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Foreword

In the course of along and varied working life,
| have been privileged to work with, or learn
from, a stimulating panoply of individuals
who are committed to contributing to
the economic, social, and environmental
development of all aspects of the United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals.

Jon Hobbs and Diego Juffe-Bignoli are,
thankfully, two of these individuals. | was
delighted to learn that they had come
together to produce, for the Development
Corridors Partnership, a rich and stimulating
collection of research reports, case studies
and assessments relating to the array of
efforts made under the rubric of ‘development
corridors’. They were determined to express
the conviction that decisions made, primarily
by governments, regarding the planning and
building of Corridors, really must be informed
by an evidence-based understanding of the
consequences - positive or negative - of
these decisions. And they have succeeded.
But Jon Hobbs will never read these words.
He was hospitalized after the bulk of the work
was complete, and, to the deep sadness and
regret of all who knew him, he passed away at
the end of September, 2021.

Jon and Diego sought out and recruited
a daunting array of researchers, scholars
and stakeholders to shed light on the
processes currently underlying the world of
development corridors today. They certainly
succeeded.

The work was initiated before the onset of the
COVID-19 pandemic, and as governments
turn to the formidable challenge of restoring

John Harker

economic vitality without further damage to
the climate, it becomes even more imperative
that impact assessment be understood,
embraced and improved. Jon and Diego have
shown us the way forward for a journey which
absolutely must be embarked upon.

They would be first to recognise that the
Development Corridors Partnership as a
whole must be commended for showing - in
many different ways and places - that, not only
is the need for impact assessment clear and
present, but so are the skills and commitment
of researchers, scholars and stakeholders.
These are to be found in an impressive
coming together of universities, civil society
organizations and business groups, and
communities.

All are part of an outstanding initiative,
funded by the UK Research and Innovation
Council, and managed by the UNEP-WCMC.
This initiative has been embraced by some
of the best minds that have been turned to
the task of ensuring that - while we attempt
to bring economic and social benefits to
people, in line with the United Nations
Sustainable Development Goals - we do
not risk significant environmental and social
costs, and thus actually undermine long-term
development successes.

So, l urge you to read this book, and figure out
how you mightimprove your own contribution
to the challenges ahead. Jon and Diego have
set out a case. It needs to be taken up, not set
aside; acted on, not just talked about. It is in
your hands.

Chair of the Development Corridors Partnership Independent Advisory Board,

Nova Scotia, Canada.
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Executive
Summary

Driven by increasing  globalisation,
the development aspirations of nations, and
the need to access resources, an infrastructure
boom is impacting many regions of our
planet. New infrastructure projects are
traversing diverse landscapes over hundreds
of kilometres, often crossing international
borders and penetrating into remote areas
previously unaffected by industrialisation
and urbanisation. These large-scale projects,
mostly spanning several regions in a same
country, but often linear and transnational
in nature, are generically called corridors.
Depending on the nature and objectives,
they can be transport, infrastructure, growth,
resource or economic corridors.

The rapid development of corridors
globally presents environmental planning
professionals with numerous challenges. The
primary need is to ensure that decisions
about these developments are informed by
an evidence-based understanding of their
consequences - both positive and negative.
This will enable infrastructure development to
meet development needs without adversely
impacting ecological systems or human
welfare. Improving the quality of infrastructure
policies, plans, programmes and projects, by
ensuring they include the necessary
environmental and social scrutiny, is urgently
required now - and will be for the foreseeable
future. This challenge is the unifying theme of
this publication.

Using insights from Africa, Asia and
South America, this sourcebook compiles
24  contributed papers written in
2021, covering many facets of the

opportunities and challenges presented by
the rapidly growing number of infrastructure
and corridor developments around the
world. Prevailing planning practices
are reviewed through case studies
along with the efficacy of some of the
available tools to conduct systematic
and comprehensive impact assessments. The
latter includes Strategic Environmental Impact
Assessment (SEA) and Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA).

As the title suggests the underlying thesis of
this publication is that, where they are
justified, there are significant benefits in
ensuring that corridors that contain single
purpose infrastructure developments
(utility, infrastructure or transport) progress
through a carefully planned sequential
process of diversification and expansion
to ensure the maximisation of benefits
in full-blown ‘development corridors’. In
this book, development corridors are therefore
aspirational. They comprise areas identified as
priorities for investment to catalyse economic
growth and development. They should be
developed with multiple stakeholders and social,
economic and environmental interests and
interdependencies in mind. With the integration
of sustainability principles and appropriate
environmental and social standards, development
corridors could become true ‘(sustainable)
development corridors. They should be
planned to maximise positive opportunities and
minimise negative risks. Without this, today’s short-
term  successes will become tomorrow's
challenges and long-term human welfare and
ecosystem integrity will be undermined.



Overview of contents

This book brings together a wide range
of perspectives from experts, researchers,
and practitioners around the world with the
purpose to foster greater collaboration and
increase ourglobalunderstanding of corridors
and their benefits and potential negative
impacts. 13 of the 24 chapters are written
by independent experts and researchers
from Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, China, India,
Kenya, Mongolia, South Africa, Tanzania,
UK, and the USA. The book also includes 11
chapters containing material gathered by
the Development Corridors Partnership, a
programme of work led by UN Environment
Programme World Conservation Monitoring
Centre (UNEP-WCMC) and funded by the
UK Government via their Global Challenges
Research Fund.

The collection of papers in this sourcebook is
divided into five sections. First an introductory
section where we introduce some key
terms and definitions that underpin this
work (Chapter 1). We then explore some
key principles and aspirations of corridors
such as delivering the Sustainable
Development Goals (Chapter 2), ensuring
theory and practice align (Chapter
3), ensuring financial sustainability (Chapter
4), properly assessing  environmental

sensitivity (Chapter 5) respecting human

Key messages

well as to mitigate negative impacts.

rights (Chapter 6), or maximising, co-benefits
(Chapter 7).

In the next three sections, we present 15 case
studies from three continents: Africa,
Asia, and Latin America. These case
studies explore key challenges and
lessons learned from specific planned,
ongoing, and already  implemented
developments.  They are presented as
individual stories that readers can explore.

The final and fifth section aims to summarise
lessons learned from a 4-year research and
capacity building programme specifically
aiming to understand the key challenges
and  opportunities  around  corridors
and that has been the major driving
force of this work: The Development
Corridors Partnership project (DCP). DCP
is a collaborative partnership across UK,
Kenya, Tanzania and China, funded by
the UK Research and Innovation Global
Challenges Research Fund (see Chapter 23).

The book finishes with an overview of
the lessons learned from the contributed
papers included in this book and develops
ten principles for corridor planning and
delivering a meaningful and comprehensive
impact assessment (Chapter 24), which we
summarise here as ten key messages.

Corridors must seek to achieve positive sustainability outcomes:

The mindset underwriting environmental planning of most infrastructure developments has been to
mitigate negative impacts. The planning of few existing corridors is based on their role in supporting
a sustainability vision for a country or region in which they are situated. Corridor developments
must therefore be based on sustainability principles and support progress towards national, regional
and international sustainable development goals. A true development corridor will seek to do good, as



Integrated and inter-disciplinary approaches are needed:

Corridor developments are extensive, complex, multifaceted features traversing many landscapes. They
can bring about significant transformational change to physical, economic, social, and cultural systems,
and serve as interconnecting features. Yet engagementin corridor planning is often constrained by limited
disciplinary and institutional involvement, with projects often superimposed upon communities. Corridor
developments need diverse expertise and experience in their planning and management, including
local stakeholder knowledge, avoiding disciplinary, institutional, or sectoral silos, that can result in policy
conflicts, contradictions, and inconsistencies.

Corridor proponents should clearly demonstrate consideration of alternatives:

Corridor options should not be limited to a preferred proposal favoured by an elite. Corridor
developments must consider all feasible alternatives (including maintenance of the status quo and no
corridor development) and make the risks and opportunities of each option explicit and transparent
through meaningful consultation. An important requirement in all corridor planning is to justify the need
for a wide choice of options and an explanation of the potential benefits it will bring and to whom, in
comparison with the alternatives. Any necessary trade-offs and how any significant potential negative
impacts will be effectively managed, and opportunities created must be explained.

