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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The Nuku’alofa Port Upgrade Project will rehabilitate, renew and expand the existing 

infrastructure and improve capacity, management and operational practices at Queen Salote 
International Wharf (QSIW). This will promote safer, more reliable and more affordable transport 
infrastructure and services in Tonga. 

  
This Due Diligence Report has been prepared to record the due diligence process that 

examined the land acquisition and resettlement impacts of the project. It will be disclosed to key 
stakeholders and uploaded onto the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB’s) website, alongside an 
Initial Environmental Examination and Poverty, Social and Gender Assessment.  It includes a 
Grievance Redress Mechanism. 

 

A number of options for both the wharf configuration and the yard were considered as part 
of the Feasibility Study. The preferred option layout for the wharf consists of re-instatement of the 
existing Wharf 1 deck, new dolphins between Wharf 1 and 2, new dolphins east of Wharf 1 and a 
southern extension of Wharf 2.  This will provide a berth suitable for 220m ships. The yard concept 
was designed to match the predicted increase in cargo capacity of the wharf. The preferred option 
for the yard is based on straight continuous container stacks near perpendicular to Wharf 2 and 
a new electric substation.  The total ground storage associated with this option is 605 and annual 
throughput capacity is expected to be 60,700 TEU.  

 
The Nuku’alofa Port complex is located on Crown land, in an existing port facility leased 

to and operated by the Port Authority of Tonga (PAT). Due diligence and consultation with the 
Government and local communities has confirmed that there are no land disputes. The QSIW 

Upgrade Project will be located within the same footprint of land (above and below water) as the 
existing facilities, with the addition of the proposed Wharf and berth extension to the south west. 
The addition of the berth extension will require the submission of a permit and lease application 
to the Crown, and these will be secured before the commencement of construction.   The 
improvements to the yard and access road to QSIW will also occur within this area; with no 
temporary acquisition of land required during the construction phase.  

 
There will be no additional impacts due to the Upgrade Project on land or land use and no 

extension of the easement as a result of the access road activities. There will be no impacts on 
assets or improvements to land beyond that which is leased by PAT. The Upgrade Project will 
not involve involuntary land acquisition that could result in physical and economic displacement. 
Furthermore, fishing and other non-port related activity is already prohibited within the jurisdiction 

of the port, and the project will not have an adverse effect on fishing or tourism related livelihoods. 
The project will not affect the territories or natural and cultural resources indigenous peoples own, 
use, occupy, or claim, as their ancestral domain.  

 
If there are changes during the preparation of the Detailed Engineering Design which 

require additional land or cause additional impacts, then an updated Due Diligence Report and/or 
Resettlement Plan will be prepared, if required, in line ADB’s safeguard policies. All safeguard 
documents will be approved by ADB and disclosed the on the ADB website prior to the 
commencement of land clearance and construction works. Beyond this, no future actions are 
required. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. The Nuku’alofa Port Upgrade Project will rehabilitate, renew and expand the existing 
infrastructure and improve capacity, management and operational practices at Queen Salote 
International Wharf (QSIW). This will promote safer, more reliable, and more affordable transport 
infrastructure and services in Tonga.  
 
2. Tonga’s development goals include safer, more reliable and more affordable transport 

infrastructure and services, as presented in the Tonga Strategic Development Framework, 2015–
2025.1 The National Infrastructure Investment Plan, 2013–2023, outlines the vision for the 
development of the infrastructure sector; the plan prioritizes the improvement of maritime 
infrastructure to cope with increased demand and the impact of climate change and disasters.2 
The proposed project is aligned with the Pacific Approach, 2016–2020, in that it would reduce 
costs by improving regional connectivity through transport infrastructure, managing risks and 
enabling value creation3.  The Asian Development Bank’s (ADB’s) Strategy 2030 also expands 
the focus on small island developing states to strengthen connectivity, access and institutional 
capacity, while tackling climate change impacts and disaster risks.4 The proposed project is listed 
in the ADB’s country operations business plan for Tonga, 2019–2021.5 
 
3. This Due Diligence Report (DDR) has been prepared to record the due diligence process 

that was conducted to examine the land acquisition and resettlement impacts of the project (see 
Annex 1). This DDR will be disclosed to key stakeholders and uploaded onto the ADB website.  
 
