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This document contains the professional opinion of the
Jamaica Environment Trust (JET). In arriving at our opinion,
we made every reasonable attempt to ensure that our
resource persons are informed and reliable and experts in
the area in which their comment and analysis is sought. JET
encourages readers to apply their own critical analysis to
the information provided in this document and by others,
particularly where JET’s opinion differs from those others.

With technical assistance from the Environmental Law Alliance Worldwide (ELAW) in
Eugene, Oregon, the Jamaica Environment Trust (JET) reviewed the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) done by Technological Environmental Management Network (TEMN)
Limited for the Proposed Cruise Pier Development Project at Old Coal Wharf, Port Royal,
Kingston by the Port Authority of Jamaica. We were also represented at the associated
public meeting held at Fort Charles, Port Royal, Kingston on July 12, 2019 by JET’s Chief
Executive Officer, Suzanne Stanley and Project Coordinators Ashley Codner and Lauren
Creary.
JET’s review of the EIA and associated public meeting can be found below:
1. The EIA does not cover all known phases of the Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal
project
Through a February 9, 2019 Access to Information (ATI) request, JET received copies of five (5)
beach licenses, all dated March 15, 2019, which had been issued by the Natural Resources
Conservation Authority (NRCA) / National Environment and Planning Agency (NEPA) to the PAJ
for the Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal project (see table below). These beach licenses were not
only issued before the final EIA report had been released to the public, they also authorized an
extensive marine construction phase of the Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal project, which PAJ’s
contractors have already begun executing.
Beach licenses issued by NEPA to the PAJ for the installation of the floating cruise ship pier at
Old Coal Wharf, Port Royal in March 2019
License No. For
Issued
Expires
L3757A
Installation and maintenance of a
March 15, 2019
March 31, 2020
Seawalk floating cruise ship pier
consisting of a steel construction
walkway of approximately 250m and
4.2m wide comprised of three (3)
bridges floating on ten (10) wave
dampening pontoons
L3757B
Installation and maintenance of
March 15, 2019
March 31, 2020
nineteen (19) pylons total broken
down into fourteen (14) pylons to
support a 25m long wooden deck…;
four (4) pylons to support a concrete
platform…and one (1) additional
pylon to be used to support the
Seawalk when it is not in use
L3757D
To carry out the relocation of two
March 15, 2019
March 31, 2024
hundred and two (202) coral
colonies
L3757E
The removal of sixty (60) pylons
March 15, 2019
March 31, 2020
L3757C
The installation and maintenance of
March 15, 2019
March 31, 2020
one (1) anchored mooring system
consisting of two (2) 15-ton Bruce
Anchors and 10-ton Chain Anchor
connected with a series of chains to
the floating mooring buoy

Page 5 of NEPA’s guidelines for Conducting (an) Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)1 state:
“The NRCA, since its inception has adopted the goals and principles of the EIA as articulated by the
United Nations Environment Programme (1987) …
…GOALS 1. To establish that before decisions are taken by the competent authority or authorities
to undertake or to authorize activities that are likely to significantly affect the environment, the
environmental effects of those activities should be taken into account.”

The marine construction phase of the Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal, which includes coral
relocation, will have significant impacts on the marine environment in this part of the Palisadoes
Port Royal Protected Area (PPRPA). This phase of the project should have been subjected to an
EIA before any approvals were granted by NRCA/NEPA.
The Archaeological Impact Assessment of Old Coal Wharf prepared by the Archaeology Division
of the Jamaica National Heritage Trust (JNHT) (Appendix 13.1.3 of the EIA) states on page 523:
“The proposed development at the Old Coal Wharf consists of a retractable Floating Cruise Ship
Pier (Sea Walk) and terminal facilities will be built in phase 1 of the construction phases. A train and
rail system to take visitors into the Historic District and other natural and cultural sites along the
Palisadoes, such as Fort Rocky, the Old Naval Cemetery and Refuge Cay, will be constructed in
phase 2 of the project.”

