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Beverly Hills Citizens Association 
beverlyhillsexec@gmail.com 

www.beverlyhillsjamaica.com 
 

 

July 22, 2011      Ref No.: 2009-02017-EP00234 

 

Mr. Peter Knight 

Chief Executive Officer 

National Environment & Planning Agency 

10 & 11 Caledonia Avenue, Kingston 5 

 

Dear Mr. Knight, 

 

Re:  Application for a Permit under Section 9 of the Natural Resource Conservation 

Authority Act, 1991, in respect of the subdivision of land at part of Mona and Papine 

Estates and goldsmith Villa, St. Andrew by Housing Agency of Jamaica Limited (HAJL) 

 

It was little more a year ago, around June, 2010, that the Housing Authority of Jamaica 

(“HAJ”) presented to NEPA an Environmental Site Assessment (“ESA”) that the residents 

of Beverly Hills (on the advice of experts) thought was inadequate in terms of its scope. 

We requested of NEPA that a proper Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) be done 

that among its objective would be the assessment of the cumulative impact of continued 

and expanded development of the lands surrounding the Mona Reservoir.   

 

We now have the EIA and what we can say is it has more details than the original ESA, 

186 pages versus 109 pages in the report last year.  But essentially the conclusions were 

the same “no significant impact.”  We reject those findings and conclude that they are 

inconsistent with the details presented in the report as outlined below. 

We, the residents of Beverly Hills, are stating categorically that we object to the 

proposed development of Mona Section 1 on the following grounds:  

1) We do not trust that HAJ will follow through on any promises regarding any of the 

mitigations in the EIA.  A blatant example is the fact that in 2010, the ESA spoke to 
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the “development of only 8.0937 hectares (20 acres) of its property confining it to 

the west of the existing roadway. This effectively ensures that the rest 

approximately 85.3886 hectare (211 acres) remain for conservation and public 

open space.”   

 

Only one (1) short year later, HAJ surreptitiously changed this without any 

mention what-so-ever of the request that NEPA required green space and so they 

enlarged the development to include 10 more acres moving the total to 30.9 acres 

from 20 acres.  This enlargement came from properties east of the Long 

Mountain roadway!!!  How can we trust HAJ with the remaining 193 acres? 

 

In fact, the paragraph in the ESA of 2010 which we quote below in its entirety is 

missing from the EIA of 2011.  

 

 “In consideration of the zoning requirements, the developer proposes the 

development of only 8.0937 hectares (20 acres) of its property confining it to the 

west of the existing roadway.  This effectively ensures that the rest approximately 

85.3886 hectare (211 acres) remain for conservation and public open space. “ (ESA 

2010 – page 19) 

 

At this rate, in 10 years, the remaining 193 acres will be plastered with house.  We 

cannot believe any promises from HAJ that there will be any lands that remain for 

conservation and public open space.  

In fact, only the night before at a public meeting of the Beverly Hills Association 

that we learnt of the possibility of a foundation or trust being established to be 

the owner of the 211 acres with the sole purpose of creating a national park for 

the people of Jamaica.  The idea so captured our collective imaginations that we 

began to harbor thoughts of dropping the objections (with some stipulations) to 

the proposed development if the 211 acres were legally and definitively 

transferred to a trust or foundation and out of the reach of HAJ.   

 Now, after realizing the HAJ was making a mockery of all this by simply enlarging 

the development without any declarations and removing the consideration for the 
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larger tract of land remaining conversation and public open space if the 20 acres 

could be developed, we the residents of Beverly Hills remain adamant in our 

objections.   

This positioned is hardened by the unprofessional, pull- the-wool-over-their-eyes 

fashion in which such a major change to the proposed development was done. We 

cannot trust HAJ to do the right thing. We object to any further development of 

the lands surrounding the Mona Reservoir. We object. We object. We object.  

 
 

 
 
ESA – page P147  - Proposed project enlarged by 33%!! 
 

