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This case study has been compiled by the Jamaica Environment Trust
(JET), using documents obtained from NEPA under the Access to
Information Act. JET is unable to warrant the completeness or
accuracy of the documents provided by NEPA. References for the
information included are provided in the document for the reader’s
own evaluation.

3

SUMMARY OF THE MONITORING REPORTS
ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE FALMOUTH CRUISE SHIP PIER
MAY 2009 – DECEMBER 2010
Prepared by the Jamaica Environment Trust
May 2011
Monitoring Agencies/Contractors/Cost
1. Technological and Environmental Management Network Ltd (TEMN). Contracted by Mott
MacDonald and the Port Authority of Jamaica. Approximately 18 month period, completed
February 2011. Final report sent in to NEPA. Awaiting approval to carry out monitoring of three
month assessment, post coral relocation. Contract cost about US$300,000.00 (Personal
conversation Don Rose, TEMN). Contact person Don Rose. Mott MacDonald is one of the
engineering firms involved in the project.
2. CL Environmental Ltd. Contracted by NEPA. 12 month period, completed December 2010. Final
report still outstanding. Cost: approximately J$9 million (personal conversation Carlton Campbell,
CL Environmental. Contact person: Carlton Campbell.
3. NEPA – four different teams monitored the various permits. Cost unknown. Monitoring period –
Sept 2009 – January 2010. JET received no more recent monitoring reports.
4. Maritime and Transport Services – carried out the coral reef replanting. Cost unknown. Subcontracted Peter Wilson Kelly, ex NEPA. He had been involved in the coral reef replanting exercise
at Rackham Cay (Port Royal cays) which failed – due to improperly secured replanted corals and the
passage of Hurricane Ivan in 2004.
5. Boskalis, Westminister, St Lucia Ltd, Jamaica Branch. Role unclear. Seems to have been responsible
for the dredging, but submitted a few reports on coral reef and seagrass replanting. Also did some
water quality monitoring. Very few reports were provided.
JET’s comment: A lot of money was spent to monitor this project, but the environment was still
damaged.
The main mitigation measures were as follows:
1. Use of silt screens to prevent sedimentation from having an impact on natural resources (corals,
seagrass beds), both existing and the relocated/replanted ones.
2. Suspension of dredging when corals were being replanted and in bad weather.
3. Relocation of > 140,000 corals prior to commencement of dredging due to the damage necessary to
the healthy coral reef to make a channel for the big ships.
4. Replanting of sea grass beds, 21 hectares of which were removed by the dredging.
5. Replanting of wetlands, 40 hectares to be destroyed (NEPA calls it modified) for market, parking,
sewage treatment etc.
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What was monitored
Several water quality parameters including turbidity, abundance of the dinoflagellates in the lagoon
which results in the bioluminescence phenomenon, the coral reef replanting, the effectiveness of the silt
screens, the sea grass replanting, the wetland removal, all permit conditions (by NEPA).
JET’s findings
NEPA’s monitoring reports were so deficient as to be almost useless – week after week, the same
comment was repeated, for example, a file was needed for verification. Or the enforcement officer
questions week after week if a particular condition is enforceable. The reports from the NEPA officers
seem to concern a single day and they do not seem to have had any contact with the other monitors.
On a few occasions, two different NEPA officers visited within a day of each other and made different
reports. Even clear breaches of permit conditions are recorded as being in partial compliance. An
example - Report 20 of 2009, Nov 4th and 6th, reports received from TEMN that trailing of dredge was
observed from the barge. NEPA calls this partial compliance. Permit condition says “There shall be no
trailing of dredged material en route to the disposal/reclamation site.” Various monitoring plans which
were to be produced before work commenced were not submitted. JET reviewed a series of monitoring
logs, two in August and a number in September – these added no useful information. It is JET’s opinion
that these reports produced by the NEPA officers could not possibly have been reviewed or used for
decision making. JET was not provided with all reports – there were numbering and sequential gaps.
Dredging commenced before removal of all the coral – NEPA seems to have given this approval.
Sewage from the dredging vessel was dumped in the harbour in Sep 2009.
The silt screens were not effective as a mitigation measure. There were endless problems with them,
month after month, bunching, improperly installed, not completely encircling the dredge, not protecting
the wetlands etc. Work was stopped several times by NEPA. “Donor site has high sedimentation rates,
affecting survival of transplanted corals.” TEMN Report No 7, Dec 1-31, 2009. “Silt screens only rectified
on February 27, 2010 – failed to function for more than a month.” CL Environmental Repot No 2,
February 2010.