4. The methodology used to undertake the due diligence process and prepare the DDR 
included the following: 

(i) Review of relevant literature. 
(ii) Formal and informal consultation with relevant Government agencies, the Port 

Authority of Tonga (PAT), Shipping Lines, representatives of the businesses 
operating in the vicinity of Nuku’alofa Port, research institutes and representatives 
of woman’s groups.  Information on stakeholders consulted is presented in Annex 
2. 

(iii) The preparation of a Communication Strategy and Engagement Plan designed for 

the Pre-construction phase of the Upgrade Project (i.e., in support of the feasibility 
study) and for transition into the Construction and Operational Phases (see Annex 
2 of the of the sister document to this DDR, the Initial Environmental Examination 
(IEE)).   

(iv) An Environmental Audit of the existing port facilities, which included: 
(a) Interviews with the PAT Harbour Master and Manager of Infrastructure (in 

January 2019) and site visits (in February 2019); and discussions with the 
Ministry of Meteorology, Information, Disaster Management, 
Environment, Climate Change and Communication (MEIDECC) and the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFFF) (the 
Department of Fisheries) (in March 2019).  

 

1 Government of Tonga. 2015. Tonga Strategic Development Framework, 2015–2025. Nuku’alofa. 
2 Government of Tonga. 2013. Tonga National Infrastructure Investment Plan, 2013–2023. Nuku’alofa. 
3 ADB. 2016. Pacific Approach, 2016–2020. Manila. 
4 ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific . 
5 ADB. 2019. Country Operations Business Plan: 11 Small Pacific Island Countries, 2019–2021. Manila. 
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(b) A review of the port’s operation and, in particular, its discharges, chemical 
storage, waste treatment facilities etc. to determine if they are 
environmentally sound and/or could be enhanced to improve the quality 
of Port and its surrounding environment; as well as its occupational health 
and safety, port marine safety and port security. 

(c) The development of recommendations for action to be incorporated into 
the assessment of upgrade options, to bring the facility's environmental 

management into line with ADB’s safeguarding objectives and 
requirements where necessary.   

(v) A review of the existing air quality in proximity to the proposed development and 
consideration of potential impacts on existing receptors during the construction 
phase. 

(vi) Assessment of the potential noise and vibration issues associated with the 
Upgrade Project during the construction phase. 

(vii) The preparation of a Social, Gender and Poverty Safeguards Report to identify 
relevant issues related to the proposed Upgrade Project, such as social and gender 
equality, empowerment and social safeguards. It considers the potential influence 
of the project on poverty, indigenous people and involuntary resettlement 
requirements and obtained formal records of land tenure.  It was used to inform 

the Initial Poverty and Social Assessment (IPSA) and Social Safeguards 
Categorisation. 

(viii) The preparation of a draft Gender Action Plan (GAP) and Grievance Redress 
Mechanism (GRM).  

(ix) The preparation of a Summary Poverty Reduction and Social Strategy (SPRSS). 
(x) The preparation of an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) (see Chapter 6 of 

the IEE). 
 

5. The Government and PAT staff have been engaged in all aspects of the Upgrade Project 
through its investigation, design and implementation stages. 
 

II.  BACKGROUND 

 
A. The Kingdom of Tonga 

 
6. The Kingdom of Tonga, situated in the southern Pacific Ocean, is an archipelago of 171 
islands set across 700,000 km2 of ocean. Approximately 70% of the population (108,000 people 
in total) live on the main island of Tongatapu, where the country capital, Nuku’alofa, is located. 
The rest of the population is distributed across 36 surrounding islands. Being a small island nation 
most of its goods need to be imported and over 98% of these imports are by sea transport. 
Nuku’alofa port is the main international port of Tonga and the country’s lifeline, given the 
geographical isolation of the nation from international markets. 
 
B. Queen Salote International Wharf  

 
7. The cargo terminal of Nuku’alofa port is QSIW.6 The existing infrastructure is suffering 
from deterioration due to lack of maintenance and investment. A visual assessment undertaken 

 

6  QSIW comprises two international cargo wharves and two domestic wharves. The international cargo wharves are: 
Wharf number 1 built in 1967and upgraded in 1997; and Wharf number 2 built in 1986. 
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in March 2019 found that one of the international cargo wharves was in an advanced state of 
deterioration, requiring immediate upgrade. Port operations were suspended due to safety 
concerns. The second international wharf and domestic wharves are in serviceable condition and 
their integrity is not affected, but their durability is reduced, and they require rehabilitation within 
five years to extend the service life of the infrastructure and avoid the higher costs of an eventual 
full renewal. The degradation of the other wharf facilities, container yard and access road 
pavement, lack of firefighting infrastructure, sub-standard electrical facilities and inadequate 

provision of drainage, impose a risk to port workers. 
 