Our objections are also on the following grounds: 

2) The land surrounding the Mona Reservoir is environmentally sensitive and should 
not have any further housing development. 
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3) The site falls within the land use zone private or public open space that serves to 
prevent encroachment on the NWC’s Mona Reservoir and the Mona Water 
Treatment Plant. (EIA - page 71 ) 
 

Zoning for conservation/public open space uses stems from its well-documented 
attributes of biodiversity, archeological significance, a watershed area, and the 
location of a primary potable water source (the Mona Reservoir, towards the foot 
of its northeastern flanks and the Mona Treatments Plant).  (ESA 2010, Page 14)    
 

 We find HAJ’s request to undo this zoning so that they can develop residential lots 
to be anathema to the greater good of the environment and the Jamaican people 
as a whole.     

 
 

4) There is potential for slope movement, occurring as rockslides as access roads are 
cut and hard rocks are excavated. (EIA – page 12) 
 
Will HAJ bear the burden of this if this happens?  
 

5) Development of a site for residential purposes normally leads to a 1.5 to 2--fold 
increase in storm water runoff caused by increase in pavement structures such as 
paved roads, driveways and sidewalks, as well as runoff from roofs of houses. (EIA 
– page 12).   
 

We support the Pines of Karachi in their plea not to put further burden on their 
drainage system.  In our opinion, if we stand by and allow this new development, 
chances are the Pines of Karachi’s drainage system will remain as is with only 
promises of upgrading.  We cannot trust that the HAJ will provide the mitigations 
referred to in the EIA.  
 

6) The rate of run- off is expected to increase during and after construction. (EIA – 
page 36).  
 
After HAJ collects it monies for the lots, will they come back to see the impact of 
the construction? Will they care? We believe the answers to both those questions 
are “NO.” 
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7) There will be greater surface flows due to an increase in paved surfaces with the 
potential effect of the flooding of areas down gradient of the site similar to that 
being experienced by the residents in and around Glenview Terrace at the north 
northeastern foot of Beverly Hills, below Beverly Drive… (EIA – page 46).  
 

There was nothing said at the EIA presentation on July  21, 2011 that convinced 
anyone that HAJ will concern itself with the greater surface flows.  In fact, the EIA 
consultants who were proudly demonstrating the water flow into the drainage 
system of the Pines of Karachi admitted that they had no awareness that there 
were any existing problems with the drainage system being experienced by the 
residents of the Pines of Karachi.  How could anyone be recommending a path for 
surface run-off without ascertaining the downstream impact? This and other parts 
of the EIA calls into question the technical competence of those who did this 
study. 
 

8) Geological faults traverse the project area, environs, and in general constitute a 
seismically active area of the Wagwater Belt. Disruptions to the natural 
environment from site preparation and construction works may result in rock 
movement and instability near the proposed development. Opening of sealed 
fissures on the floor of the reservoir can result in vast and uncontrollable leakages. 
(EIA – page 80) 
 
Similar comments from Beverly Hills as in #3 above. 
 

9) In answering the question, “Would the project substantially deplete ground water 
supplies or interfere substantially with ground water recharge, such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local ground water 
table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a 
level that would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)?  (EIA – page 80), the EIA concluded that there was 
“potentially significant impact” and that the duration of impact is “long term.” 
 
How could the EIA conclude “no impact of the development” given this finding? 
Where is the objectivity of those conducting the study? Are they blinded by their 
fees?  
 

10) Cumulative reduction in recharge amounts resulting from the proposed and 
prior developments will impact long-term yields of production wells that tap the 
local aquifer. These include the Beverly Hills, Long Mountain, Hampstead Road and 



6 | P a g e  
 

Rennock Lodge wells. These wells are currently used for domestic water supply by 
the NWC. It is expected that in excess of 5 million gallons per day is already 
abstracted from these wells with a proposed increase from the Hampstead source 
well for augmentation of supply to served areas. (EIA – page 94) 

 
The Mona Reservoir is one of the most important water sources for Kingston, why 
are we risking its long term production yields? Why? 
 

11) The EIA states that one of the justifications for development of the site is 
that “The development would breach Development Order guidelines but these can 
be addressed in the tradeoffs mentioned in #3.”  (EIA – page 33).   
 
What kind of nonsense justification is this? More importantly, why is the EIA 
justifying the development? Isn’t the EIA to be an objective assessment rather 
than a justification?  
 
