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Background 

Subsequent to the application for an Environmental Permit from the National Environment and Planning 

Agency (NEPA) (under Section 9 of the Natural Resources Conservation (NRCA) Act, 1991, and the 

Natural Resources Conservation (Permits and Licences) Regulations, 1996) for a proposed development at 

Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew, an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) report was submitted to the 

Agency in October 2008.  The comments and observations, dated 2009 March 06, on the EIA were 

complied in correspondence to the Environmental Impact that was submitted.  This Addendum addresses 

those comments and observations. 

 

Introduction  

The Ambassador Heights development area is located in northern St. Andrew in south-eastern Jamaica.  

Specifically, the development area is part of suburban St. Andrew and falls within the Wagwater River 

Watershed Management Unit.  

 

The site is located on the Mannings Hill Road, approximately 7.25 km (4.5 miles) north of Half-way-tree and 

3.6 km (2.2 miles) southeast of the community of Mannings Hill (see Map 1).  The Mannings Hill main road 

to Half-way-tree main road forms the western boundary of the site. 

 

In the currently proposed development plan, an area of 23.02 acres will be developed into 100 

residential lots with an additional three (3) lots zoned for wastewater treatment and recreational use.  
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ADDENDUM  
 

TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
FOR A PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT – AMBASSADOR HEIGHTS, 

ST. ANDREW 
 

 
Below are the questions and comments which followed the review of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment, they are numbered and in bold print, the responses follow:  
 
1) The mitigation measures speak of what should be done instead of what will be done by the 

proponents to reduce or eliminate impacts.  
 

Response: When “should be done” instead of “what will be done” the presumption is not 
being made that the permit will be granted as this decision ultimately rests with NEPA.  
However, if the Agency prefers “should be done” this is complied with.   

 
2) Words such as ‘significant’, substantial’ and ‘excessive’ used in describing possible impacts 

should not be used in the questions contained in the table assessing Environmental Issues, as 
the point of assigning rankings to each question is to determine the significance and magnitude 
of the activity itself.  The use of these words may actually give the reader who sees a ranking of I 
(no impact) assigned in the impact column the false impression that a particular impact will not 
occur when actually it only means that it may not be significant.  These questions should be 
rephrased and the answers given new ranking. 
 

Response: The ranking system was designed to rate the levels of impact from 
the greatest to the least potential impacts, therefore, the rating begins with 
emphasis on the potential severity of the impact (as indicated by the words 
“significant”, “substantial” and “excessive”, “incapable”, “inadequate”, strong, 
unstable, violate, thorough, create, contribute, impede, degrade, serious damage, 
conflict, considerable, excessive, impair, expose, exceed etc.)  
 
As is mentioned elsewhere in the comments, there is the need to ensure that the 
layman understands the document and the emphases in the rating system are 
intended to serve that objective.  In any case, only potentially significant impacts 
are of concern in the development process as where they are insignificant (not 
significant) they are irrelevant to nonexistent.  
 
However, as required by NEPA please omit the above mentioned words.  

 
3) The introduction to the document states that one hundred (100) residential lots will be 

developed. Section 2.1 however states that approximately one hundred and twenty-three (123) 
such lots will be developed.  

 
Response Please refer to page 3 Section 2.1 that states the following: 
“The proposed development will encompass approximately 123 primarily residential lots 
(120) on 93,176.77 square metres (23.02 acres) of land which has been earmarked for 
development” 

 
4) Page VI: Table of Contents 
       List of Appendices is missing from the text. 
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Response: Please see revised Table of Contents in Appendix I 
5) Page VIII: Executive Summary E1.1; Drainage and Sewage  
      The potential environmental impact of the project on the Shingle Hut Gully and Mother Hector 

gullies needs to be studied and where necessary, measures must be implemented to mitigate 
against any long-term damage that might be caused by preconstruction activities. 

 
� Response: Please see Appendix XI.  

                                              
6) The proposal is to treat sewage via septic tanks followed by reedbed.  However the report does 

not indicate how the effluent emanating from the reedbed will be disposed of.  This should be 
clearly stated.  The proximity of a gully to the site may mean that consideration may be given to 
discharging the final effluent to this gully.  Beneath this gully, groundwater is likely to be at 
significantly less depths below ground level, rendering the resource more vulnerable to surface 
sources of pollution.  It is recommended by the Water Resources Authority that an absorption 
pit be constructed after the reedbed to receive the final treated effluent.   

 
Response: Please refer the approval letter submitted to NEPA by the Environmental 
Health Unit of the Ministry of Health that approves the treatment of effluent to the tertiary 
level rendering it safe for discharge into the gully (Please see Appendix XII).  Besides this, 
please refer to page 20, Section D that indicates that “the hydrologic analysis of the 
nearest wells (Lakehurst, Corehole and Havendale exploratory) indicate that the peizometric 
surface is 78 metres below ground level”.    
 
The WRA recommendations will be adhered to. 