Further, Table 5.1-1 on page 117 of the EIA (below) also refers to phase 2 of the project:
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Phase 2 represents yet another component of the Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal project which
has not been addressed by the EIA. A train station, railway track and jetty will likely all have
significant impacts on the terrestrial and marine environment of the PPRPA. During the July 12,
2019 public meeting the PAJ indicated that the construction of these development elements will
closely follow the successful implementation of Phase 1. As with the installation of the floating
cruise pier in the marine construction phase, these development elements should not be
considered in isolation and should have been addressed by this EIA.
Further adding to the shortcomings of the EIA, the entire document is labelled “DRAFT” and on
page 119 is referred to as the “Scoped Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for Phases 0 –
1C”, but there is no reference to these phases anywhere else in the document. It is therefore
unclear whether the EIA is for all development elements labelled as Phase 1 in Table 5.1-1.
Additionally, there is extremely limited information provided about any other commercial activity
that the terminal will support (not mentioned in the EIA), and its potential impact on the natural
environment or public access to the area (see point 7).
Port Royal does not have the infrastructure necessary to accommodate its current population,
much less cruise visitors. The EIA explicitly states the inadequacy of roads, waste and sewage
management, emergency services including police, health care and fire. The EIA recommends
improved roads, road signage and increased security presence in response to the increased
pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with cruise passengers. Roadworks (and an upgraded
sewage management system – see point 4) for the town of Port Royal will likely have significant
impacts on the PPRPA and its residents. This represents yet another phase of the cruise pier
project which has not been addressed by the EIA.
In summary, the EIA as presented does not cover all known project phases or likely project
impacts. This study represents a piecemeal approach to development and is not
comprehensive in its assessment of likely impacts of the Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal
on PPRPA’s marine and terrestrial environment, or the community of Port Royal. By issuing
beach licenses and allowing work to commence before the EIA has been finished or
reviewed leads to the inescapable conclusion that this project is a “done deal” and the EIA
and public process is a mere formality.

2. A Cruise Port Terminal is not suitable for the Palisadoes Port Royal Protected Area
The project site, the Old Coal Wharf, Port Royal is located in the Palisadoes Port Royal Protected
Area (PPRPA) which is also a Ramsar wetland of international importance.2 According to page 57
of the EIA, Port Royal is also a Protected National Heritage Site and it has also been recommended
for designation as a World Heritage Site under the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization’s World Heritage Convention (UNESCO). The area is also described by
UNESCO as “one of the most important archaeological sites in the Caribbean and a unique site
worldwide.”3
During the July 12, 2019 public meeting the PAJ representatives went to great length to explain
that the traditional economic activity associated with Old Coal Wharf and Port Royal in general was
as a commercial port; however, Old Coal Wharf has not been used as a commercial port for many
decades, and certainly not since the area was designated protected under Jamaican law in 1998.
The TEMN team also reiterated the point that the site of the port was outside of the PPRPA
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conservation zone; but this provides little reassurance as the conservation zone is only metres
away from the location of the cruise port. To imply that the port will not have any impact on the
integrity of the adjacent PPRPA conservation zone is misleading.
Additionally, the management plan and zoning plan for the PPRPA have not yet been gazetted
under Jamaican law. The current Draft Palisadoes-Port Royal Protected Area Zoning Plan (20142019) states:
“Presently, there are no regulations for the P-PRPA, and the draft management plan3 is dated and
in need of revision. With the increasing human impact on the resources, it was recommended that
a zoning plan be developed as a first step towards protecting the sensitive ecosystems from further
degradation. The zoning of the P-PRPA will serve as an important tool in the management of the
area.”

Until zoning of the PPRPA has been finalized and a management plan is in place, decisions
about major developments on the Palisadoes strip and offshore marine environment (such
as a cruise port) should be put on hold.
The EIA details a multitude of negative environmental impacts expected to be associated with the
cruise port development. For example, page 351 states:
“The shoreline at the Old Coal Wharf bears marks of long term, heavy use of the area. Despite the
degraded state, there are corals, seagrass beds and other marine flora and fauna found in the
shallow water immediately in front of the Wharf. The construction of the infrastructure required for
the anchoring of the Seawalk, while minimal, will result in destroying/altering the habitat and
displacing the flora and fauna, thereby reducing biodiversity in the area.”

