has provided a detailed assessment of the quality of information that has been collected 

and collated in the SIA in order to assess the significance of the social impacts of the proposed 

development. This review finds that the study does not meet the requirements of a Social Impact 

Assessment as the following is absent/inadequate in the report: 

a) There is no conceptual and methodological framework 

b) There is no methodology to show how evidence is gathered 

c) There is no primary data produced and analysed by the SIA 

d) The description of the social context is inadequate 

e) Therefore, the knowledge base on which to assess the significance of the 

social impacts of the proposed development is inadequate. 

 

It is therefore not possible for the reviewer to make an assessment of the significance ratings of the 

social issues in the report as there is not enough systematically collected and analysed social data and 

contextual information related the social impacts. I would therefore only be able to comment on the 

significance of the issues once the primary data is collected and social issues identified and described 

via this route. As they are listed in the assessment tables, most of the social issues pop out of a 

vacuum of information. For this reason, the significance ratings are not reliable and acceptable as they 

cannot be verified by a foundation of primary data describing the social issues. It is not clear why the 

SIA lists the social issues listed in Section 6.1 and then says these would be assessed later in the EIA 

process, when they should have been identified, described and reported on in the SIA itself. 

Furthermore, the SIA has been submitted with a range of inconsistencies and omissions and is poorly 

structured and argued.  

The report reviewed is not deemed to be an in-depth SIA Study using its own primary data to assess 

the social impacts. It is proposed that the content of the SIA of the proposed upgrade of the SWWTW 

would change substantially once the appropriate methodology to collect primary data has been applied 

and a revised study done to identify and describe in detail the social issues. It is also certain that once 

this is done, the list of social issues and the rating of their significance would also change. Therefore 

the existing tables assessing the significance of the social issues cannot be accepted as they are in the 

report as a basis to inform the EIA. 

Recommendations: 

The following is recommended: 

1. It is recommended that the current document be revised and built upon. This would entail the 

undertaking of an additional detailed SIA study producing its own primary data on social 
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issues for assessment. This would need to be based on a research design (a range of 

complementary methods and techniques) which aims to collect primary data about the social 

issues from the surrounding residents adjacent the proposed development and in collaboration 

with relevant community organisations. This would produce an understanding of the social 

impacts identified and described by these stakeholders in detail that would become the 

foundation upon which to determine the significance of the social impacts.  

2. Guidelines on how to proceed with the revised SIA are provided by the comments raised 

regarding the conceptual and methodological framing of the study (Section 2) as well as the 

comments raised per section (Section 3) and the general comments (Section 4).   

3. It is recommended that a specialist SIA consultant be appointed to undertake the additional 

SIA study rather than it be done in-house. 
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Appendix A 

EXAMPLE OF SUMMARY TABLE – ONE FOR EACH OPTION 

 

 

No Impact Impact significance pre-mitigation Status Cumulative impact Impact significance 

post-mitigation Construction phase Operational phase 

         

 