Plates 1, 2: Ineffective silt screens
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The dredge was often trailing dredge spoils and on one occasion dumped the spoils on the healthy reef.
“A significant portion of reef has been obliterated by the direct deposition of a large amount of dredge
spoil from the barge that is supposed to dump dredge spoil at the 5km offshore dump site. The
circumstances of this incident merit further investigation.” TEMN Report No 4, October 4-17, 2009.

Plate 3: Dredge spoil trailing Dredger

Plate 4: Smothered algae and corals on reef

The coral reef replanting was very poorly done. There were continuous reports of poor handling,
siltation, bad practice in orienting, cementing the coral etc. Two of the donor sites were particularly
badly affected by sedimentation. “Approved dredging activities are not having a negative impact on the
state of the reef or on the dinoflagellates…the same cannot be said about the coral reef relocation
activities to date. Several instances have been observed where the dredging activities have impacted
corals in the donor area or the relocation activities are being carried out in a careless manner or the work
done has not stood the test of even minor stormy weather.” TEMN Report No 2, Sept 6-19, 2009.
“Poor quality control within the ambit of MTS field operations. There appears to be a rush to move and
replace items and thus to make a daily quote of numbers of items moved. Little or no regard is being
given to their long term chances eventual survival (sic) which is directly impacted by the manner in which
the transplant is carried out and the apparent lack of training or expertise of the crew/individuals
involved.” TEMN Report No 7, Dec 1-31, 2009.

Plate 5: Heavy sedimentation adjacent to relocated corals

Plate 6: Silted and dying relocated corals
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Artificial reef structures – 14 concrete tetrahedrons were deployed in a sand channel at a depth of 4.5
metres. 8 were seeded with coral implants. High turbidity smothered the coral and artificial reef
structures were improperly sited – “the criteria used to select the location of the artificial reefs did not
apparently account (sic) the soft substrate which may result in the settling of the structure into the
sediment due to the weight of the structure.” TEMN Report No 11, April 1-30, 2010.

Plates 7, 8: Silted and dead/dying relocated coral on artificial reef

There were at least two incidences of ship grounding, destroying large areas of coral reefs. As a result,
NEPA required the use of artificial reefs as a mitigation measure – two different kinds. We saw reports
on one type – these were heavily overgrown with algae and some of the corals were bleached. A large
grounding took place sometime in November, said to be outlined in a different report which JET does
not have. Site affected was a shallow patch reef where“coral cover was particularly high.” Corals were
“completely sheared off and the patch reef flattened over a total area of 53 sq m. “Plating and
branching corals reduced to pebbles... massive corals knocked over and fragmented” Critically
endangered corals (staghorn) Acropora palmata were impacted.” TEMN Report No 6, Nov 1-3-, 2009

Plate 9: Coral fragments caused by grounding

Plate 10: A grounding scar

7

A waste water pipeline was improperly anchored and shifted on roughly April 8th, 2010, causing
“significant damage to benthic resources.” NEPA letter dated April 8th, 2010. “It can be conservatively
estimated that along the section of the pipe examined, at least 250-300 sq m of the reef has been
damaged by the placement of the anchors and the grinding of the pipe directly on the reef.” TEMN
Report dated April 14th, 2010.

Plate 11: Displaced Pipeline

Plate 12: Damage caused by displaced pipeline

Only Phase One of the seagrass replanting (6 acres) was done. There were reports of heavy siltation on
the replanted “plugs” which were still alive at the end of the period of review. It is clear, however, from
the photographs, that if in fact the seagrass replanting is a success in the end, it will take many years for
the ecosystem functions of the seagrass beds to be recovered.