Other likely environmental impacts of the cruise port listed in the EIA include:
• Increased turbidity and TSS levels of marine water due to runoff from activates such as
clearing of vegetation (page 46)
• Increased nutrient levels and decreased dissolved oxygen in the marine environment due
to the discharge of sewage in the site preparation and construction phase (page 46)
• Contamination of groundwater from oil, fuel and chemical spills and runoff from waste
during construction (page 47)
• Pollution of the marine environment with coal dust and coal tar contaminants during
construction (page 47)
• Collisions, damage from placement of anchors/spuds of the barge that holds pile driver
during construction (page 50)
Loss of coral reef biodiversity associated with construction and operations (page 50)
• Deterioration in water quality and degradation of the marine environment due to ship
operations such as waste, ballast waters and fuel spills; runoff from public parking areas
from leaking buses/vehicles; storage and handling of other toxic/harmful substances
(anitfoulants, paints, sewage plant maintenance); and discharge of treated sewage (page
51 and 52)
• Increased solid waste, trampling, and noise pollution associated with cruise port traffic
(page 53)
Additionally, there appears to be a disagreement between the EIA consultants (TEMN) and the
PAJ over whether construction of the cruise port will result in the removal of mangrove wetlands,
and whether any dredging will be done.
At the public meeting on July 12, 2019, the PAJ stated there would be no wetland removal or
dredging associated with the cruise port’s construction or operations; however, page 359 of the
EIA states:

“The mangrove area on the shore (M3 eastern boundary of the project site) is the last remaining
stand of old Red Mangrove (Rhizophora mangle) growth on the shoreline at Port Royal. The
revetment of the shoreline (riprap) will further alter the coastal habitat by destroying the mangrove
strip to the east and west of the anchor point. Destroying the mangrove area (~0.4 ha) in particular,
would result in further habitat fragmentation and degradation, along with the increased edge effect
on the native flora”

The Coastal Design Report by Smith Warner International Limited (SWIL) in appendix 13.1.2 also
refers to the presence of mangroves on the project site at the approximate location of a rubble
stone revetment for the cruise port:
“Another observation was the vegetation along the shoreline, likely within the footprint of the
proposed revetment, which includes patches of mangroves (Figure 2.2). These are sensitive species
that serve an important ecological function and, as such, their presence will have to be considered
in the design process. In addition to vegetation on the shoreline, there is seagrass present along the
seafloor (Figure 2.3). These are also sensitive species that need consideration in the design
process.”

As it relates to dredging page 44 of the EIA states:
“Maintenance dredging may become necessary because of the natural accretion of material or
because of a build-up of material over time”

If the EIA is correct, and these activities are to be undertaken by the PAJ in their construction and
operation of the cruise port, maintenance dredging and mangrove removal will likely have
significant impacts on the health of the wetlands located in the PPRPA conservation zone adjacent
to the protect site.
JET is also concerned about the implications of the operations of the cruise port development on
Port Royal’s Nomination as a Relict and Continuous Cultural Landscape (World Heritage Site) as
submitted to the UNESCO World Heritage Committee in January 2018. Page 493 of the EIA states:
“Popularly called the “Sunken City of Port Royal, Jamaica”, the underwater cultural heritage site is
contiguous with a remnant terrestrial palimpsest ‘living archaeology site’ of outstanding universal
value.”

At its 43rd session in Baku, Azerbaijan (June 30 – July 10, 2019) the World Heritage Committee
deferred the examination of the nomination of the Sunken City of Port Royal to the World Heritage
List to allow for Jamaica to (among other things):
“f) Prepare a revised or new Heritage Impact Assessment for the proposed cruise ship pier that
considers both direct and indirect impacts on the nominated property from cruise ships; this should
be based on a detailed analysis of possible cruise ship movements that go beyond the simple red
line so far proposed; takes account of all weathers and types of ships and is guided by appropriate
technical expertise,”4

The EIA does not present a convincing argument as to why Kingston’s cruise port must be
situated in this ecologically and archeologically sensitive area. Considering the multitude
of negative environmental impacts described in the EIA, the cruise port terminal as
proposed appears to be completely unsuitable for a protected area and important historical
site. Insufficient consideration has been given of the implications of the cruise port
development on the integrity of the protected area, and on its World Heritage Site
nomination.5
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NEPA’s Terms of Reference (TOR) for the EIA (page 669) state:
“Alternatives to the proposed development/project including the no-action alternative should be
examined.”