Public participation and stakeholder engagement should be at the core
of corridor planning:

Corridor planning frequently fails to include meaningful participation of all stakeholders. Corridors
can profoundly affect the lives and rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, potentially
for generations. A common failing is that the first opportunity for local stakeholders to engage arises
only after all strategic decisions have already been made and the only option remaining is for them
to react negatively to a fait accompli. The meaningful engagement of all stakeholders is necessary to
ensure their role is more than reactive. The way corridors are viewed by different stakeholders must
be identified, understood, and addressed. Corridor developments must ensure that all interested and
affected people are provided with adequate information about a proposal and have meaningful ways to
engage in decision-making processes from the outset of strategic planning.

Mainstreaming and tiering are fundamental for corridor success:

Corridor planning requires a tiered assessment process, ensuring that environmental and social issues
are considered alongside financial and technical considerations from the start of strategic planning
or programme development, right though to project specifics. Conceptual corridor planning is frequently
dominated by technical and financial suitability criteria with environmental, social, cultural, and human
rights sensitivity issues being considered, at best, as externalities, retrospectively, once issues and
problems arise. Strategic planning is important because it is when the full range of optionsis still open for
discussion. It also establishes the parameters that will frame and implement a corridor plan or programme.
Environmental and social considerations (and the interactions between them) should be considered early
in strategic decision-making alongside (and to inform) technical, financial, and economic considerations.

An iterative process is needed:

Corridors exist in dynamic environments and need to be responsive to changing circumstances and
priorities. Planning must adjust as circumstances and available information changes. The process should
identify, map, and engage all interested and affected stakeholders from the earliest stage of corridor
planning and throughout the planning and management of the corridor. New concerns and evidence
will likely emerge as a corridor development progresses. Corridor planning frequently places undue
emphasis on the production of a report (Environmental Impact Report) and its influence on the decision
to proceed. The process may not be so linear in nature. It may involve many adjustments and decisions
as new evidence emerges and predictions improve. A good-quality report and recommendations is
necessary, butthey are dependent upon a comprehensive process of ongoing dialogue and engagement
with all stakeholders.



Corridors must ensure effective use of available tools:

Many corridor environmental impact assessments fail to meet required international standards. Corridor
planning and management should make systematic and adequate use of available impact
assessment procedures, methods, techniques, and tools to ensure good-quality decisions. The
available procedures discussed in this publication (notably Strategic Environmental Assessment and
Environmental Impact Assessment) and their associated methods, tools and techniques should be used
when appropriate to help ensure that a systematic process identifies all significant potential benefits
and development outcomes, and that they outweigh the costs and risks to affected people and their
livelihoods and environments. The objectivity and quality of corridor decisions are dependent upon the
effective use of the available tools.

Plan corridors with resilience and adaptability in mind:

Prevention will always be better than cure in addressing the negative impacts of corridors, and this should
be the priority. However, some circumstances dictate an inevitability of negative impacts. Corridors,
therefore, need to be designed to be made resilient to anticipated changes and adaptation measures
may be necessary as ‘coping’ mechanisms or to offset unavoidable impacts, such as the impacts caused
by climate change. The suitability of measures will require ongoing monitoring and adaptation as needs
arise.

Seek impact, influence, and implementation capacity:

The decision to proceed with a corridor is ultimately the responsibility of decision makers. They are usu-
ally the representatives of all stakeholders’ interests and custodians of their natural resources. Any impact
assessment report must provide adequate information to ensure sufficiently good-quality decisions. If
they are to be effectively implement the recommendations provided. Attempts to improve the perfor-
mance of planning and associated assessment processes of corridors must tackle the ways in which
outcomes are shaped by political contexts and institutional capacities. Approaches to working on assess-
ment processes should integrate political economy analyses and institutional capacity assessment from
the outset and on an ongoing basis. Resulting insights should inform the design and implementation of
interventions intended to improve planning practice.

Evolve from Infrastructure to Development Corridors:

The prospects for linear infrastructure projects to evolve into comprehensive development corridors are
often left to chance and spontaneity. Infrastructure projects are often developed in isolation and in an
incremental way. For infrastructure projects to progress and become true development corridors, the
transition must be systematically sequenced into planning from the start. Assessments must include
consideration of potential induced, secondary, synergistic, transboundary, and cumulative impacts likely
to result from the corridor development. The progression from infrastructure to development corridors
must be based on a systematic, comprehensive, and integrated assessment of the potential positive en-
vironmental, social and economic opportunities and the rigorous avoidance or management of negative
impacts.
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Kenya is a major gateway for East African links to the belt and road initiative (and its mar-
itime silk road component). Under the Northern Corridor Transport network, Kenya has
initiated high-profile projects, including the Lamu Port-South Sudan-Ethiopia transport
(LAPSSET) and the standard gauge railway (SGR) corridors. Although these corridors are
beneficial, they also have negative social and ecological effects, highlighting the need for
impact assessment. Guidance on avoiding these impacts during their planning has been
limited and attention is now focused on mitigating their impacts during construction an
operation. This chapter explores the recommended Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) process and its implementation in practice within the SGR and LAPSSET corridors
based on the review of the EIA reports. We surveyed 974 community members within a
10km buffer along the corridors and interviewed key stakeholders. This chapter reveals
that, although Kenya's EIA framework has good ambitions and is anchored on a sound leg-
islative framework and institutional set-up, it lacks public confidence, effective participa-
tion and government capacity to implement appropriate measures to effectively address
social and environmental impacts associated with corridors. The system is faced with lack
of funding, limited capacity, corruption, duplication of regulations and a misunderstanding
by society-at-large of the benefits of EIAs. The administrative system has little oversight of
development projects with potentially significant environmental impacts, largely affected
by the undue influence that the project proponent has over the EIA consultants, calling
into question the impartiality of the process. There is a need for improvements in EIA prac-
tice to include capacity-building, transparency and stakeholder engagement. Importantly,
recommendations will be made on how to better engage communities in the planning
process for future developments.
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Infrastructure development projects have as-
sumed great significance in global, regional
and national social, cultural and economic
growth. However, there is an emerging para-
digm shift focusing on the concept of devel-
opment corridors, away from traditional incre-
mental infrastructure developments. As noted
in the Introduction to this publication, there is
no universally agreed definition of develop-
ment corridors. However, they can generally
be considered programmatic frameworks
for spatially targeted investments to catalyse
economic growth and development. They
should be developed with multi-stakeholder
and sectoral interests and their interdepend-
encies in mind. True development corridors
should include the integration of sustainabil-
ity principles and appropriate environmental
and social standards in their planning and
development (see Chapter 1). Many govern-
ments, particularly in developing countries,
have embraced corridors as flagship initia-
tives in national development policies (Schin-
dler and Kanai 2019), as demonstrated by the
numerous corridors implemented or planned,
for instance, in sub-Saharan Africa (Laurance
etal. 2015).

Kenya, a key economic hub of eastern Afri-
ca, and a maritime gateway to central African
countries has initiated corridor projects in
line with the country’s Vision 2030 develop-
ment agenda (Government of Kenya National
and Economic Council 2007). These include
the LAPSSET corridor and the SGR within the
Northern corridor transport network to facil-
itate investment and to provide inexpensive
and efficient mobility for people and cargo
(Kithinji 2016). Several projects based on hard
infrastructure such as roads, rails, water trans-
fer, power generation, oil and gas pipelines,
electricity transmission projects, technology
and resort cities and ports have been mobi-
lized (Development Corridors Partnership
Kenya 2019). Although these projects con-
tribute to overall national growth and devel-
opment, they may often be accompanied by
negative social and ecological externalities,

Figure 11.1 SGR and LAPSSET corridors

leading to loss of ecosystem functioning and
integrity, loss of livelihoods for local commu-
nities and, subsequently, the erosion of the
development gains (Laurance et al. 2015, De-
velopment Corridors Partnership Kenya 2019,
Teo etal. 2019).