 
7) Page XIV: E7; Significant Impact and Mitigation Measures: 
 Given the degree of slope and soil composition within the proposed area for development, there 

should be some consideration given to partnering with the Forestry Department and the 
Ministry of Agriculture to implement measures that would reduce runoff and the blockage of 
storm waterways.  These measures should include but not be limited to: afforestation, planting 
of cover crops (to reduce erosion), the establishment of an agroforestry environment (planting 
of fruit trees) to reduce landslides and provide habitats for birds and the construction of terraces 
to reduce the flow of water down the slope. 

 
Response: The project proponent proposes a residential subdivision; however, site 
engineering would incorporate the best practices for building on slopes.  Site erosion and 
sediment control measures would include the following: 

 
1. Silt fence around the perimeter of the property. 
2. The development would be phased, therefore, clearing would occur only on the 

area targeted for construction – site activities would be scheduled to minimize 
amount of exposed soil. 

3. Creation of a sediment basin, berms along the major runoff routes along the gully. 
4. Installation of sediment traps. 
5. Construction debris and chemicals would also be managed to prevent them 

becoming pollutant sources in stormwater discharge.). 
6. Use of temporary mulch. 
7. Protection of trees and preservation of mature vegetation. 
8. Control measures for biological protection. 
9. Control measures for physical in-stream condition controls.  
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The proposed landscaping for the property will include the replanting of tree species such as 
fruit trees and shrubs typical of the area.  The lawns of new residences and open spaces will be 
regrassed.   

 
8) Erosion resulting from runoff contributes significantly to the exposure of boulders and other 

submerged rocks on the hillsides.  Therefore, long-term measures should include frequent 
monitoring of these activities within the area of the development. 
 

Response: This has been added to the Monitoring Plan also the implementation of measures 
 shown above. 

 
9) Page XVIII: Study Rationale  
 The purpose of this section is unclear.  The title would indicate a rationale for why the study, i.e. the 

EIA is necessary.  This, however, was not presented.  This section should either be rewritten to 
present the rationale for the study or removed.  The associated Figure 1 would also become 
redundant.  If this is to be kept, it is recommended for the Appendix. 

 
Response: The Study Rationale outlines the objectives of the EIA which includes “provides 
information required to analyze the significant socio-economic and environmental effects of the Proposed Action and 
determines whether a permit would be granted” It is to be included among the Appendices ( Appendix 
II) 
 

10) Page 4: Section 2.2.2 - Potable Water 
 The document states that “arrangements will be made between the developer and NWC to address 

water supply”.  It is recommended that these arrangements be discussed early to determine whether 
or not the NWC is able to provide potable water for the development.  If the NWC is unable to 
provide potable water to the development, then alternatives for water supply should be identified.  
This is important in light of the frequent water lock-offs that occur in the area (page 53, section 
4.4.4.C). 
 

Response:  Please see NWC letter attached in Appendix III 
 

11) Page 4: Section 2.2.3 – Electricity/Telephone 
 Is there an arrangement in place, in the form of a letter that substantiates the statement that “JPS 

would provide electricity to the development?” The capacity of JPS to provide electricity should be 
taken into consideration. 

 
Response: Application for electricity service is not normally applied for until 
planning approval and environmental permits are in place.  There are no plans to 
implement a renewable energy programme, therefore, JPS is the only available 
supplier of electricity.  

 
12) Page 5: Section 2.2.5 (i) – Solid Waste Disposal 
 Has arrangements been made with the NSWMA for the collection of solid waste for the development in light of the 

fact that approval of service has to be obtained from them (page 55) in the form of a letter.  If approval is not received 
from NSWMA and private trucks are to be used during the operation phase, will they also be used after the 
development is completed? 
 

Response: Please see copy of NSWMA letter in Appendices (Appendix IV)  
 
13) Page 6: Section 2.3.1- Physical 
 This section makes mention of the site being located between two inactive faults.  An indication needs to be given as 

to how this conclusion was derived and its relevance to the “No Action” alternative.   There is no 
historical evidence available to prove that the faults have been otherwise than inactive.   
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Response: The project area is hinged between two geological faults and is therefore 
influenced by these geological structures.  These faults are not known to be 
seismically active and therefore slip motion/movement on the fault planes is not 
anticipated.  Shepherd et al (1999) and the Kingston Seismic Hazard Assessment 
Project (1999) under the Caribbean Disaster Mitigation Programme (CDMP) 
have produced seismic maps for Jamaica and Kingston Metropolitan Area 
respectively.  These are the most current seismic hazard studies done for Jamaica 
and have given estimated horizontal ground accelerations of 0.27 g and 0.3 g 
respectively for the project area with a 10 percent probability of exceedence in 50 
years.  This corresponds to a return period of 475 years.      
 
There is no historical evidence to prove or disprove inactivity within Jamaica. 
There is a map, however, to show active faults, from which a fault’s inactivity can 
be determined. This map was also prepared under the Kingston Seismic Hazard 
Assessment Project, see Appendix V.  From the map it can be seen that there are 
no active faults within the Mannings Hill area.   

  
14) Page 7: Section 3.1.1 – Climate 
 Figure 2 is actually a Table and should be represented as such.  In light of this, the numbering 

of the tables and figures would change throughout the remainder of the document.  What is the 
purpose of the data provided in the table for May 2006? There was no mention of this in the text. 