8. As Tonga is highly reliant on imports, the cost of importing goods has a significant impact 
on the country’s economy, affecting the nation’s competitiveness and representing a bottleneck 
to economic development. The international cargo wharf length of 110m limits the maximum size 
of container vessels to 180m and the possibility of using larger vessels that would lower transport 
costs and assist the safe loading and unloading of container ships. In parallel, demand continues 
to grow: volumes have increased from an average of 12,071 TEU per year between 2004 and 
2010 to an average of 25,205 TEU per year between 2016 and 2018.7 Demand is expected to 
increase following the forecasted growth in population and gross domestic product (GDP).8 
 
9. In 2018 the United States Coast Guard undertook an International Ship and Port Security 

(ISPS) compliance and safety audit following a fatal accident at QSIW that cost the life of a port 
worker.9 The safety audit found serious health and safety hazards in the port, such as the poor 
condition of the container yard (unpaved and uneven sections, no road markings) imposing a risk 
of heavy machinery capsizing, the unsafe handling of empty containers using forklifts, poor 
lighting in the container yard, and the lack of a fire hydrant, life buoys and available first aid kits.10 
 
10. The current conditions at QSIW are poor, with issues affecting the environmental 
sustainability of the port such as uncontrolled dumping of rubbish and waste, with overspill onto 
the foreshore, unbounded fuel storage areas, pooling of water and other liquids. In June 2018, as 
part of a green port initiative across several Pacific countries, the South Pacific Community (SPC) 
and the Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) undertook an 
energy audit aimed at assisting PAT to reduce energy consumption. A range of projects and 

management practices were identified to cut energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions, 
such as improved planning and control of vehicle movements (eco-driving) or the efficient and 
smart use of lighting. However, PAT has not implemented all the recommended interventions due 
to lack of capacity and funding. 
 
11. An assessment, supported by ADB Technical Assistance (TA), to introduce innovative 
solutions (smart ports) in Pacific ports found that the level of digitalization in the operation and 
management of the port was minimal.11 Port processes are mainly paper-based, security 
personnel do not employ the appropriate systems to ensure controlled access and port security 
(cameras and gate control systems), and PAT does not have real-time date on wave conditions 
to better inform vessel movements. These issues affect port productivity and competitiveness and 
compliance with ISPS. 

 

7  A twenty-foot equivalent unit (TEU) is a standard unit of measurement in maritime transport whose internal 

dimensions measure about 20 feet long, 8 feet wide, and 8 feet tall. A forty-foot container is equivalent to two TEU. 
8  The International Monetary Fund forecasts an average growth in population of 0.8% and in GDP 1.4% for 2018-2050.  

9  The ISPS is an essential maritime regulation for the safety and security of ships, ports, cargo and crew. It is an 
amendment to the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) Convention (1974/1988) that came into force in 2004. 

10  United States Coast Guard. 2018. Nuku’alofa Port Safety Review. Nuku’alofa. 
11 ADB. 2014. Technical Assistance for Trade and Facilitation in the Pacific. Manila. 
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C. Natural Disasters 
 
12. The port is in a region vulnerable to climate change impacts and natural disasters. Tonga 
is in a seismically active area, with earthquakes generating consequential damages every 20 
years. The port also suffers from the damages of the cyclones hitting Tonga every 1–5 years with 
strong waves, wind forces, rainfall and floods. Tsunamis with waves of more than 1m hit Tonga 
once every 50 to 100 years. 

  
13. Climate change impacts, worsening the effects of the above disasters, and the rising sea 
level impose additional risks. It is then essential to enhance the resilience of the port. Disaster 
management processes need to be put in place to minimize disruptions to the port operations and 
resume service as quickly as possible. Additionally, evacuation and emergency responses need 
to be defined to minimize impacts of disasters. 
  