Historically, the choice of new development
projects was primarily based on economic
viability alone. However, environmental and
social considerations have increasingly been
recognized as an essential requirement, cre-
ating a more balanced, triple-bottom-line
approach to economic, environmental and
social considerations in project viability and
acceptability (Modak and Biswas 1999). En-
suring social and environmental security
should be under-written by meaningful public
participation in environmental decision-mak-
ing. In Kenya, public participation in the ElAs
for development projects is required by the
Environmental Management and Coordina-
tion Act of 1999 (EMCA) and the Environmen-
tal Impact Assessment and Audit Regulations
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(EIAAR) No.56 of 2003 and further backed
by the various provisions of the Constitution
of Kenya, such as Article 232(1)(d) and (f)
(Republic of Kenya 2000; Republic of Kenya
2003; Republic of Kenya 2010). These provi-
sions are meant to ensure that development
projects gain public support for successful
implementation (Omenge et al. 2020). The
SGR and LAPSSET corridor projects attempt-
ed to include public participation during the
EIA and Strategic Environmental Assess-
ment (SEA) processes (Africa Waste and

The construction of the SGR began in 2014 in
three phases. The operation of phase | began
in 2017, phase Il in 2019, while phase Il is still
under construction. The two completed phas-
es of the SGR cover a total of 610km, connect-
ing the coastal town of Mombasa through
Nairobi to Naivasha Industrial Park in Enoosu-
pukia (Fig. 11.1 1). The major stakeholders are
government agencies, local communities, civ-
il society organizations, private sector, county
and local administration, services and utility
providers and political leadership. The proj-
ect was funded through a 90 per cent loan
from the Exim Bank of China and 10 per cent
from the Kenyan government (Kithinji 2016).
The prime contractor on the railway was the
China Road and Bridge Corporation (Devel-
opment Corridors Partnership Kenya 2019).

The LAPSSET is ambitious. It comprises seven
key infrastructure projects including: a new
32-berth port at Lamu (Kenya); interregional
highways from Lamu to Isiolo, Isiolo to Juba

The SGR and LAPSSET corridor projects have
been lauded, with promises of social and eco-
nomic benefits, including regional integration
(Browne 2015, Kithinji 2016). However, the
two projects traverse a vast region of great
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Environment Management Centre 2012,
Habitat Planners 2016, REPCON Associates
2017). Nevertheless, projects faced contro-
versy and antagonism during their implemen-
tation (e.g. Kamau 2015; Wasuna 2016; Rajab
2017; Wafula 2018). This calls into question
the effective use of the available EIA guide-
lines and the process as they relate to public
involvement. This paper explores the recom-
mended EIA process and its implementation
in practice within the SGR and LAPSSET corri-
dors in Kenya.

(South Sudan), Isiolo to Addis Ababa (Ethio-
pia), and Lamu to Garsen (Kenya); a crude oil
pipeline from Lamu to Isiolo, Isiolo to Juba; a
product oil pipeline from Lamu to Isiolo, Isiolo
to Addis Ababa; interregional SGR lines from
Lamu to Isiolo, Isiolo to Juba, Isiolo to Addis
Ababa, and Nairobi to Isiolo; three Interna-
tional Airports, one each at Lamu, Isiolo, and
Lake Turkana; three tourist resort cities, one
each at Lamu, Isiolo and Lake Turkana; and
the multipurpose High Grand Falls Dam along
the Tana River (LAPSSET Corridor Develop-
ment Authority 2016; Development Corridors
Partnership Kenya 2019). Unlike the SGR, the
timing for construction and operation of these
components has been varied. For instance,
the Lamu Port construction was launched on
2 March 2012 and is still ongoing, whereas an
airport in Isiolo is already complete. Similarly,
the road that links Isiolo to Moyale on the Ethi-
opian border was completed in 2016 (LAPS-
SET Corridor Development Authority 2016).

physical, sociocultural and economic diver-
sity, and run through or near sites renowned
for their cultural and/or natural heritage, such
as the Lamu Archipelago, Marsabit, Tsavo
and Nairobi National Parks (Habitat Planners



2016, REPCON Associates 2017). From the
onset, social evidence has pointed to exclu-
sion rather than inclusion of rural producers
and their communities within these regions.
For example, some early evidence from the
pastoral communities along the LAPSSET cor-
ridor suggests that the LAPSSET enhanced
pastoralists’ livelihoods and well-being
through quicker and more affordable access
to the livestock markets (Letai and Tiampa-
ti 2013, Onditi 2018). However, the corridor
also created new socio-political challenges
for pastoralists such as exclusions from the
consultation during planning phases, inade-
quate, inconsistent or no compensations for
land acquisition and gender insensitive em-
ployment opportunities (Guguyu 2015, Ngala
2020). Furthermore, the development of the

SGR and LAPSSET corridors led to the dis-
placement of people and institutions and loss
of property to create room for their construc-
tion (Letai and Tiampati 2013, Ngala 2020).
On the other hand, these projects have been
linked to escalation in natural resource con-
flicts, especially between pastoralists, dryland
farmers and fishermen (Laher 2011). There is a
growing concern that the construction of the
SGR and the LAPSSET and associated projects
will lead to environmental impacts including
damage to water infrastructure and ecosys-
tem services such as grazing land and wildlife
habitats through fragmentation of rangelands
(Laurance et al. 2015, Obrein 2016, Lala et al.
2021, Nyumba et al. 2021).

Image credits: Rob Marchant
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The government of Kenya formally intro-
duced the EIAin 2000 underthe EMCA (1999,
amended in 2015) in response to growing
concerns and demand from donor agencies
for the integration of environmental concerns
in economic development to foster sustain-
able development (Modak and Biswas 1999,
Republic of Kenya 2000, Government of Ken-
ya 2015). Prior to the EIA legislation, sectoral
policies and laws, and international guidelines
and procedures formed the basis for Kenya's
EIA processes (Horberry 1985; Kameri-Mbote
2000; Angwenyi 2004). The enactment of the
EMCA 1999 and associated regulations firmly
grounded the EIA process within environmen-
tal management activities in Kenya, includ-
ing the creation of the National Environment
Management Authority (NEMA) to regulate
and enforce environmental compliance and
the coordination and implementation of the
EIA guidelines (Republic of Kenya 2000). In
addition to EMCA and the EIAAR, subsequent
legislation and regulations have been passed
to address emerging issues, and further guide
the EIA process, such as waste management,
water quality, conservation of biological di-
versity, fossil fuel emission control, wetlands,

The EMCA 1999 defines EIA as a “systematic
examination conducted to determine wheth-
er or not a programme, activity or project will
have any adverse impacts on the environ-
ment” (Republic of Kenya 2000, p. 56). Sub-
sequently, the Second Schedule of the Act
identifies projects that must undergo an EIA
including general projects that are likely to
have significant negative impacts and may
result in major changes in land use such as:
urban development; transportation; projects
on dams, rivers and water resources; aerial
spraying; and mining, including quarrying
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riverbanks, lakeshores and seashore manage-
ment, and noise and excessive vibration pol-
lution (Mwenda and Kibutu 2012, p. 86).

Sections 58 and 59 of EMCA 1999 provide
for EIA including inter alia obligations of the
project proponent to undertake at his/her
own expense an EIA and preparation of an
environmental impact report (EIR). The oper-
ationalization of the EMCA 1999 is based on a
set of EIA guidelines and administrative pro-
cedures designed to protect both the social
and environmental systems. The provisions
prohibit the proponent from implementing
a project that is likely to have a negative en-
vironmental and social impact, or for which
an EIA is required (as determined through a
screening process) under the Act or regula-
tions, unless an EIA process (summarized in
an EIR) has been concluded and approved.
Of importance to this study is that the EIA pro-
cess must include the participation of com-
munities, state and non-state actors, and de-
mand accountability from project proponents
on the assessment and management of the
impacts of their proposed projects.

and open-cast extraction (metals, stones, ores,
coal, limestone, stone, sand, clay, petroleum,
alluvial gold). Others are: forestry-related
activities; agriculture; processing and manu-
facturing industries; electrical infrastructure;
management of hydrocarbons; waste dispos-
al: natural conservation areas; nuclear reac-
tors; and major development in biotechnol-
ogy (including the introduction and testing
of genetically modified organisms) (Republic
of Kenya 2000, p. 172-174). The EIA should
be undertaken in the early stages of project
planning and design to shape development



in a manner that safeguards local social and
environmental systems based on the recogni-
tion that natural resources are finite and inca-
pable of absorbing the unchecked demands
of modern society.