We believe it is full time that NEPA recognizes the conflict it creates when it asks 
the developer to write the request for proposal for the EIA.  It is full time that 
NEPA realizes that NEPA ought to be the entity involved in getting the EIA done.   
 
We don’ t see a problem of the EIA being funded by the developer but the 
developer cannot be the one to do the RFP, decide who gets the job of doing the 
EIA, pays for the EIA and then presents the EIA to NEPA.  That is so backward. 
NEPA can’t you see there is too much scope for influence peddling when things are 
done that way?   
 
 

12) At Long Mountain the area of the proposed project, the ecosystem services 
identified are (1) the area potentially acts as a carbon sink (2) It is a habit for 
primarily endemic species (3) groundwater recharge area for the underground 
aquifer (4) It has a role in maintaining biological diversity (5) in its natural state it 
does not contribute to flooding of adjacent areas (6) as an open space area it 
provides non-use values. 
 
 Carbon Sink 
By definition, a carbon sink is anything that absorbs more carbon that it releases, 
whilst a carbon source is anything that releases more carbon than is absorb. 
Forests, soils, oceans and the atmosphere all store carbon and this carbon moves 
between them in a continuous cycle. This constant movement of carbon means 
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that forests act as sources or sinks at different times. The Mona Estates area is a 
recognized dry forest area and therefore those locations with large forest cover 
remaining currently would act as a carbon sink for the specific locality. It is 
important to recognize that based on encroachment activities and re-growth from 
natural regeneration there is both carbon loss and carbon storage. Generally, the 
biomass within drier forests is generally lower and so the absolute carbon sink 
may be smaller 
(www.geog.ox.ac.uk/~ymalhi/publications/publications2010). This, therefore, 
further indicates that the forested area is important as a carbon sink and in many 
ways though estimates of carbon offset may be difficult to calculate for the 
location, there is some important CO² offset from the forest.  
(EIA - Page 107) 
 
This speaks for itself. NEPA, you cannot allow the government via the HAJ to 
continue chopping down the green areas in Kingston and risk temperature 
increases and environmental ills on the residents of Kingston.  You are the only 
agency standing between this development and HAJ.  Do the right thing. Do not 
grant the permit.  
 

13) While performing the role of a groundwater recharge, the area effectively 
prevents the flooding of adjacent properties including Mona Reservoir and Mona 
Water Treatment Plant. The construction activities that would result in an increase 
in paved surfaces and a reduction in surfaces for percolation will contribute to 
flooding.  (EIA – page 108) 
 
This adds to the evidence that HAJ should not continue to develop those lands.  

 
14) Possible flooding of the Mona Water Treatment plant as per NWC’s letter 

included in the EIA and quoted below: 
 
  “With regards to your request for the NWC to provide its comments with regards 
to the proposed project in relation to the Mona Reservoir, the commissioner at 
this time would be concerned with the matter of storm run-off as it relates to the 
possible flooding of our Mona Water Treatment plant.”  (EIA – page 135) 

 
Residents of Beverly Hills have spoken with officials at the NWC who strenuous 
object to this project.  Of course, they do not wish to be on record. What a pity 
that some Jamaicans don’t feel it their civic duty to stand up publicly for what they 
believe to be right! 
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15) On a more personal note, Beverly Hills object to the development as it 

would open up roads (Montclair Close) into Beverly Hills. The residents are 

currently living with broken promises that gave them the hope that Montclair 

Drive was only temporarily opened to give access to construction trucks for a prior 

development and that as soon as construction was done, it would be closed. That 

was more than 7 years ago. Now, HAJ is asking for the residents to open up other 

streets permanently and suffer the traffic hazards.  We object to this proposed 

development.  

 

 
 

We say “No” to the opening up of roads in Beverly Hills. (EIA – page 169)  

 

16) The Beverly Hills Association also has documentation that 5-acres were 

promised in the said area of the proposed development. Despite letters to the 

relevant agencies and promises in meeting that this would be “looked into”, there 

has been no action. Instead, we only have more broken promises.  