 
Response: Even though the data is represented as a table in the image, it has no bearing on 
the fact that it is a figure and not a table. Figure 2 was copied from this website: 
http://www.metservice.gov.jm/documents/documents/RainfallSummaryJune2007.pdf 

1. The image was copied in its entirety; therefore, it means that the rainfall data for 
May 2006 could not be deleted.  

 
2. The title of the figure is Parish Rainfall Summary for 2007, no reference 

would have been, therefore, to May 2006 data.  As was stated earlier, the 
data could not be deleted from the image and since the reference is cited 
it should be ignored.  
 

15) Page 9: Section 3.1.1.C – Winds 
 The last sentence on this page does not connect with that at the beginning of page 10; 

something has been omitted. 
 

Response: The information was corrected as can be see below: 
(…the east-south-easterly winds are at an average speed of 18 knots [21 miles per hour].  
However, during the period December to March, the Trades are less dominant…)  

 
 

16) Page 17: Section 3.1.5.B – Surface Hydrology  
 Turnbridge Gully was mentioned as one of the surface drains that Shingle Hut Gully flows into.  

It is recommended that this gully be highlighted in Map 5 (page 19) to provide an overall view 
of the surface hydrology. 
 

Response:  Please see revised surface hydrology map in Appendices (Appendix VI) 
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17) Page 20: Section 3.1.5 – Subsection D  
 Development at the proposed site is unadvisable considering that the proposed site is underlain 

by highly permeable soil, which renders it highly susceptible to point source pollution. 
 

Response: The proposal is for a residential subdivision and the only anticipated significant 
source of point source pollution is the wastewater treatment plant.  However, the EHU at 
the Ministry of Health has granted approval for the planned septic tank-reed bed system 
proposed which will treat wastewater to a tertiary level.. 

 
18) Page 22: Section 3.1.7, 50 year Return Period & 3.2.1, Flood Hazard 
 If the Shingle Hut Gully has the potential to transport large volumes of rocks and debris during 

heavy events that it threatens the eastern boundary of the property, how is it that it will be able 
to facilitate the volume of water expected from major storm events exceeding the 50-year return 
period? 

 
Response: The NWA has assessed the proposal and found it acceptable based 
on their letter dated July 15, 2008 (Appendix VII)  

 
19) Page 23: Section 3.2.3 – Earthquake Hazard and page 65, Table 1B – 

Earthquake/Seismic Impacts 
 The proposed site is located between two fault lines which makes it prone to seismic activity.  Is 

the housing solution designed to withstand a seismic activity that is adjacent to it? 
 

Response: The Project Proponent will ensure strict adherence to the Building 
Code. 

 
20) Page 25-26: Section 3.3.2 – Birds, Tables 4-6 
 The 2nd column in these tables bears the heading “Common Names” while the 1st column has 

no heading.  It is recommended that the 1st column bear the heading “Common Names” and 
the 2nd column “Local Names” as this is what is being presented. 
 

Response: The recommended changes were made.  Please see revised table in Appendices 
(Appendix VIII) 

 
21) Page 29-31: Section 3.3.4 – Flora results and discussion 
 There was no mention of the endemic plants (location and/or abundance) [at least 3] in this 

section of the document. Only one endemic plant was mentioned on page 6, section 
“terrestrial”. 
 

Response: The recommended inclusion of the endemic species found on the property  
can  be seen below.   

 
“These species include Mango trees (Magnifera indica) and Ackee (Blighia sapida) 
some of which support a large community of bromeliads .  It is not surprising that 
these trees were among the largest within the development areas; because of their 
value as food sources, they are often permitted to grow while surrounding trees are 
harvested for domestic and commercial uses.  There was only one type of endemic 
species found on the property these are the endemic palms (Thrinax spp and 
Acrocomia spinosa). ”  

 
22) Page 36: Map 6 
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 It is recommended that the names of the respective enumeration districts (EDs) or 
communities that fall within the EDs be labelled on the map and represented in the key. At 
present, the colours provided do not provide that information. 

 
 

23) Page 38-39: Section 4.3.2 – Employment and Income & 4.4.2 – Housing 
 It is recommended that if electoral districts and their respective numbers/divisions are used 

(e.g. ED West Rural 65 {page 39}) that the name of the area/community be also presented.  
The EIA is a public document and serves to inform.  Writing the electoral district as presented 
in the example, does not inform readers of the area/community that is being referred to in the 
document. 

 
Response to Nos 22 and 23:  
Map 6 provides some information, however, ED boundaries are not necessarily confined to 
specific communities, however, please see revised Map in Appendices (Appendix IX) 

 
24) Page 57: Section 4.6.3.A – Ambient Noise Level 

What is the value of the “slow response for comparatively stable noise”? 
 

Response: The Amprobe Noise Meter has two (2) response settings for measuring noise 
levels: 1) slow response – used for measuring comparatively stable noise and 2) fast 
response – used for measuring fast varying noise.  Slow response was the setting chosen as 
noise on the property was stable.   
 

25) Page 60-61: Figures 7-9 
 All the perceived positive and negative impacts as well as the most urgent need in the SIA were 

not included in the text of the document.  This was, however, reflected in the graphs. 
 