Kenya’'s recommended EIA process is consist-
ent with international best practice, incorpo-
rating screening, scoping, assessment and
review stages (André et al. 2006; Omenge et
al. 2020). The EIA process is accomplished in
two main phases: initial environmental exam-
ination (IEE), and the environmental impact
studies (EIS) or detailed EIA. The IEE is an im-
portant phase for an initial determination of
the occurrence and significance of potentially
adverse environmental impacts of a proposed
project and whether they can be avoided, or
simple mitigation measures can be imple-
mented to address them. Relying on readily
available information, the IEE is considered
the prefeasibility phase of project planning
and gives an indication as to whether a de-
tailed study is needed. Despite the seemingly
simple nature of the process, the IEE must be

Figure 11.2 Generalized EIA process

undertaken by a qualified and licensed ex-
pert, as described in Sections 42 and 44 of the
EMCA 1999 (Republic of Kenya 2000). Where
the outcome of the IEE determines that a de-
tailed study is needed and, if necessary, then
the second phase of EIS begins.

A detailed EIA to examine the environmen-
tal and social impacts of a proposed devel-
opment project and to ensure that these are
taken into account in project design should
follow. These impacts can manifest in social,
economic and ecological systems and, there-
fore, the EIS must adopt a multidisciplinary
approach and should be done very early, at
the feasibility stage of a project. The EIS con-
sists of a series of phases from screening to
monitoring, as shown in Fig. 11.2. The EIA
guidelines provide for public participation,
but this seems to be limited in practice to se-
lected affected parties only and, consequent-
ly, this limits the opportunities for non-directly
affected but interested parties from influenc-
ing decision-making.
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In 2011, the Kenyan government developed
the national SEA guidelines to address, inter
alia, cumulative, synergistic, secondary and
long-term impacts of policies, plans and pro-
grammes (National Environment Manage-
ment Authority 2011). The SEA guidelines are
based on an adaptation of the steps that are
characteristic of the EIA extending the aims
and principles of EIA upstream in the deci-
sion-making process (Mutia 2019) (i.e. an im-
pact-centred approach to SEA; see Introduc-
tion). To align with international best practice,

As discussed earlier, the EMCA 1999 outlines
various projects that must undergo a compre-
hensive EIA before implementation. For such
projects, the Act requires that the project pro-
ponent or its delegated agent publicize infor-
mation on the EIA and solicit opinions from
relevant experts and the affected members of
the public over the course of the project feasi-
bility study, the results of which are submitted
for administrative approval. The Kenyan gov-
ernment has reported tremendous progress
in the implementation of EIA for development
projects, including disclosing information and
addressing the public’s concerns. However,
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Kenya's SEA guidelines and procedures have
been adapted from the International Associa-
tion for Impact Assessment (IAIA) and involve
four stages that are subdivided into steps/
tasks. These are: establishing the context for
the SEA; implementing the SEA; informing
and influencing decision-making; and moni-
toring and evaluation (National Environment
Management Authority 2011). Like the EIA,
SEA should be a participatory process that in-
volves all relevant stakeholders contributing
inputs to strategic decision-making.

our research suggests that the voices of the
public in the planning, design, construction
and operation of public projects have been
largely ignored. Numerous instances where
ecological and environmental costs absorbed
by citizens directly affected by the projects
have been overridden by the desire for eco-
nomic development and political will have
been reported (Wafula 2018). Consequently,
some negatively affected citizens and inter-
ested parties have mobilized opposition to
make their voices heard (e.g. Kamau 2015;
Wasuna 2016; Rajab 2017).



Kenya has seen rapid growth and extensive
investment in megaprojects, particularly with-
in the LAPSSET and SGR corridors, to boost
the economy. The LAPSSET and SGR projects
have undertaken SEAs and ElAs, respective-
ly, and it is expected that any additional pro-
jects within these corridors will undertake the
same. In this context, it is important to encour-
age public participation to increase environ-
mental and social transparency and accounta-
bility in their design, planning and implemen-
tation. According to the World Bank (2006),
public engagement is critical to projects’
success and sustainability. Documented evi-
dence suggests that completed projects with-
in the corridors did undertake ElAs, and par-
ticularly engaged the public and experts in
the process (e.g. Habitat Planners 2016; REP-
CON Associates 2017). However, given the
geographical extent and complexity of these
corridor projects, public participation alone
is not sufficient. Instead, there is a need for a
deep transformation of cultural norms to en-
sure the public themselves, the government
and EIA consultants appreciate the meaning
and value of public participation.

Kenya, like other developing countries, has
not developed effective mechanisms for pub-
licengagement and traditionally excludes the

Although the SGR and the LAPSSET corridors
are expected to bring in numerous benefits
and growth to Kenya, and indeed to the East
African region, they are aligned within critical
ecological and human systems with conse-
quential environmental and social problems,
requiring early identification and mitigation
through the EIA process (Browne 2015; On-
diti 2018; Development Corridors Partnership
Kenya 2019). The evidence so far indicates
that environmental impact identification and
mitigation studies were conducted, but it is
not clear if the processes followed the laid
down guidelines with a particular emphasis
on public participation. Given this context,
the two corridors provide an opportunity to

general public in project decision-making
(Ronoh et al. 2018; Mbithi and Juma 2019).
Nevertheless, the country is among the few
African countries with a vibrant civil society
that has managed to overcome resistance by
the government that considers public partici-
pation a hindrance to development. Over the
years, civil society has managed to mobilize
local communities to demand accountability
over development projects including the SGR
and LAPSSET corridor projects (Kameri-Mbo-
te 2000). Furthermore, the country's new
constitution has increased public partici-
pation in various forums, including social,
economic and environmental planning and
decision-making through devolved govern-
ance units: the county governments (Repub-
lic of Kenya 2010). Although Kenya through
the EMCA 1999 has outlined principles and
guidelines for public participation in the EIA
process, experiences have shown that at-
titudes towards, and capacity for, effective
public participation cannot be achieved nat-
urally and spontaneously through regulatory
arrangements (Mitchell 2005). Factors such
as entrenched cultural norms, political and
ethnic interests, and financial and investment
considerations play a major role in shaping
such participation.

examine the application of EIA principles and
guidelines to a large infrastructure project.
This paper explores the recommended EIA
process and its implementation in practice
within the SGR and LAPSSET corridors in Ken-

ya.

This study utilized critical-comparative doc-
ument review of the EIA reports for the two
phases of the SGR and the SEA for LAPSSET
corridor projects (Africa Waste and Environ-
ment Management Centre 2012; Habitat
Planners 2016; REPCON Associates 2017).
Focusing on the public participation com-
ponent of the processes, we reviewed the
implementation process and compared the
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process with the international best practices
(Partidario 2003; André et al. 2006; Omenge
et al. 2020) and the approved EMCA 1999
guidelines (Republic of Kenya 2000, National
Environment Management Authority 2011).
Furthermore, we conducted (qualitative and

11.8 Issues identified

Although we delineated our sampling within
the 10km buffer of both corridors, the ma-
jority of respondents lived within 4.4+2.8km
of the corridor alignment. Nearly half of the
respondents from both corridors felt the pro-
jects had impacted negatively on land use
and land resources in their communities. In
particular, respondents along the LAPSSET
corridor felt that water resources were the
most impacted compared with those along
the SGR, who felt that wildlife and ecosys-
tems were the most affected (Fig. 11.3). Our
study along the LAPSSET corridor focused
on communities within Isiolo County. Isiolo is
an arid and semi-arid landscape dominated
by livestock production and small-holder irri-
gated and rain-fed farming and hence water
resources are of major concern to the local
communities, for domestic, livestock and ir-
rigation purposes. On the contrary, commu-
nities along the SGR corridor are predomi-
nantly dependent on wildlife conservation
activities and tourism, which depends large-
ly on habitat quality and ecosystem services.
Furthermore, the SGR traversed key wildlife
conservation areas (Tsavo West, Tsavo East
and Nairobi national parks, and Ngong for-
ests, community conservancies) and drew a
lot of attention during the construction, on
its ecological impacts. These observations
can be further reinforced by the findings of
a recent preliminary study by Nyumba et al.
(2021) along the two corridors.
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quantitative) interviews with local communi-
ties and experts in Nairobi, Suswa/Narok and
Isiolo along the two corridors. The data were
transferred to Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) PC version 23.0 software (IBM
Corp 2013) for further statistical analysis.