However, the EIA fails to present any consideration of an alternative location for the
Kingston cruise port outside the protected area, e.g. Downtown Kingston.

3. The EIA does not present enough consideration of the impact of Climate Change on
the cruise port development
The Port Royal Cruise Port Terminal is to be situated on one of the most vulnerable stretches of
coastline in Jamaica, yet the EIA does not suggest any detailed sustainable and suitable responses
to the impacts of climate change on the Palisadoes strip.
The main reference to climate change in the EIA can be found on page 372:
“Influence of Climate Change on Marine Ecology
Predictions of continued increase in sea surface temperatures (SSTs), in combination with rising
sea level, and increased frequency of severe storm events have the potential to amplify the impacts
of localized anthropogenic stressors (e.g., coastal development, coastal runoff), and can combine
synergistically, to reduce local biodiversity and alter or eliminate important ecosystem functions.
Mitigating impacts of climate change is a challenge that calls on cooperation of the international
community, but much can be done at the local scale through imperative conservation of coastal
habitats, and implementation of sustainable coastal development strategies which minimize damage
to these ecosystems.”

The SWIL coastal design report for the stone revetment also states on page 460 that:
“Climate change conditions were considered in the water level designs, which lead to a sea level
rise of 0.75m over the next 100 years. The total design water level input was 1.49m for the 100-year
return period.”

Despite the EIA recognising on page 372 that:
“Impact of severe storm events on the SeaWalk. Destruction of all or part of the proposed facility during
storms (i.e. high category hurricanes) could potentially generate large amounts of debris to nearby
marine and coastal environments”,

there are no details in the EIA about where the floating pier structure will be stored in a hurricane
or what other mitigation strategies will be employed by the operators of the pier in the event of a
storm. Questions posed by JET to the PAJ at the July 12, 2019 public meeting provided little clarity
on this aspect. The PAJ responded that in the event of an impending storm, the floating pier would
be tethered to a 300-tonne mooring in the Kingston Harbour. When asked what category hurricane
this mooring would be able to withstand, PAJ indicated that they had confidence that it would hold
for hurricanes up to category 3. When asked what the implications of category 4 and above were,
no definitive response was given by PAJ or the consultants outside of that the pier could float and
could be “navigated to another location”.

In 2015, a proposal to install a floating cruise pier in the Cayman Islands was turned down
after an environmental impact assessment found:
“The proposed concept is unique, and without precedent, for a site exposed to hurricane waves.
Based upon the information available at this time regarding the floating pier concept, Baird questions
whether the concept is technically feasible,”6
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Given the position of Cayman, it is unclear why the PAJ would consider this extremely vulnerable
stretch of coastline as a suitable location to pilot a floating pier in Jamaica. The EIA as presented
does not give JET confidence that adequate consideration has been given to disaster risk
reduction in the cruise port’s design, especially as it relates to the increased intensity of
hurricanes associated with climate change.

4. The impact of the project on potable water supplies and sewage treatment in Port
Royal is not adequately assessed
Pressure on potable water supplies and the sewage system in Port Royal from the cruise port
promises to be substantial, and the current water and sewerage infrastructure servicing the town
is already inadequate.
NEPA’s TOR for the EIA (page 666) state:
“Assessment of potential impacts as it relates to the infrastructural requirements of the development
including wastewater/ sewage treatment, potable water, electricity, solid waste management,
drainage and any other physical infrastructure and in relation to the town of Port Royal and the
location of the port.”