 

17) We also object on the grounds that HAJ would simply be building service 

lots.  HAJ is going to get its money $8, 9, 10 million for each lot ( let’s assume more 

than half of a billion Jamaican dollars) and move on. Is HAJ going to care that the 

person who bought the lot adheres to the fact that the lot should only have a 

single family house on it?  
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This is the major city of the country in which there should be very stringent and 

tightly controlled building regulations.  This should not be left to the whim and 

fancy of anyone who buys a service lot.  Where are the guidelines for development 

that the owner of the lots would have?  Where are the restrictive covenants?  

There was no mention of any of this as mitigating factors in the EIA.  

 

 

18) We object on the grounds that the lots are undersized.  ¼ acres is not in 

keeping with the lot size in the neighbouring communities.  

 

19) Hydrological impact.  “Perennial drainage is predominantly underground 

and the project area constitutes the general recharge area for the LM aquifer.  It is 

anticipated that the construction of impermeable surfaces such as roads and other 

paved areas at the project site will directly impact and reduce surface areas 

available for recharge. Cumulative reduction in recharge amounts resulting from 

the proposed and prior developments will impact the long term yield of 

production wells that tap the local aquifer.”   (EIA – page 12) 

 

Simply put, as you pave over more and more of the Long Mountain range, less and 

less water will be able to get to the wells. This is strong grounds for objection.  

 

See attached to this letter our Hydrology Comments and questions to which we 

are requesting answers.  

 

Thank you. 

 

 
Fayval Williams 

President, Beverly Hills Citizens Association 
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Hydrology Comments  

 

1. Maps 

a. Include a “Protected Area” delineation map, which clearly shows – the 

area of site encroachment upon the  protected area, in square meters or 

hectares. 

 

b. Include a map showing proposed contours. i.e.  Show changes to existing 

contours or provide an overlay of proposed contours (on the existing 

contours map) in appropriate colour code. 

 

c. The report has a map at scale 1:1000 which shows the existing natural 

drainage  flow paths of storm water.  It does not include a map 

showing the flow paths with the built project versus the existing natural 

site condition flow paths.  

 

2. What is the drainage (onsite) control philosophy? 

 

a. For example: to control the runoff peak rates and volumes such that the 

with project development peak runoff rates and volumes are equal to or 

less than existing without project conditions for range of storm events, 

such as the  5-,10-, 25- , 50-,and 100-year rainfall events. 

 

b. Will the proposed retention /storage/infiltration facility be designed to 

retain the entire site runoff volume from a 25- year or 100-year recurrence 

interval event for a specified duration of say 1day or up to 3 days?  

 

3. Regarding Offsite flows - for rainfall events that produce storm water runoff rates 

which are greater than the capacity of the existing site storm water  collection and 

conveyance system; how will the uncontrolled overflows be handled on adjacent 

properties downstream? What are the expected or forecasted impacts on the 

adjacent properties? Have they been identified or documented? Can you provide 

the appropriate data to illustrate / quantify the impacts? 

 

4. Regarding possible overflows / or flow diversion from the retention facility 

during major storm events to the Karachi Pines drainage system-   has the current 

capacity of the Karachi Pines drainage been analyzed to  demonstrate that its 

capacity is sufficient to handle the excess flows, or will upgrades to the Karachi 

Pines system be needed? During a major storm event the Karachi Pines drainage 

way may be full and possibly may not be able to handle the overflows from the 

site development. Additional data/information is required  to show that the 
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existing Karachi system ( or an improved System) has SUFFICIENT  drainage 

capacity to handle the site overflows without making the flooding conditions 

downstream worse than if the project was not built.  

 

5. The map of the proposed project condition shows that the existing overland sheet 

flow from natural drainage ways will be converted to point discharges at two 

locations to the east in addition to the retention basin basin outflow  point 

discharge.  

 

6. What are the impacts of the new point discharges on the adjacent properties, and 

what are the proposed mitigation measures, if the impacts are determined to have 

an adverse effect on these properties.   

 

7. Where is the data to support the estimated percolation rates at the existing 

sinkhole area where the proposed retention facility will be built? How do we 

know with reasonable certainty that the facility will work as intended without 

adequate percolation / infiltration tests data?  
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