Figure 11. 3 Impacts of the corridors
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Other studies have established that citizens’
capacity to participate in public projects un-
der the EIA frameworks determines whether
public participation can generate positive and
desired results, including the identification of
potential environmental impacts, collection
of meaningful information, impact mitiga-
tion implementation and monitoring (Wood
2003; Doelle and Sinclair 2006; Chi, Xu and
Xue 2014). In this study, the persistence of
negative environmental impacts that should
have otherwise been identified and avoided
or mitigated during the EIA process points to
challenges with the EIA process, as discussed
in the subsequent sections.



Here, we provide a comparison of
the EIA processes and the recom-
mended guidelines (see summary in
Table 11.1 and a detailed account in
Annex 2). In general, the EIA process
for the SGR project aligned well with
various guidelines, such as the expla-
nation of the project and its effects.
For example, in most of the meet-
ings, all the EIA reports acknowledge
that “the consultant and proponent
explained that the proposed devel-
opment would involve the construc-
tion of [the Standard Gauge Railway
line from Mombasa to Nairobi], to be
used by high-speed trains.” In addi-
tion, the consultants were articulate
in their approach to impact identi-
fication and mitigation as reported
in the documents, for example, “the
purpose [for the interviews] was to
identify the potential positive and
negative impacts and subsequently
promote proposals on the best prac-
tices to be adopted and mitigate the
negative impacts respectively [...] in
identifying any other miscellaneous
issues which may bring conflicts in
case project implementation pro-
ceeds as planned”.

The analysis further indicates that,
under critical circumstances, the pro-
ject proponents and consultants did
not provide for meaningful partici-
pation and engagement of all stake-
holders. For example, whereas the
international best practice and the
EMCA 1999 calls on the proponents
to ensure the process is “well-planned and fo-
cused on negotiable issues, provides support
to participants through, for example, ade-
quate diffusion of information on the proposal
and on the public participation process, equi-
table access to funding or financial assistance,
and capacity-building, facilitation and assis-
tance to groups who don't have the capacity

to participate”, evidence from the EIA process
shows that information on proposed projects
was only available at the website of the envi-
ronmental agency (NEMA) and relevant pro-
ponent archives, whereas the diffusion of in-
formation on public participation process was
limited to what was provided during the EIA
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meetings and there was no provision for fund-
ing support to enable all interested parties to
satisfactorily participate in the EIA process.
This perpetuates the notion of “the quicker
we can come to a decision, the quicker we
can get on and solve the problem” and hence
the adoption of the decide-announce-de-
fend (DAD) approach, which is characterized
by the involvement of fewer more powerful
people, use of professional expertise to come
up with clever solutions, hierarchy and power
structures to ensure decisions get made, and
orders are followed, regardless of opposition
(Walker 2009).

Evidence suggests that for complex projects,
engagement with a wide range of stakehold-
ers and enabling them to deliberate together
leads to smoother, more widely supported
and faster implementation of such projects.
Thus, the engage-deliberate-decide (EDD)
approach is promoted (Walker 2009). Wood
(2003) and Bull, Petts and Evans (2010) identi-
fy lack of knowledge regarding both EIA and
the nature of public projects, limited access
to information, unequal opportunity to partic-
ipate, lack of time and resources to organize
public participation, and remoteness and lack
of communication infrastructure as the major
individual and institutional barriers to mean-
ingful public participation. Our findings point
to similar barriers for the Kenyan EIA process-
es.

The process needed to be adapted to the so-
cial organization of the impacted communi-
ties, including cultural, social, economic and
political dimensions. Our analysis shows that
the EIA process for the SGR largely ignored
the local contexts of the impacted people
as the proponents already decided and only
communicated this without considerations
on the local community’s capacity and ability
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to participate. In contrast, there is some evi-
dence that the SEA for the LAPSSET consid-
ered the local context through participatory
approaches, such as focus group discussions.
The report expressly states that culturally
sensitive issues were discussed with specific
communities (religious, gender, occupation)
to ensure maximum disclosure. For exam-
ple, “the Turkana community at Kapendo ob-
served that they rely on advice from leaders in
the traditional faith system whose operating
bases are shrines. Each age set also has their
different shrines which, together with com-
munal burial grounds should be isolated from
LAPSSET activities”.

Finally, our analysis indicates that, despite the
attempt by the proponents to ensure credibil-
ity and rigour in their work, as outlined in the
best practice and "EMCA 1999 recommenda-
tions” thus: adherence to established ethics,
professional behaviour and moral obligations
and facilitation by a neutral facilitator, there
is no evidence that the public meetings and
interviews were led by neutral facilities as
they were all led by a “Lead EIA Expert” and
“"NEMA official”. Furthermore, there are no in-
dications to whether the expert mix included
those from “inter- or trans- or multidisciplinary
backgrounds”. This has far-reaching implica-
tions for the quality of information obtained,
deliberative engagement with the local com-
munities and participation in the implementa-
tion and monitoring (e.g. Wood 2003; Doelle
and Sinclair 2006; Bull, Petts and Evans 2010;
Chi, Xu and Xue 2014). It is our observation
that when the process is not aligned with
the recommendations, negative public senti-
ments, perceptions and attitudes may arise,
with serious implications for the acceptance
and support of the project (Kameri-Mbote
2000; Wood 2003; Omenge et al. 2020).



Table 11.1 Public participation practice during the EIA/SEA process in Kenya’s development

corridor projects

Recommended procedures

International Best
Practice (André et al.
2006 and adapted
from Omenge et al.
2020)

Initiated early and
sustained

Well planned
and focused on
negotiable issues

Supportive to
participants:
adequate diffusion
of information on
the proposal and the
public participation
process

Tiered and
optimized in time
and space to ensure
more willing
participation

Open and
transparent

EMCA 1999

Undertaken mainly
during project
planning, in
implementation and
decommissioning
phases

Involve the affected
persons, lead
agencies, the private
sector, among
others

Ensure effective
distribution of the
relevant project
information to the
affected persons
to mitigate against
unnecessary
delays in decision-
making and project
implementation

Undertaken mainly
during project
planning, in
implementation and
decommissioning
phases and through
appropriate
methodologies

Ensure effective
distribution of the
relevant project
information to the
affected persons
to mitigate against
unnecessary
delays in decision-
making and project
implementation

SGR

SGR-I: Mombasa to
Nairobi
Consultant:
Africa Waste and
Environment
Management Centre

Stage of public
involvement is not
explicitly stated
but falls within the
prefeasibility and
feasibility stages

Focused on
methods of
stakeholder
engagement;
(recruitment,
invitation and
facilitation):
explaining the
project and its
effects

Little or no
information available
or accessible; little
or no funding for
interested parties

to satisfactorily
participate in the EIA
process

Prefeasibility and
feasibility stages
through public
meetings and
expert consultations.
Different parties
engaged variously
depending on the
level of information
and input required

Facilitation to
participate;
participant lists
availed and report
compiled, but only
in English (available
at NEMA, website,
print and electronic
media)

SGR-ll: Nairobi to
Narok (Suswa)
Consultant: HABITAT
PLANNERS

Stage of public
involvement is not
explicitly stated
but falls within the
prefeasibility and
feasibility stages

Focused on
methods of
stakeholder
engagement;
(recruitment,
invitation and
facilitation):
explaining the
project and its
effects

Little or no
information available
or accessible; little
or no funding for
interested parties

to satisfactorily
participate in the EIA
process

Prefeasibility and
feasibility stages
through public
meetings and
expert consultations.
Different parties
engaged variously
depending on the
level of information
and input required