However, there is almost no information in the EIA on how the water supply or sewage issues in
the town of Port Royal will be addressed in the context of the cruise port development.
In response to this issue being raised by several audience members at the July 12, 2019 public
meeting, the PAJ indicated that they would be working with the National Water Commission (NWC)
to carry out the necessary upgrades to the water supply and sewage network under Phase 2 of
the cruise port project, i.e. the first phase of the project will address the water and sewage needs
of the pier, and the second phase of the project the needs of the town. This is confirmed in the EIA
which states on page 120:
“The capacity of the (sewage treatment) plant is based on 4000 passengers, 40 liters per person per
day to yields a total demand of 160 cubic meters daily.”

The Archaeological Impact Assessment (Appendix 13.1.3) on page 532 then states:
“Sewage treatment and effluent disposal:
Final design specification is being detailed by the National Water Commission in conjunction with
the Port Authority of Jamaica. Several locations outside the proposed 9 acre development property
are being explored. The new system is expected to service not only the cruise ship terminal but the
entire Port Royal Township.”

The water and sewage issues in Falmouth, Trelawny which were exacerbated following the
opening of the cruise ship pier in that town are well known.7 Given the lessons of the Falmouth
Cruise Pier, JET is extremely concerned to learn that the sewage and water supply
upgrades for the town of Port Royal will not be undertaken before the cruise ship pier is
open.
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5. The EIA is not rigorous in its evaluation of the impacts of the cruise port on the marine
environment
Construction Phase
The EIA presents contradictory statements on the potential impacts of the construction phase on
the marine environment. On page 352 the EIA states:
“8.1.1.5 Coastal Dynamics
Impacts to coastal dynamics during the construction stage will be nil.”

Then on pages 353 - 354 and pages 354 - 355 the EIA states:
“Impact: Turbidity and Sediment Dispersal
The sedimentation and turbidity impacts resulting from the removal of old piles and the installation
of new piles and dolphins or moorings required for the attachment of the SeaWalk TM are expected
to have both short and long term impacts on nearby marine habitats (i.e., seagrasses, mangroves).
Specific environmental impacts during the construction phase may include:
• Increased turbidity causing decreased light penetration and smothering of nearby seagrass
beds;
• Short-term decreases in dissolved oxygen levels due to excessive sedimentation;
• Dispersal of sediment from the construction site (i.e., run-off) onto nearby seagrass beds
and coastal mangrove stands;
• Release of contaminants from sediment and the ensuing uptake by fish and other biota;
• Accidental leaks or spills from barges carrying heavy equipment (e.g. crane, pile drivers)
• Ship grounding.
While turbidity and sedimentation can be contained to a certain extent, consideration must also be
given to the current regimes, which could disperse the fine sediments over nearby seagrass beds
resulting in smothering and shading, both of which can impact on the health and resilience of
established seagrass beds.”

[…]
“Impact: Installation of piles, dolphins
• Damage from the placement of the anchors/spuds of the barge that holds the pile driver.
Given the proximity of the project footprint to adjacent seagrass beds, improper anchorage
and the risk of grounding by the barge pose potential risks to the marine environment.
• Potential negative effects of the sound/vibration produced during pile driving18 on people
and on marine fauna. Exposure to low levels of sound for a relatively long period of time, or
exposure to higher levels of sound for shorter periods of time, may result in auditory tissue
damage in fish, though recovery is generally possible within 24 hours (Popper et al. 2005).
Oscillations induced by high sound pressure levels can cause swim bladders in fishes to
rupture (Hastings and Popper 2005). It is likely that most species of fish would swim away
from an intense sound source, thereby decreasing exposure to sound; however, larvae and
fish eggs are often at the mercy of currents or move very slowly.