Response: The most urgent community need was reflected in the text.  That was the repair 
of road networks that links the area to Havendale to the South and Stony Hill to the north. 
There were also other needs that were considered to be urgent; those needs were however, 
reflected in the graph.  The changes can be seen below. 

 

The positive aspects of the proposed development are:  
� development of the area (in the long term)  
� job creation in the short-term  
� development of the area 
� increase the housing increase in property value 
� improvement  in infrastructure 
 
The negative impacts of the proposed development are: 

� increase in traffic could result in  traffic congestion 
� loss of biodiversity  
� increase in incidents of flooding 
� increase in crime rate 
� exclusion of persons who currently use the property 
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“The most urgent community need identified by residents within the SIA area is that of repair to road 
network that links the area to Havendale to the south and Stony Hill to the north.  In addition to road 
repair residents complained about the irregularity of their water supply and would like to see improvement. 
Adequate recreational facility and policing should be put in place and some residents considered 
employment to be the most urgent need “ 

 
26) Page 64: Table 1B 
 It was reported that the Shingle Hut Gully is generally unstable; however, the 

mitigation/erosion protection measures put forward do not address this issue. On page 23, it 
was noted that because of this, the potential for erosion is increased with incremental increase 
of the development to the Gully. If this is the case, the layout of the houses/townhouses/lots in 
relation to the Gully should have been presented and discussed. What of barriers/buffers 
between the Gully and the development? What measures are necessary to prevent the Gully 
from being destabilized in order to protect the development?  
    

27) Page 65: Table 1B – Landslides and Geology and Earthquake/Seismic Impacts (mitigation) 
 The document reports that based on general observations, the slopes are generally stable in 

areas undisturbed by construction.  No differentiation has been made with respect to the types 
of slopes.  However, the mitigation only speaks to steep slopes.  What of the impact of 
construction or other earthwork activity on moderate and other slopes that may be found 
onsite? 

 
 
 
28) - 
 Steep slopes near fault scarps, such as, the areas close to the Shingle Hut Gully should be 

avoided.  Rockslides can occur on or near the steep gully bank slopes if the area is disturbed for 
development purposes. 

 
 Removal of boulders and loosely attached rocks in the project area is important in mitigating 

against rock/boulders which could be mobilized down the slopes from earthquake shaking; 
creating major rock fall hazard for the development. 

 
 
29) Page 67: Table 2A – Hydrology and Water Quality 
 The proponent should state whether the project will alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or the area (including the alteration of the course of the stream or river), in a manner which 
will result in on-site or off-site erosion or siltation. 

 
30) - 
 The duration of impact is given a rating of IV, which based on the rating scale, will have long 

term effects on the surrounding environment, through a possible increase in sedimentation of 
low-lying areas or increased levels of erosion in others. This alteration in the drainage pattern 
could overtime result in modifications to the natural path taken by the Shingle Hut or the 
Mother Hector gullies, causing further blockage of drains or siltation in other areas as well as 
flooding. This issue needs to be adequately addressed.  

 
 
31) Page 68: Table 2B – Flooding Impacts and Mitigation 
 The development will increase the volume of the runoff off-site.  The present drainage system 

does not have the capacity to manage the increased flow and this may affect communities 
downstream of  
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 the Shingle Hut Gully such as Havendale, which already experience flooding with moderate to heavy 
rainfall events. 

 
32) - 
 What are the benefits of using U-drains to offset onsite flooding?  This should be stated in the document.  

Why can other drains not be used?  Is there a maintenance schedule for the drains?  Who will be 
responsible for carrying out this activity? 

 

 
 The proponents should indicate who will be responsible and what plans are in place to ensure that the 

proposed necessary upgrade of the off-site drainage system is actually undertaken. Simply stating that the 
long term solution is for the Government to undertake the activity is unsatisfactory. Assurance needs to be 
given that the proponent indeed intends to ensure that flooding due to the inadequacy of the drainage 
system to accommodate the increased volume created by the development, will not occur and become a 
problem for surrounding communities in the future. 

 
33) - 
 If the two gullies, Shingle Hut and Mother Hector are the main carriers of storm water within the area, 

how can they be upgraded taking into account that the Shingle Hut drains through a geologically 
unstable area? If the gullies are not what is being referred to what is the drainage system in the vicinity of 
the development site that will be upgraded? There was no mention of such a system in the document. 

           
Responses to Nos. 26 to 33 
         

1. Response to No 26: Please see response to Page 67: Table 2A – Hydrology and Water Quality above – 
Downstream flooding impacts were taken in account when the approval was recommended by the 
NWA as the Project Proponent satisfied the requirements of the Agency.  

2. Response to No 27: Please refer to response to Page XIV: E7; Significant Impact and Mitigation Measures 
above. 

3. Response to No 28: No alteration of the drainage path because of the proposed development is 
anticipated given the     clearly defined drainage system that presently exists.  This was taken in 
account when the approval was recommended by the NWA. 

4. Response to No 29: Boulders and loosely attached rocks on the property and adjacent to the 
proposed development would be removed. 

5. Response to No 30: Site specific engineering works will be employed to stabilize the gully banks in 
the vicinity of the proposed development.  In addition, there will be a buffer of 20 feet from the gully 
while the footprints of the housing solutions would be an additional 10-15 feet away (see Appendix 
X). 