Facilitation to
participate;
participant lists
availed and report
compiled, but only
in English (available
at NEMA, website,
print and electronic
media)

LAPSSET

LAPSSET
Consultant: REPCON
Associates

Stage of public
involvement

is explicitly

stated, detailing
approaches in all the
SEA stages

Process focused on
rights and resource
user groups;
disclosure and
impact identification
mitigation
approaches.
Engagement

was iterative and
comprehensive

Little or no
information available
or accessible; little
or no funding for
interested parties

to satisfactorily
participate in the
process

Public meetings/
hearings before
EIA report

is compiled;
comments received
once the EIA report
has

been compiled;
Public invited by
notices, posters and
radio
announcement

Accountability
through signed
attendance and
interview lists;
report compiled
and made available
for public scrutiny;
the document

is available in
English language
only; facilitation
dependent on the
budgets
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Context oriented:
adapted to the
social organization
of the impacted
communities

Credible and
rigorous: adhere

to established
ethics, professional
behaviour and moral
obligations

Involve the affected
persons, lead
agencies, the private
sector, among
others

Utilize a range of
methodologies to
engage the affected
persons, lead
agencies, private
sector, among
others

Local contexts

of the impacted
people were
mostly ignored; no
considerations on
the capacity and
ability to participate

The public meeting
and interviews led

by Lead EIA Expert
and NEMA official;

no explanations on
the expert mix

Local contexts

of the impacted
people were
mostly ignored; no
considerations on
the capacity and
ability to participate

The public meeting
and interviews led

by Lead EIA Expert
and NEMA official;

no explanations on
the expert mix

Local contexts
critically considered;
culturally sensitive
issues discussed
with specific
communities

The public meeting
and interviews led
by lead EIA expert
and NEMA official;
no explanations on
the expert mix

Participation in different forms of public opin-
ion or consultation processes among the re-
spondents was of a major concern in both
corridors. Locals expressed a lack of participa-
tion and/or involvement in any form of public
consultations and meetings around the LAPS-
SET and SGR corridor projects. Such experi-
ences might lead to feelings of lack of ade-
quate public involvement, reinforced by the
failure of the project proponents and other

Table 11.2 Response to statements about EIA/SEA

agencies to report back their findings to the
public, as expressed in Table 11.2. These feel-
ings are further exacerbated by the project
proponents’ skewed involvement of the locals
in the EIA process. Within the two corridors, it
was evident that, on the few occasions where
locals were involved, they were heavily con-
sulted during the prefeasibility stage, and just
slightly during the rest of the stages (Fig. 11.4).

1. Have you or any other household member participated

in any form of public opinion or consultation process in

your community?

2. Have you heard of any EIA meetings on development

corridor project(s) identified in earlier, in your
community?

. Over the past five years, have you attended any EIA
or planning meetings concerning the development
corridor project(s) identified earlier in your community?

. Do you think the general public was adequately
involved/represented in the meetings?

. Were the results of the public input into the EIA process
ever reported back to the public?
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SGR LAPSSET
Yes No Yes No
25.3(152) 74.7(449) 22.1(80) 77.9(282)
13.6(83) 86.4(528) 14.1(51) 85.9(311)
6.5(40) 96.6(590) 6.1(22) 93.9(340)
12.1(69) 87.9(502) 8.0(29) 92.0(333)
3.4(21) 96.6(590) 2.0(7) 98.0(355)



Figure 11.4 Public involvement in the EIA/SEA process

—~ 90 =
X
n 80 =
+
C
[0]
o) 70 =
C
(o]
O 60 =
[%2)
O]
oz 50 =
G
(e}
GL) 40 =
e}
g 30 =
Z
20 =
10 o
0 L]

Pre-feasibility Feasibility

We used generalized linear models in SPSS
to explore a range of factors that determine
participation in the EIA process. For this study,
continuous explanatory variables included
age and distance between the respondent'’s
homestead or property and the corridor
alignment, whereas categorical explanatory
variables included gender, education level
of the respondent and length of residency
in the study area. The results of the anal-
ysis showed that having no education
and primary level education significantly

Operation and
management

Preparation of the
EIA report

predicted participation, while second-
ary level education marginally predicted
participation. Meanwhile, those who lived
far from the corridor alignment were more
inclined to participate in the EIA process. In
terms of length of residency, recent migrants
(<10 years) and those who had stayed be-
tween 11 and 20 years in the area were more
inclined to participate. Other variables, in par-
ticular, gender, age and long-term residency
did not appear to influence participation in
the EIA of the corridor projects (Table 11.3).

Table 11.3 Generalized linear model results for participation in the EIA process

95% Wald

Parameter B Std. Error Confidence Interval L LG
Lower Upper Wald Chi-Square df  Sig.
(Intercept) 1.839 .0425 1.755 1.922 1875.551 1 .000
Gender = male -012 .0160 -.043 .019 .570 1 450
Education level (none) .087 .0295 .029 144 8.576 1 .003
Education level (primary)  .073 .0236 .027 119 9.583 1 .002
Education (secondary) .044 .0230 -.001 .089 3.670 1 .055
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Age of respondent .000 .0006
Distance from homestead = .006 .0029 4.354
Corridor purpose (yes) .020 .0160
Residency (<10 years) .062 .0223
Residency (11-20 years) .047 .0242
Residency (21-30 years) .019 .0253
(Scale) .058 .0026

-.002

-011

.018

-.001

-.031

.053

.001

.01

.052

.105

.094

.068

.064

.534

3.901

1.601

7.641

3.735

.554

465

.048

206

.006

.053

457

Finally, we sought the opinion of residents on
various statements about ElAs of the SGR and
SEA for the LAPSSET corridor projects. Our
results show that the majority of respondents
along the LAPSSET corridor remained neutral
on six out of the eight statements as they did
not enough information to enable them to re-
spond to the questions.

On the contrary, respondents along the SGR
expressed negative and strong negative sen-
timents to four out of the eight statements
and only remained neutral to four statements.
Both sets of respondents felt that public

Table 11.4 Response to statements about EIA/SEA

Statement szl
agree
1. Public participation SGR 12.0(71)
played an important
role in the EIA processes
of the development LAPSSET  16.9(61)
corridor projects
2. The project developers SGR 13.9(82)
had clear goals with
public involvement in the LAPSSET  7.4(25)

EIA process
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participation did not play an important role
in the EIA processes of the corridor projects
and that not all interested parties were al-
lowed to participate in the EIA process. Spe-
cifically, respondents from the SGR corridor
expressed strong negative opinions on the
assumptions that project developers iden-
tified interested parties, that their concerns
and and values surrounded the proposed
projects and that local people’s use, value or
dependence on natural resources were taken
into account (see Table 11.4 for the full list of
statements and responses).

Agree Neutral  Disagree j:::;?;ﬁ
11.8(70) 22.7(135) 28.6(170) 24.9(148)
6.8(23) 23.1(78) 28.7(97) 23.4(79)
16.9(100)  37.9(224) 20.6(122) 10.7(63)
7.4(25) 33.7(114)  31.1(105)  20.4(69)



3. Project developers SGR 9.9(60)
identified interested
parties, their concerns
and values surrounding LAPSSET  4.4(15)
the proposed projects
4. Allinterested parties SGR 11.0(66)
were given the
opportunity to participate LAPSSET  6.5(22)
in the EIA process '
5. Gathering of scientific SGR 4.7(28)
knowledge about the
development projects
and affec’Fed areas was LAPSSET  11.5(39)
the most important thing
in the EIA process
6. Givers of opinion SGR 13.5(80)
(opinion leaders) had
much influence in the EIA LAPSSET  7.4(25)
process
SGR 10.5(63
7. Offers given by the (63)
project developers to
participate were genuine = LAPSSET  3.6(12)
8. Local people's use, SGR 12.5(75)
value or dependence on
natural resources were LAPSSET  3.6(12)

taken into account

This study has unpacked the issue of the envi-
ronmental assessment processes and public
engagement in the context of development
corridor projects in Kenya. These projects
should be subject to the EIA and SEA process-
es as recommended by law (Republic of Ken-
ya 2003; National Environment Management
Authority 2011). The current forms of public
participation in the EIA and SEA processes in
Kenya have been used for close to two dec-
ades and there is little doubt that these ap-
proaches have contributed to improving pub-
lic awareness and participation on matters
about the environment. However, this study
shows mixed outcomes in the delivery of the
EIA and SEA processes in relation to the in-
ternational best practices and national guide-
lines in effective public engagement.