Plate 13: Sediment smothered seagrass plug at site 7

Plate 14: Another sediment smothered seagrass plug.

The wetland modification permit required the submission of a “hydraulic assessment report” (sic) prior
to clearance of mangroves. The permit condition reads: “The permitee shall ensure that no modification
of the wetland commences, including disposal of dredged material, prior to the Hydrological Assessment
Report referred to in Specific Condition No 3 is approved in writing by the Agency.” But according to
report no 12 of 2009, all the mangroves were cleared. Sewage and dredge spoil was dumped in the
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mangroves. At the end of this period of review, the officer still did not know if there had been any
restoration plan submitted.

Plate 15: Initial clearance of Mangroves

Plate 16: Further clearance of mangroves

The abundance of the dinoflagellates seem to have been reduced at the start of the monitoring in May
2009, compared to 2007. It is not known why. The reports all describe reductions in abundance in some
sites and increases in others. There are no reports of observances of the bioluminescence at night, so
JET is unable to say whether the phenomenon in the Luminous Lagoon was affected by the work.
Enforcement action by NEPA was ignored by PIHL, the contractor. “Several breaches noted, including
plume of sediment, silt curtains ineffective. Warning notice and verbal stop order issued by NEPA
18/2/2010. Ignored by PIHL and work continued Feb 19 and 20. Meeting at NEPA 22 Feb.” CL
Environmentals Report No 2, February 2010.
There was more than one case of work proceeding without the required permit or plan. “All
permanent drainage construction works were ordered to cease – no NEPA approval… Construction of
buildings continued although full approval not granted – Mayor of Trelawny had given verbal approval
to PIHL.” CL Environmental Report No 5, May 2010.
With regard to the reclamation works (the building of the pier itself), specific condition 2 outlines all the
technical documents that should guide the works. The NEPA officer’s comment is “This condition is not
enforceable.”

RECOMMENDATIONS
Need for overall supervision, clarity about roles
JET was struck by the absence of any overall guiding document with regard to the monitoring
programme. There was no statement to guide the field staff about the various contractors and subcontractors and their diverse responsibilities. At the outset of the project, there should be a simple
document stating who are the main players, what they are responsible for, how they will be monitored
and by whom, the documents/studies/permits that are needed before work starts, projected timelines,
and main areas of environmental concern.

9

Need for communication
JET was not provided with minutes of meetings with the various consultants and contractors, although
such meetings were referred to in various reports. Meetings with the intention to keep all parties
informed of progress and problems as well as meetings to discuss enforcement action should be
minuted and be part of the record of all projects.
Leadership
One identified person must be in charge of the entire monitoring exercise, must be familiar with the
permits, must read the reports and take appropriate action, and must ensure there is proper
communication with all parties. This person must take full responsibility for the monitoring and
compliance of the project.
Use of reports in decision making
The method and timing for review of monitoring reports should be established. It was clear that the
NEPA reports could not have been reviewed at a senior level. There is no excuse for an officer saying
that a file has to be checked and repeating this statement over a period of months. No one seems to
have realized that the NEPA reports were mostly just copy and paste comments, with the date changed.
There was even one report (Port and Harbour Development: October 26, 2009; Report in series #1 of
2009) that was completely blank.
Permit conditions
If NEPA/NRCA is not going to enforce conditions such as requirements to produce drainage
plans/monitoring plans/scientific reports before work starts, they should not include these conditions in
the permit. Stating these documents are required and then allowing work to proceed in their absence is
pointless and just reinforces the general perception and reality that environmental laws can be ignored
with impunity. Further, the permit conditions should be explained in detail to the various monitoring
officers – so they do not write that the conditions are unenforceable, or ask how they are to be
enforced. This should all be ironed out at head office before monitoring commences
Water quality data
The presentation of the water quality data by the consultants was confusing and not easily understood.
A simple table should be devised by NEPA showing the applicable standards, the parameters to be
monitored and a clear method of highlighting breaches. All monitoring consultants should use the
same reporting format.
Jamaica Environment Trust
May 2011