6. Response to No 31: Once the development is handed over to the Kingston and St. Andrew 
Corporation (KSAC) maintenance becomes the responsibility of that body. 

 
7. Response to No 32: Please see excerpt from the EIA below. The paragraph below 

attempts to make further clarification, if the excerpt was misunderstood. 
 
Page 68 of the EIA  

Mitigation/ Flood Protection Measures  
On-Site Flooding 

“ Flooding is not expected to directly impact the project area because the land slopes in all 
directions. Construction of pavement structures and buildings will result in a decrease in 
permeability and increase runoff during and after development. Flooding on site could occur if the 
system is blocked and could impact negatively on nearby communities; therefore, the preferred 
option is the design of u-drains for the development. The KSAC will be responsible for the drains 
once the project is complete” 
The project site will not be easily flooded due to the fact that the land is generally on a slopes. 
However, flooding on site could occur if the drains are blocked. The benefit of using U-drain on site 
is that it is easier cleaned; hence, it will not be easily blocked. Therefore, the incidence of flooding on 
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site will have a low probability of occurring.  Other drains were not chosen because U-drains are 
more easily maintained compared others. The preferred option is the design of u-drains for the 
development. 

 
 
8. Response to No 33: Please see response to Page 22: Section 3.1.7, 50 year Return Period & 3.2.1, Flood 

Hazard above.  In addition, the Project Proponent would upgrade/improve the culvert along 
Mannings Hill Road where the Shingle Hut Gully crosses the road.  Please see the engineering 
assessment conclusion included in the Appendices (Appendix XI) that states that “The  final disposal of 
stormwater run-off from the site will be in the Shingle Hut Gully which is able to facilitate the volume of water expected 
from major storm events exceeding the 50-year return” 

 
34) Page 69: Impact and Mitigation – Risk Management 
 The proponent should present Standard Operating Procedures for onsite use, storage, and disposal of 

chemical to be used by the development.  The use of berms and hard surfaces for the storage of chemicals 
in the event of spills should be explored. 

 
                  Response: These recommendations are to be adopted by the Project Proponent.  

 
35) Page 71: Hazards – Impacts on Public Safety,  
 Structures, and Ecology -It is quite erroneous to say that the project will not result in flooding damage 

during torrential rain events. Although the impact may be indirect, this impact will at the very least be low 
to moderate and should therefore be assigned an impact rating of no less than II. 

 
Response: The assessment did not find that the development by itself would contribute to         
flooding damage.  However, the impact has been revised as shown below.  
 

 
Table 4A:   Hazards: Impacts on Public Safety, Structures and Ecology 

 
 
36) Page 72: Table 5A – Biology: Significant Impacts and Mitigation 
 More assessment needs to be done to ascertain the long term impacts of the removal of trees that currently 

serve as a habitat for approximately 50% of the property’s birds. It also needs to be established whether 
trees similar to those that were inhabited by the bird species will be replanted.  

 
37) Page 72: Table 5B – Flora and Fauna 
 [Direct Impacts] The change in land use will dramatically alter the fauna composition and a complete loss 

of endemic fauna, how can the development further enhance the area. Clarification is necessary. 

 
        
 [Indirect Impacts & Aesthetic Enhancement]  
 Why are the endemics observed on the property mentioned here instead of the Flora section in 

the document? In addition, there is no prior mention of bromeliads in the document. 
                           
            
 
 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES  IMPACT      SIGNIFICANCE DURATION 
OF IMPACT 

DIRECT/INDIRECT  
IMPACT 

Hazards -Natural                                                               
Would the project:                                                                               

a) Result in substantial damage from 
flooding caused by torrential rainfall? 

 
II 

 
II 

 
II 

 
II 
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38) [Aesthetic Enhancement]  
 Where would native plants, such as the endemic palms be relocated to? 
 
 
39) [Fauna Impact]  
 The 4th sentence in this paragraph contradicts that which was stated in “Flora, Direct Impacts”. 

This needs to be addressed. 
                    
 
40) [Fauna Mitigation]  
 What is the proposed method of relocating faunal groups, especially endemic species to a 

similar habitat? Where is the location of the similar habitat that is being considered? 
                          
41) Page 73: Fauna – Mitigation  
 A plan for the capture and/or relocation of these endemic species should be submitted. 
 

Responses to 37 to 42  
 

1. Given the physical and terrestrial (flora/fauna)  attributes of the area, habitat 
conditions in adjacent areas (similar to the project site) are unlikely to be altered, 
therefore, the area can provide continued habitat conditions.  In addition, post 
implementation strategies will involve the replanting of native and ornamental 
species, such as, the endemic palms (which will be relocated to the area reserved 
for open space) and fruit trees.  

 
  Also kindly reread the sentence as it refers to enhancing of  “the poor sustainability of 
the    area”  

2. # Please refer to revised table below : 
 

Table 5B:  Biology: Significant Impacts and Mitigation 

INDICATOR IMPACT & MITIGATION 

CONSTRUCTION/IMPLEMENTATION 
  

Biology  
 
Flora  
 
 
 
Fauna 
 
 
 

 

Impact  
I.  Direct Impacts 
The direct impact of the proposed development will produce extensive and irreversible change in the 
vegetation composition and structure of the area in the short and medium term with a near complete removal 
of the remaining natural vegetation of the area.  
 