15.4(93) 15.9(96) 22.4(135)  36.4(220)
10.9(37) 36.7(124)  27.8(94) 20.1(68)
17.6(105) | 21.7(130)  29.9(179)  19.7(118)
13.9(47) 29.3(99) 29.6(100)  20.7(70)
14.4(86) 47.9(286) 25.0(149) 8.0(48)
16.0(54) 37.3(126) 20.4(69) 14.8(50)
27.1(160) | 36.9(218) | 11.3(67) 11.2(66)
20.1(68) 35.5(120)  21.0(71) 16.0(54)
22.2(133) | 34.2(205) 19.0(114) 14.2(85)
13.3(45) 49.4(167) 16.0(54) 17.8(60)
14.0(84) 16.0(96) 25.7(154) | 31.7(190)
16.9(61) 28.5(103)  24.9(84) 22.8(77)

Whereas efforts were made to convene pub-
lic meetings and consult stakeholders, ques-
tions can still be asked about the participants’
limited capacity, facilitation, selection process
and contextualization and design of the ElAs.
The EIA for the SGR largely failed to adhere
to the recommendations whereas the SEA for
the LAPSSET followed the recommendations
to a greater extent. However, this has not had
a broader positive influence on public per-
ceptions and hence lack of public confidence,
effective participation and little or inappro-
priate measures to mitigate both social and
environmental impacts associated with the
development corridors. This is not surprising,
since the EIA Act in Kenya places responsibili-
ty on the project proponents to “undertake or
cause to be undertaken at his own expense an
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Environmental Impact Assessment study and
prepare a report thereof prior to the imple-
mentation of the project” (Republic of Kenya
2000). Subsequently, proponents avoided
delays and additional costs and hence the
process suffered from lack of funding, lead-
ing to corruption and a misunderstanding by
society-at-large of the benefits of the ElAs.

The fact that the EIA/SEA processes failed to
align with most of the international best prac-
tice and the national guidelines demonstrate
a clear lack of oversight by the regulators and
the public, and the undue influence of the pro-
ject proponents with a direct interest in the out-
come of the process on the EIA/SEA consult-
ants. As alluded to by most of the respondents
in this study, public participation alone is not
sufficient. Instead, there is a need for a deep
transformation of cultural norms to ensure the
public themselves, the government and EIA
consultants appreciate the meaning and value
of public participation. A system of education
and dissemination of information must be im-
plemented, with the ultimate goal being the
construction of a social consensus. Fortunately,
the study has observed that the majority of res-
idents within these corridors have some level
of education and that education is one of the
key determinants of public participation in the
process. This demography is more capable of

192

using information technology in acquiring in-
formation and communicating with the wider
society.

Finally, the authorities should reconsider cen-
tralizing the funding for the EIA/SEA process
away from the project proponents to effectively
reduce the influence of the project proponents
on the process. Consideration should be given
to a different model, where the proponent un-
derwrites the cost for the EIA but the amount
is deposited with the regulatory agency, which
independently engages a certified EIA expert
to undertake the assessment according to
best international guidelines. This will allow for
more objective oversight by NEMA. This will
ensure that adequate funds are made availa-
ble to facilitate stakeholder facilitation, includ-
ing capacity-building, transparency and stake-
holder engagement. Project proponents need
to demonstrates a credible commitment to
public participation in the EIA/SEA processes
to build public confidence in the process, pro-
vide a sense of importance and the perception
of the efficacy of the processes, and motivate
active participation and collective impact iden-
tification and monitoring. This will require a
review of the public engagement approaches
that build on new trans- and interdisciplinary
techniques and international best practices.
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Annex 1 Sociodemographic characteristics of respondents

Sociodemographic characteristic

Age

Gender

Education

Main occupation

How long have you lived here?

Do you live here most of the time?

What is the size of your land (in
Acres)?

18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56-65
66-75
76 >
Male
Female
None
Primary
Secondary

Tertiary

Business person

Civil servant
Farmer
Other
Teacher
<10 years
11-20 years
21-30 years
> 31 years
Yes

No

<1

1-2

3-4

5-10

10>

SGR (N=611)

%(No)

11.1(68)
29.8(182)
24.2(148)
17.0 (104)

9.3(57)

5.1(31)

3.4(21)

49.6(303)
50.4(308)

14.1(86)
29.3(179)
37.6(230)
19.0(116)
29.6(181)

2.6(16)
47.3(289)
15.1(92)
5.4(33)

32.6(199)
19.0(116)

13.4(82)
32.7(200)
97.7(597)

2.3(14)

43.5(266)

25.9(158)
7.7(47)
10.6(65)
12.3(75)

LAPSSET (N=362)
%(No)
14.4(52)
28.7(104)
26.5(96)
14.6(53)
8.6(31)
5.8(21)
1.4(5)
42.3(153)
57.7(209)
18.5(67)
40.3(146)
26.8(97)
14.4(52)
48.0(174)
4.7(17)
19.1(69)
23.8(86)
4.4(16)
28.7(104)
21.3(72)
20.4(69)
27.5(93)
93.4(338)
6.6(24)
61.3(222)
30.1(109)
5.5(20)
1.9(7)
1.1(4)
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Annex 2 Public participation practice during the EIA process in Kenya's

development corridor projects

Recommended procedures

International Best

Practice (André
etal. 2006 and
adapted from
Omenge et al.
2020)

Initiated early and
sustained:

(i) Public to be
involved before
major decisions are
made

(ii) Public to be
involved regularly in
the EIA process

Well planned
and focused on
negotiable issues:

(i) All impact
assessment
stakeholders
should know
the aims, rules,
organization,
procedure

and expected
outcomes of the

public participation

process
undertaken

(i) Emphasize
understanding
and respect
for the values
and interests of
participants

EMCA 1999

Public participation
should be
undertaken mainly
during project
planning, in
implementation and
decommissioning
phases

(i) Prefeasibility

(ii) Feasibility

(iii) Detailed survey
design

(iv) Construction and
operation

It should involve
the affected
persons, lead
agencies, the
private sector,
among others.

Development corridor project

SGR-I: Mombasa to
Nairobi
Consultant:
Africa Waste and
Environment
Management Centre

Stage of public
involvement is not
explicitly stated but falls
within the prefeasibility
and feasibility stages
through: (i) key informant
interviews and discussion
(N=217)*; (ii) one
technical consultative
forums and dialogue
meetings (N=14); and (iv)
eight public consultation
meetings (PMCs)
(N=944).

(i) Process focused

on methods

of stakeholder
engagement;
(recruitment, invitation
and facilitation):

“In general, the

entire consultation
process mapped

out institutions and
individuals interested
in the process;
compiled a database
of the interested and
affected parties and
administered the
relevant data collection
tools”

(i) Focused on
explaining the project
and its effects: “the
consultant and
proponent explained
that the proposed
development

would involve the
construction of a
Standard Gauge
Railway line from
Mombasa to Nairobi,
to be used by high-
speed trains”. (DAD[A]
versus EDD)

SGR-Il: Nairobi to
Narok (Suswa)
Consultant:
HABITAT Planners

Stage of public
involvement is not
explicitly stated

but falls within the
prefeasibility and
feasibility stages
through: (i) 13 key
informant interviews
and discussion
(N=940); (ii) two
technical consultative
forums and dialogue
meetings (N=96);
and (iv) 12 public
consultation meetings
(PMCs) (N=1333).