•

Structures constructed in the ocean may alter localized currents, resulting in settling out of
sediments carried by currents. Water currents and sediment fluxes can change resulting in
increased sedimentation rates on nearby seagrass beds and mangroves which may affect
the marine flora and fauna in the area.
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Un-attenuated pile strikes can produce a sound pressure level around 180 dB RMS at a distance of
650-1,000 ft. (200-300 m) (California Department of Transportation 2009)”

On pages 353 - 354 and pages 354 - 355 of the EIA it clearly states that there will be impacts
to coastal dynamics from construction. This assessment is in direct contradiction to the
EIA’s original claim on page 352 that impacts will be “nil.”
The term “coastal dynamics” as used in the EIA is also ambiguous and could be referring to either
abiotic or biological characteristics, e.g. anything from nearshore ocean currents to the life cycle
of fish species. However, even in considering the narrowest definition of the term —the dynamics

of currents and sediment near the shoreline— there will most definitely be impacts to coastal
dynamics during the construction phase of the cruise port.
Operational Phase
The implications of the cruise port operations for fisheries has not been addressed adequately by
either the EIA or the public meeting. When asked by a resident of Port Royal about the possible
impacts of the cruise port on the movement of fish and dolphins in and out of the Palisadoes
mangroves, the response from TEMN was that the fish were “mobile”, and that the presence of the
cruise ship twice per week was not expected to affect their movement. The fact that mobile species
can move away from cruise ship noise, pollution, or propellers, does not mean that they will, or
that doing so will not cause harm. Consider the scenario in which four times per week8, a marine
species is eating, resting, laying eggs, and/or reproducing in the nearshore environment of the
port, and those behaviours are interrupted by the arrival/departure of a cruise ship. The marine
species is forced to flee quickly and under great stress, without knowing whether the area it had
been inhabiting is safe to return to. Over time, these stressors can accumulate, causing changes
in the location of fish species and their ability to successfully exhibit those behaviours.
There is also abundant evidence that noise affects multiple species - from marine mammals to
invertebrates - and in some cases these impacts can be severe.9 A 2017 study found that reef fish
raised in a noisy environment were less likely to survive than fish raised without vessel noise.10
Even though the EIA states on page 113 that noise and vibration impacts were assessed,
studies for marine species were not conducted - a critical failing of the EIA. Stating that the
fish can move away and be unaffected by the new and consistent presence of noise and
disturbance from the cruise port is an inadequate assessment of a potentially quite serious
impact.

6. Proposed Mitigation Strategies to address damage to the marine environment from the
construction of the cruise port are inadequate
On page 393 the EIA states:
“Replanting of mangroves along with the relocation of corals and seagrass within the footprint of the
project is highly recommended.”

Replanting mangroves and relocating seagrasses and corals can be done, but success rates are
very low. A recent review of all the seagrass restoration projects conducted in Europe (~ 200)
found that none of them were successful.11 Further, as the EIA highlights on pages 351-353, part
of what stands to be lost in this project are the ecosystem functions and biodiversity of the area:
“8.1.2.1 Marine Impacts and Mitigation During Construction
Impacts to coastal marine habitats during construction include the following:
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Impact: Habitat destruction/alteration
The shoreline at the Old Coal Wharf bears marks of long term, heavy use of the area. Despite the
degraded state, there are corals, seagrass beds and other marine flora and fauna found in the
shallow water immediately in front of the Wharf. The construction of the infrastructure required for
the anchoring of the SeawalkTM, while minimal, will result in destroying/altering the habitat and
displacing the flora and fauna, thereby reducing biodiversity in the area.
Impacts of habitat alteration/loss include:
• Loss of habitat. Habitat alteration/destructions is associated with decreased abundance
and biodiversity of marine organisms associated with a particular area. Generally,
environmental changes resulting from the alteration or destruction of habitats increase the
edge effect and promote the colonisation or proliferation of opportunistic species that benefit
from disturbed conditions.
• Loss of ecosystem functions. Coastal habitats such as seagrasses and mangroves
provide a wide range of ecosystem functions including nursery grounds, food and refuge
provision for other species (fish and marine invertebrates), sediment trapping, light and
hydrodynamic conditions, all of which act synergistically to influence the resilience of the
systems. Habitat loss or alteration can result in the reduction or loss of site-specific
ecosystem functions, which in turn, can negatively impact on the productivity of individual
species or communities, and possibly the survival of other species. The capacity of
seagrass beds and mangroves to continue providing key ecosystem functions (e.g., refuge
and nursery provision, shoreline consolidation/protection) in the vicinity of the cruise ship
pier and shoreline facilities will depend on the measures taken during construction to
minimize damage to nearby habitats and associated biota.
• Loss of biodiversity. Ecosystem degradation (elevated turbidity and sedimentation) and
loss of biodiversity can weaken ecosystem functioning and resilience, thereby
compromising the ability of the ecosystem to continue providing ecosystem-related goods
and services for present and future generations (de Groot et al. 2012).
Mitigation: Based on the NEPA directive, “all possible corals that can be relocated, particularly
those 5cm and above” found within the project footprint are to be harvested and transplanted to a
designated site within the Harbour. As outlined in the Old Coal Wharf Coral Relocation Site Selection
Report (Trench, 2019), an estimated 200 coral colonies that were enumerated and identified in the
nearshore waters at the site, will be transplanted to recipient sites located in the vicinity of the UWI
Port Royal Marine Lab.”