Impact  
Removal of the current forest will completely modify the fauna of the area.  The dominant faunal group, the birds, 
will be among those species most significantly affected.  Approximately 50% of the property’s birds are forest 
dependent.  As such, the development will produce some change in the avian community from one dominated by 
forest dependent species, composed of many endemic species and subspecies, to a community comprised of a few 
species almost totally of non-endemic birds such as the Red-billed Streamertail hummingbird, and the lizard Anolis 
grahami,.that are both highly tolerant of development and human presence 
 
Mitigation 
                     
No mitigation measures will  be necessary 

 
 

3. #37 Correction has been made follows: 
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 “…The other most abundant species were almost all introduced species 
characteristic of the vegetation of rural residential habitats.  These species include 
Mango trees (Magnifera indica) and Ackee (Blighia sapida) some of which a support a 
large community of bromeliads (see plate 20)…..”  

4. There will be no need for capture and/or relocate species.  The EIA should have 
read “no mitigation measures will be necessary”.  Please see revised table above. 

 
 

42) Page 74: Table 6B 
 Has consideration been given to what type of plants – trees, herbs and shrubs, would be used in 

landscaping of the proposed site? Non-native plants are not recommended. 
 

Response: Please see page 73 of the EIA (Table 5B III Aesthetic Enhancement – point 3 
Relocating native plants with landscaping value where possible. In particular, the endemic 
palms  (Thrinax spp and Acrocomia spinosa).”  Other ornamental plants will be introduced. 
 

43) Page 75: Air Quality – Mitigation 
 Any loose material that is stockpiled should be adequately covered and may also need to be 

wetted periodically. 
                         

                        Response:  This will be adhered to. 
 
44) Page 76: Table 8B 

What other means have been identified to remove limestone rock or large boulders from the 
site? Is blasting the only option? The mitigation presented does not adequately address the 
issue of damage to property and injury from “flying rocks” which are usually associated with 
the blast method of excavation. What measures have been identified for staff in relation to noise 
levels during blasting? Although a schedule is being proposed to lessen the impacts of alleviated 
noise levels, the impact of the noise on the houses nearby is a major concern and it is 
recommended that this be addressed. 
 

45) - 
The schedule of activities must be shared with the public. A blast schedule must also be 
published and communicated with the public before hand. 

 
46) - 

It is recommended that a pre-blast assessment of structures that may be affected be conducted 
by the proponent in the event that damage occurs and compensation is sought by residents 
subsequent to blasting activities. 

Response to Nos 44 to 46 
 

1. As much as possible rocks will be removed by the use of backhoe. 
2. Staff will be equipped with the appropriate personal protection equipment (PPE) 
3. The blasting option will no longer be used. A backhoe, bulldozer with a ripper will 

be used instead. 
 
                        
47) Page 76: Table 9A 

The proposed sewage treatment facility of septic tank and reed beds was not discussed in detail 
especially in terms of possible impacts and mitigation. The only mention of the facility was on 
page 5, Section 2.2.5 (ii). Has an application for the construction of the facility been submitted 
to the Agency in addition to a license to discharge? This should also be stated in the document. 
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                     Response:  Please see engineering report for the sewage treatment facility in  
                      Appendices (Appendix XII).   

 
        The Permit and License applications are being prepared for submission to the             
       Agency 

 
 

48) Page 76: Table 9B 
Will skips/bins be used onsite to collect solid waste or will there be one large collection area for 
NSWMA or private trucks to operate from? If there is to be one collection area, what 
mechanisms have been identified to prevent redistribution to other areas on the site? 

 
  Response: Two skips will be used on separate points on the site as the need arises. 

 
49) Page 78: Table 11B 

The statement presented in the document with regards to potable water is contradictory. 
Previously, it was stated that arrangements would have to be made with NWC to provide 
potable water. In this section however, it is being presented that the NWC has indicated their 
willingness to supply water to the development. What is the true nature of the situation? A 
similar contradiction was done for JPSCo. The agencies support to the development has to be 
substantiated by a letter attached to the EIA in the Appendix. 

 
Response: Please see NWC letter attached in Appendix III 

 
Please see the responses to Page 4: Section 2.2.3 – Electricity/Telephone above. 
 

50) Page 81: Section 5.5 
What is the purpose of this section and Table 15? 
 

Response: The purpose of the cumulative impact table was to show the extent of the 
affected “resources” at the local, national, and regional scale.  Employment, population 
and housing for example, will have an effect at the local scale (within the parish and 
adjacent parishes). This is so because when a new development is proposed for an area, 
jobs are normally created (some short term, some long term), depends on the nature of the 
development. Case in point, Ambassador Heights: the development of 120 residential units 
will undoubtedly provide employment (masons, carpenters etc) to persons within that 
community and adjacent communities or from other parishes. 
 