(i) Process focused
on methods

of stakeholder
engagement;
(recruitment,
invitation and
facilitation)

(i) Focused on
explaining the
project and its
effects: "After the
proponent [KRC]
gave the history of
Kenya Railways and
the background,
description of SGR
project [including
a map of the
route] and the
envisaged benefits
of the project

to the meeting,
participants raised
the following
concerns and issues”
(DAD[A] versus
EDD)”

77  Decide, announce and defend (abandon) versus engage, deliberate and decide (Walker 2009)
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LAPSSET
Consultant: REPCON
Associates

The public is involved

at scoping and detailed
EIA stages: (i) 17 key
informant interviews and
discussion (N=17); (ii)
27 public consultation
meetings (PMCs)
(N=1846); (iii) two focus
group discussions
(N=10)

(i) Process focused
on methods

of stakeholder
engagement;
(recruitment,
invitation and
facilitation):
“Fundamental Right
Holders (FRH) to
strategic resources”
and “Legal Mandate
Holders (LMH)” within
target jurisdiction.
(ii) Focused on
explaining the
project and its
effects: “As a basis
for discussion, each
meeting started with
a brief explanation/
disclosure of the
EIA Mission and

an overview of
LAPSSET.... they
[public] were invited
to give comments
on their specific
mandates/interests
and how they were
likely to interface
with the proposed
development.”
(DAD[A] versus EDD)



(iii) Focus on
negotiable
issues relevant to
decision-making

Supportive to
participants:

(i) Adequate
diffusion of
information on the
proposal and the
public participation
process

(i) Equitable
access to funding
or financial
assistance

(iii) Capacity-
building,
facilitation and
assistance to
groups who don't
have the capacity
to participate

Itis the
responsibility

of the project
proponent to
adequately
ensure effective
distribution of the
relevant project
information to the
affected persons
to mitigate against
unnecessary
delays in
decision-making
and project
implementation.

(iii) Focused on impact
identification and
mitigation approaches:
"The purpose [for

the interviews]

was to identify the
potential positive

and negative impacts
and subsequently
promote proposals

on the best practices
to be adopted and
mitigate the negative
impacts respectively".
In addition, it focused
on “identifying any
other miscellaneous
issues which may bring
conflicts in case project
implementation
proceeds as planned".

(i) Information on the
proposed SGR project
is only available

at the website of

the environmental
agency and relevant
government
departments and
proponent archives.
(ii) Diffusion of
information on the
public participation
process is limited

to what is provided
during the EIA process
(iii) There is no
provision for funding
support to enable

all interested parties
to satisfactorily
participate in the EIA
process

(iii) Focused on
impact identification
and mitigation
approaches: "The
purpose [for the
interviews] was to
identify the potential
positive and
negative impacts
and subsequently
recommend the
best practices to be
adopted to mitigate
the negative impacts
while optimizing the
positive impacts".

(i) Information

on the proposed
SGR project is

only available at

the website of the
environmental
agency and relevant
government
departments and
proponent archives
(ii) Diffusion of
information on the
public participation
process is limited

to what is provided
during the EIA
process

(iii) There is no
provision for funding
support to enable
all interested parties
to satisfactorily
participate in the EIA
process

(iii) Focused on
impact identification
and mitigation
approaches: "lterative
consultations have
been carried out
during the study

in order to identify
priority issues that
require in-depth
analysis”. “and
exploring means

of continuously
improving beneficial
environmental

and social effects
associated with the
implementation of
the project”

(i) Information

on the proposed
SGR project is

only available at

the website of the
environmental
agency and relevant
government
departments and
proponent archives
(i) Diffusion of
information on the
public participation
process is limited

to what is provided
during the EIA
process

(iii) There is no
provision for funding
support to enable
all interested parties
to satisfactorily
participate in the EIA
process
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Tiered and
optimized:

(i) Public
participation
should occur at the
most appropriate
level of decision-
making

(i) The public
should be invited
to

participate
regularly, with
emphasis on

the appropriate
time for
involvement

(iii) Optimization in
time and space to
ensure

more willing
participation

Open and
transparent:
(i) Access to
all relevant
information by all
stakeholders
(ii) Provision
of information
and facilitation
to ensure
participation
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(i) Public
participation
should be
undertaken mainly
during project
planning, in
implementation
and
decommissioning
phases

(i) The
methodology

for public
participation may
include: meetings
and technical
workshops

with affected
communities;
interpersonal
contacts; Dialogue
with user groups
and local leaders;
Questionnaire/
survey/interview;
and participatory
rural appraisal

or rapid rural
appraisal
techniques

Itis the
responsibility

of the project
proponent to
adequately
ensure effective
distribution of the
relevant project
information to the
affected persons
to mitigate against
unnecessary
delays in

decision making
and project
implementation

(i) The project
engaged the public
through public
meetings and expert
consultations before
the EIA report was
compiled Different
parties were engaged
variously depending
on the level of
information and input
required

(i) Public participation

was invited by notices,

posters and radio
announcement; local
leaders mobilized
for participation and
selected participants
to the meetings

(i) Consultants
accounted for the
participants in the
EIA process through
signed attendance
and interview lists
(available at NEMA,
website, print and
electronic media)

(ii) EIA report compiled

and made available
for public scrutiny; the
document is available
in English language
only

(iii) Proponents
provided financial
and other related
facilitation for
participants to take

part in the EIA process;

dependent on the
available budgets

(i) The project
engaged the

public through
meetings and expert
consultations before
the EIA report was
compiled

Different parties
were engaged
variously, depending
on the level of
information and
input required

(ii) Public
participation was
invited by notices,
posters and radio
announcement;
local leaders
mobilized for
participation and
selected participants
to the meetings

(i) Consultants
accounted for the
participants in the
EIA process through
signed attendance
and interview lists
(available at NEMA,
website, print and
electronic media)
(ii) EIA report
compiled and
made available

for public scrutiny;
the document is
available in English
language only

(iii) Proponents
provided financial
and other related
facilitation for
participants to

take part in the EIA
process; dependent
on the available
budgets

Public participated
in public meetings
before

ElA reportis
compiled, in the
public hearing

and send comments
once the ElA report
has

been compiled

(i) Public invited by
notices, posters and
radio
announcement

(i) Consultants
accounted for the
participants in the
EIA process through
signed attendance
and interview lists
(available at NEMA,
website, print and
electronic media)
(i) EIA report
compiled and
made available for
public scrutiny; the
document is available
in English language
only

(iii) Proponents
provided financial
and other related
facilitation for
participants to

take partin the EIA
process; dependent
on the available
budgets



Context oriented:
(i) Be adapted
to the social
organization of
the impacted
communities,
including the
cultural, social,
economic

and political
dimensions

Credible and
rigorous:

(i) Adhere to
established ethics,
professional
behaviour and
moral obligations
(ii) Facilitation by a
neutral facilitator

It should involve
the affected
persons, lead
agencies and
private sector,
among others

The methodology
for Consultations
and Public
Participation
(CPP) may
include meetings
and technical
workshops

with affected
communities;
interpersonal
contacts; dialogue
with user groups
and local leaders;
questionnaire/
survey/interview;
and participatory
rural appraisal

or rapid rural
appraisal (PRA/
RRA) techniques

Local contexts of the
impacted people were
mostly ignored as the
proponents already
decided and only
communicate this; no
considerations on the
capacity and ability

to participate (DAD
versus EDD)

The public meeting
and interviews were
led by lead EIA
experts and NEMA
officials; there were
no explanations as to
whether the expert
mix included those
from inter-, trans- or
multidisciplinary
backgrounds

Local contexts

of the impacted
people were mostly
ignored as the
proponents already
decided and only
communicate this;
no considerations
on the capacity and
ability to participate
(DAD versus EDD)

The public meeting
and interviews were
led by lead EIA
experts and NEMA
official; there were
no explanations

as to whether the
expert mix included
and those from
inter- or trans-
multidisciplinary
backgrounds

(i) Local contexts of
the impacted people
seemed to have been
critically considered
(FGDs organization)
(i) Culturally
sensitive issues

were discussed with
specific communities
(religious, gender,
occupation) to
ensure maximum
disclosure “The
Turkana community
at Kapendo observed
that they rely on
advice from leaders
in the traditional
faith system whose
operating bases are
shrines. Each age
set also have their
different shrines
which, together with
communal burial
grounds should

be isolated from
LAPSSET activities”

The public meeting
and interviews were
led by lead EIA
expert and NEMA
official; there are
no explanations

as to whether the
expert mix included
and those from
inter- or trans- or
multidisciplinary
backgrounds
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