Considering the substantial impacts from construction of the cruise port as described
above, a mitigation strategy which involves moving some individuals of an ecosystem to
another site is wholly inadequate. Mangrove replanting, seagrass and coral relocation fall
far short of ensuring the survival of species or restoring biodiversity and ecosystem
functions.
The EIA is also vague in its description of other approaches to be used to mitigate the of impacts
of marine construction. For example, impacts from pile driving are described as being like dredging,
yet the mitigation is simply described as:
“effects of in-water construction works can in general be reduced through the selection of
appropriate, globally-accepted equipment and techniques for undertaking marine/coastal pile driving
works and in-water/near-water construction.”

The EIA does not present adequate mitigation strategies which will ensure the protection
of the marine environment from the impacts of the cruise port’s construction.

7. There is extremely limited information in the EIA on how the tram service and other
cruise port operations will impact movement of people in the area
NEPA’s TOR for the EIA (page 663) states that it should include a description of:
“Details of Tram service to be utilized on site, including but not limited to: distances, routes,
equipment, and passenger capacity.”

However, the only information provided in the EIA regarding the tram is on page 120, which states:
“The tram service will be similar to that used in Falmouth with a basic main Diesel-powered car that
pulls one or two cars linking the cruise pier with the bus loading bays.”

At the July 12, 2019 public meeting, a PAJ representative also stated that the tram would also take
persons from the terminal to the town of Port Royal and “drop them off in the historic centre of the
town”, although this is not mentioned in the EIA. More information on the tram would help JET
understand the number of tourists expected to disembark a cruise ship and enter Port Royal on
any given day, among other details.
Page 362 of the EIA states that one of the “perceived” socio-economic impacts of the project is:
“displacement of fishers who will no longer be able to use or traverse the project site.”

Little clarity has been provided by the EIA on whether this is a real or perceived impact. It is unclear
where restrictions of movement will be as it relates to the cruise port terminal. There is also very
little information provided on what attractions and tours within the PPRPA are being considered for
cruise ship passengers and how this will impact public access. This is of particular importance
regarding the possibility of tours to the sensitive Port Royal Cays (islands) in the PPRPA. Both
Lime Cay and Maiden Cay are used by local people and generate income for residents of Port
Royal. The EIA should also cover details of the carrying capacity, facilities and access for these
important natural resources.
These concerns were raised by JET at the July 12, 2019 public meeting. The response given by
the PAJ was that public access to the cruise port terminal building would be restricted, but that
the rest of the terminal would be opened to the public on non-cruise ship days and would be
“partly restricted” on cruise ship days because of transportation related issues. It remains unclear
what restrictions of movement will be applied to marine traffic (e.g. fishers) when a cruise ship is
in port. PAJ also went on to state that as it relates to public access issues to the wider PPRPA,
they did not foresee the capacity of any attractions in and around Port Royal to be overwhelmed
given the number of cruise passengers expected to visit the town. It is unclear on what basis that
assessment has been made by the PAJ, as the necessary capacity studies which might guide
restrictions to access are yet to be completed by the Urban Development Corporation (UDC).

8. The format of the public meeting to discuss the EIA was not effective in achieving
public consultation
As communicated in a letter dated July 16, 2019 from JET’s CEO, Suzanne Stanley to NEPA’s
CEO, Peter Knight, JET has strong objections to the manner in which the public meeting to present
the EIA on July 12, 2019 was conducted. The main points of this letter have been summarized
below:
i.

ii.