In terms of population and housing, that is self explanatory. I will however, proceed to 
explain. There will be a definite increase in the proposed Ambassador Heights community 
as the projected population is expected to be six hundred 600 persons.  It therefore, means 
that those persons will be migrating from elsewhere, so as to reside in Ambassador Heights.  
The effect of this migration whether internal or external will highly correlate to population 
shifts within the parish and adjacent parishes.  This will produce a cumulative effect at the 
local level. 

 
51) Page 83: Socio-economic Benefits/Costs 

Costs which may be incurred due to blasting operations should also be considered. 
 

Response: Costs which may be incurred due to blasting operations are no longer necessary 
as the use of Backhoes and Bulldozers have been substituted for blasting. 
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52) Page 85: Monitoring Guidelines 
Monitoring guidelines should also be developed for drainage. 
                   
                   Response: Please see additional indicator in the Table below. 
Table 5.8 B: Monitoring Guidelines 

 
 
 

53) Page 107: Appendix II. Items #1 and #4 as indicated on the National Works Agency (NWA) 
letter dated July 15th, 2008 were not adequately addressed in the EIA. 

 
                           
  Response: 
 

1. Identification of routes to be used for waste disposal and delivery to the 
construction site.  An existing entrance at the southeastern corner of the site will 
be upgraded allowing easier ingress/egress.  

 
2.  Measures to limit the impact of the construction on the existing /man made and 

natural drainage in the area.   Please see No. 7 above. 
 

54) Page 122: Appendix VI 
There are two (2) columns in the table that require completion – “% of points with species by 
point”. This should be rectified. 
 

Response: The recommended changes were made.  However, “Total # of species by 
point” was     changed to “percentage of species by point.  Please see revised Table - 
Appendix. XIII 

 
55) Page 125: Appendix VII 

The scientific names of the shrubs/herbs/grasses are to be presented in italics. 
The scientific and common names of the plants need to be rechecked in terms of spelling and 
accuracy. 
Scientific names should not be interchanged for common names and vice versa. 

 
                           Response: Please see revised table - Appendix XIII 
 
56) Please be advised that the citizens of Belgrade Mews submitted there concerns to the Agency 

regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed development.  These are listed below and 
should also be taken into consideration: 

 

ITEM INDICATOR PARAMETER FREQUENCY LOCATION 

CONSTRUCTION/IMPLEMENTATION 

4 Drainage To ensure the drainage paths 
are not blocked 

Monthly - 

    

OPERATION/MAINTENANCE 

4 Drainage To ensure the drainage paths 
are not blocked. Responsibility 
of the KSAC 

- - 
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I. The Mannings Hill Road between its intersection of Old Gate Drive to Smokey Vale is extremely 
narrow at several sections, it is winding and is currently incapable of carrying the present level of 
traffic.  In some places it is difficult to carry two trucks abreast. Heavy trucks also utilize this road 
frequently which holds up the traffic as well, which results in frustration and a loss of man hours. 
The residents are extremely worried that the proposed development will add to the existing 
problems. The roads therefore need to be widened at sections before the development is 
contemplated. 

II. The storm water run-off associated with the existing development at South Ambassador Heights 
which should have been channeled into the ravine at the eastern side of the development, was 
redirected to flow into a very narrow drain at Belgrade Mews and as a consequence the residents of 
Belgrade Mews living near to the drains are in danger of suffering severe damage to the property. 
Storm water from the rain has flooded out at least three homes in Belgrade Mews and has washed 
down huge quantities of stones and dirt onto the main thoroughfare at Belgrade Mews. 

III. The existing development has exacerbated additional storm water run-off as the culverts on 
Mannings Hill Road in the vicinity of Belgrade Mews has been consistently overwhelmed, thus 
resulting in severe damage to the roadway and the retaining walls along the roadway. At least four 
sections of the walls have already collapsed. Despite several recommendations to NWA, nothing has 
been done to date to remedy this situation. Engineers from the NWA and the KSAC have advised 
that the culverts are inadequate to carry this storm water. They have also indicated that to address 
the problem the following are required:  

 
i. A box culvert 
ii. Widening the approach and concreting same. 

IV. The citizens feel that the watershed will be comprised, if the construction of the sewage on the 
proper 23 acre development is not properly supervised by the regulators (i.e. NWC). 

V. The potable water supply in this area is unreliable at times both in terms of the water pressure and 
the total availability. The citizens know that the additional requirement for water from the proposed 
development will further exacerbate the existing problem. 

 
Response:  These comments/concerns have been noted and will be implemented as far as 
NWA and engineering solutions find it feasible to do so.  
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Appendix I - Revised Table of Contents 
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Appendix II – Study Rationale & NEPA’S Environmental Permit & Licence Applications 
Process 
 

This Draft Environmental Impact Assessment (DEIA) is a requirement of the National 

Environment and Planning Agency (NEPA) under the Natural Resources Conservation 

(Permits and Licenses) Regulations, 1996. As shown in the steps in the Figure below.  The 

information provided in the Project Information and the Permit Application Forms, NEPA was 

able to decide on the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of the proposed 

project. This decision was communicated to the project proponent. The EIA adequately 

provides information required to analyze the significant socio-economic and environmental 

effects of the Proposed Action and determines whether a permit would be granted for the 

proposed residential subdivision.   

 

Essentially the purpose of this EIA is to inform the decision makers in all agencies required to 

approve authorizing actions and the public in general regarding the anticipated significant 

environmental effects of the Proposed Subdivision and possible ways to mitigate them. 

However, the information in this study does not control an agency’s discretion on a project. 

Nevertheless, the local agency must adopt feasible mitigation measures or alternatives within 

its jurisdiction if they are to avoid significant environmental effects identified for the Proposed 

Action. 

 

This EIA contains the Table of Contents, Executive Summary, and Chapters 1 through 6 which 

include photographs of the site and Appendices which include the Subdivision Plan, and an 

approval letter from the National Works Agency (NWA), one of the relevant government 

agencies directly related to the EIA process.  This EIA is available for public review at the office 

of NEPA, 10 Caledonia Avenue, Kingston 5. 

 

The primary team members for the EIA were:    

� Beverline Brown Smith, MURP, B.A (Hons), Dip – Mgmt. of the Environment 

� Leo Douglas, PhD (Candidate), M.Phil (Distinction) 

� Norman Harris MSc. Engineering Geology, BSc 
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Appendix III - National Water Commission’s approval letter 
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Appendix IV – National Solid Waste Management Authority Letter 
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Appendix V- Active Faults within Jamaica 

Fault Lines 
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Appendix VI - Iknos image showing Stormwater drains in the area 
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Appendix VII - National Works Agency letters 
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Appendix VIII - Revised Tables 

 
Table 1:  Jamaican endemic sub-species recorded from Ambassador Heights the development area. 

COMMON NAME LOCAL NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Bananaquit Beeny Bird, Sugar Bird Coereba flaveola 

Jamaican Parakeet  Parakeet Aratinga nana 

Jamaican Oriole  Banana Katie, Aunt Katie Icterus leucopteryx 

Greater Antillean Grackle  Cling-Cling Quiscalus niger 

                           Source: Field visit 

 
 

Table 2: Neotropical migratory birds recorded from the Ambassador Heights development area. 

COMMON NAME LOCAL NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Common Yellowthroat - Geothlypis trichas 

American Redstart Butterfly Bird Setophaga ruticilla 

Ovenbird Betsy Kick-up Seiurus aurocapillus 

Black-throated Warbler - Dendroica caerulescens 

Prairie Warbler - Dendroic discolor 

                                   Source: Field visit 
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Appendix IX - Revised Map 6 – Enumeration District Map for Ambassador Heights, St. 
Andrew 
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Appendix X – Building footprints 
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Appendix XI- Engineering report – Stormwater  

 

 
 
 
 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

34 

 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

35 

 
 
 
 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

36 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

37 

 
 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

38 

 
 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

39 

 
 

 
 
 
The culvert along Mannings Hill Road will be upgraded by the Project Proponent as 
mentioned previously.  
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Appendix XII – Engineering Report- Sewage & Ministry of Health Approval Letter 
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Appendix XIII – Revised Tables 
 

(Avifauna Survey Point Count) 
 

 



Addendum – EIA - Ambassador Heights, St. Andrew  EPN Consultants Limited 

 

 

52 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Common Name Scientific Name Local Name National Status 

1 American Kestrel Falco sparverius Lizard Hawk or Killy-Killy R1 

2 White-crowned Pigeon Columba leucocephala Ball Plate R1 

3 Common Ground Dove Columbina passerina Ground Dove R1 

4 Zenaida Dove Zenaida aurita Pea-dove R1 

5 White-winged Dove Zenaida asiatica White-wing R1 

6 Jamaican Parakeet Aratinga nana Parakeet R1 

7 Antillean Palm Swift  Tachornis phoenicobia Swallow R1 

8 Red-billed Streamertail Trochilus polytmus Doctorbird E1 

9 Jamaican Tody Todus todus Robin Redbreast E1 

10 Jamaican Woodpecker Melanerpes radiolatus Woodpecker E1 

11 Sad Flycatcher Myiarchus barbirostris Little Tom Fool E1 

12 Loggerhead Kingbird Tyrannus caudifasciatus Loggerhead R1 

13 White-Chinned Thrush Turdus aurantius Hopping Dick E1 

14 Northern Mockingbird Minus polyglottos Nighting Gale R1 

15 Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas   W1 

16 Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillus   W1 

17 Black-throated Blue Warbler  Dendroica caerulescens   W1 

18 Prarie Warbler Dendroica discolor   W1 

19 American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla   W1 

20 Bananaquit Coereba flaveola Yellow-belly R1 

21 Orangequit  Euneornis campestris Bluequit R1 

22 Yellow-shouldered Grassquit Loxipasser anoxanthus Squit or Yellow-back Grasssquit E2 

23 Black-faced Grassquit Triaris bicolor Squit    R1 

24 Jamaican Euphonia Euphonia Jamaica Cho-cho Quit E1 

25 Jamaican Oriole Jamaican Oriole Banana Katie R1 

26 Greater Antillean Grackle  Quiscalus niger Cling-cling R1 

     

 Key:    

 R  -  Resident  1  -  Common in suitable habitat 

 E - Endemic Species  2  -  Uncommon 

 W -  Winter Migrant   

    

 N.B.  Endemic species, shown in bold.  Migratory species in italics. 