The meeting took place after approvals for work under the project had already
been issued by NEPA. Despite several statements from NEPA and PAJ
representatives during the meeting that the project had not yet been approved, the
licenses outlined above and work already undertaken at the site clearly indicate
otherwise.
The meeting more closely resembled a product launch for the cruise terminal
development than a public consultation. Before any discussions of the findings of
the EIA could take place, a seven-member panel comprising of PAJ’s senior

iii.

iv.

v.

vi.

vii.

management sat on a spotlit stage and gave a 30 to 40-minute presentation on the
cruise port and the importance of the investment for local development.
One hour after the scheduled start time of the meeting (7:30pm) the presentation
on the EIA had not yet begun. The EIA presentation by TEMN eventually got
underway sometime between 7:30pm and 7:45pm and was still underway half an hour
later at 8:10pm.
The scheduled time and length of the meeting was problematic. Commercial
activity in Port Royal is at its peak on a Friday evening. To not only schedule a meeting
at this inconvenient time, but to also protract the agenda, to the point at which one and
half hours into the meeting the public had not yet been given the opportunity to ask a
single question, is unacceptable.
There is nothing in the NEPA EIA guidelines which speaks to questions from
social media being allowed at public meetings, much less taking precedence
over questions from those present at the meeting. At the outset of the Q&A
segment, the meeting chair proceeded to address a question which had been received
on social media via Twitter, allowing the PAJ panel to answer, ahead of taking any
questions from the floor.
Objections by JET to the way the meeting was being conducted were met with
hostility. During an exchange of words between JETs CEO and the chair of the
meeting, the chair indicated that the sound engineer should cut the sound on the
microphone being used by Ms. Stanley. JET takes note that this statement by the
chair is missing from the verbatim notes of the public meeting. In JET’s long
experience of raising difficult questions at public meetings, there has never before
been a request by any chairman for the mic to be adjusted to silence anyone.
The Q&A segment of the meeting was not conducive to fostering meaningful
discourse on the impacts of the project. Audience members were asked to come
up one by one to ask their questions - in the spotlight, in front of television cameras,
and as participants in a live social media feed. During the Q&A segment the EIA
consultants were positioned off-stage, and the PAJ panel answered most questions
posed by the audience. The answers from the PAJ lacked clarity on more than one
occasion, resulting in the same question having to be asked more than once by JET
personnel.

NEPA’s own Guidelines for Conducting Public Presentations12 state:
“Presenters are advised to keep the technical presentation simple and within a time limit of 20-30
minutes depending on the complexity of the project and to allow a minimum of 30 minutes for
questions.”

The July 12 meeting as conducted bears little resemblance to these guidelines.
Please note that the requirements for a public meeting have been tested in Jamaican courts
and the following principles have been determined.13 A public meeting should take place at
a formative stage, before decisions have been taken in order that public input can be
12

https://www.nepa.gov.jm/new/services_products/applications/eias/docs/guidelines/general/GuidelinesforP
ublicPresentations2007.pdf
13
Final Judgement Palisadoes Case (2011) https://www.jamentrust.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/03/Final_Judgement_Palisadoes_Judicial_Review.pdf
Final Judgement #1 Pear Tree Bottom Case (2006) https://www.jamentrust.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/03/Pear_Tree_Bottom_Judgment.pdf
Final Judgement #2 Pear Tree Bottom Case (2006) https://www.jamentrust.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/03/Pear_Tree_Botton_Judgment_No_2.pdf

considered by decision-makers. The meeting should be a safe space where citizens feel
comfortable asking questions about a project that could have serious impacts on their
community. Technical questions about project impacts on the environment, should be
responded to by the EIA consultants who have the requisite expertise to explain in simple
terms what the findings of their report mean, and address any inconsistencies contained
therein. All relevant documents should be circulated to the public. Public meetings should
not take place after work has been started.
________________________
Jamaica Environment Trust
July 30, 2019