D. Gender Equity 
 
14. Tonga rates 148 out of 188 countries on the Gender Equality Index. The low 
representation of women in the highest levels of decision making reflects a strong gender bias in 
Tonga, which sees men as key decision makers in society. In terms of personnel, women 

represent a total of 14% of all the staff in PAT and the Marine Department of the Ministry of 
Infrastructure (MOI). The role of women in the sector is minimal and includes only minor 
involvement in daily port operations (cargo and ship movements, security control). PAT does not 
have a gender equity policy that encourages the participation of women in these activities or that 
promotes a gender friendly workplace. This report is accompanied by a specific Poverty, Social 
and Gender Assessment (PSGA). 
 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

A. Site Overview  
 

15. QSIW (see Figure 1), located in the center of Nuku’alofa (Tonga’s capital city), is managed 

by PAT and functions as the main transport hub of the country, with the majority of international 
cargo being processed through this facility.  
 
16. The Kingdom’s Navy base is located directly east and adjacent to QSIW. A small boat 
harbor, including a number of fishing wharfs (Faua Harbour), is located directly to the west, with 
both areas protected by a revetment seawall constructed directly onto the reef edge. 
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Figure 1: Queen Salote International Wharf 

 
B. The Existing Port 

 

17. QSIW currently has two international berths, Wharf 1 (the original berth facing North with 
an east-west alignment) and Wharf 2 (facing Northwest, with a southwest-northeast alignment), 

which are 93m and 111.2m long respectively, with an average water depth alongside of 12m (see 
Figure 2). In addition, two domestic wharfs, Wharf 3 (100m in total length) and Wharf 4 (60m in 
total length) are located towards the South-eastern side of the port, with an average water depth 
alongside of 9m and 4m, respectively. QSIW includes a container yard that is estimated to cover 
around 3ha.  
 
18. An Environmental Audit of the existing QSIW port facility was undertaken as part of Phase 
1 of the Feasibility Study.  This involved interviews, site visits and a specific site survey, the output 
from which was an Environmental Audit DDR. 
 
19. Interviews were undertaken with the PAT Harbour Master Mr. Hakaumotu Fakapelea on 
17 January 2019 and 18 January 2019 and the PAT Manager of Infrastructure and Technical Mr. 

Iketau Kaufusi on 15 January 2019.  Items highlighted of relevance in this context include: 
(i) hazardous containers (gas, chemicals etc.) are stored in the south eastern corner 

of QSIW; 
(ii) there are no markings on the ground due to a lack of pavement where full 

containers are stored; 
(iii) lighting is an issue with several “black spots” present and the face of the wharf 

cannot be seen. Operations currently rely on ship flood lights; 
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(iv) trailers cannot see each other between stacks and can conflict with other trailers. 
There are no clear gaps between stacks; 

(v) on average there are two accidents/year. In 2018, the death of a worker was due 
to the absence of a gap between containers, no markings and lighting issues; 

(vi) in cyclones, there is no lashing point for containers on the yard. Empties were 
washed away next to Masefield Base in 2018; 

(vii) the wharf level is low for ship crane operations, generating large rolling (1m 

vertically) motions during crane operations. Only one crane can be used for off-
loading at a time, while the other cranes act as counterweight to avoid capsizing of 
the ship; and 

(viii) PAT has been selected as one of the two locations for the South Pacific Community 
(SPC) Green Pacific Port programme and, as part of this, is looking to replace 
current lighting with LEDs and a 30m pole (currently 15m). 

 
Figure 2: Current Layout of QSIW 

 

 
 

20. The site survey was undertaken on 14 February 2019. It demonstrated that the current 
environmental conditions at QSIW are poor and include (of relevance here) 

(i) uncontrolled dumping of rubbish/waste, with overspill onto the foreshore; 
(ii) unbounded fuel storage areas; 
(iii) broken pavements and fencing; uneven surfaces; 
(iv) very limited lighting; 

(v) no road markings for safe vehicle and pedestrian movement; 
(vi) hazardous working conditions; 
(vii) unfinished development; 
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(viii) the environment has the potential to generate a lot of dust; 
(ix) dangerous cabling and inadequate protection of power supplies; and 
(x) inadequate security. 
 

21. The marine survey also found high levels of rubbish (e.g., plastic and glass bottles) and 
port related mechanical and infrastructure equipment was located on the substrate throughout 
the area assessed. Further, although QSIW is a restricted zone, evidence of fishing and resource 

extraction on both the eastern and western reef systems was recorded. These issues have been 
addressed through this project and the proposed mitigating measures are included in the Project 
Design and reflected in the EMP. 
 
C. Analysis of Alternatives 

 
22. A number of options for both the wharf configuration and the yard were considered as part 
of the Upgrade Project Feasibility Study in order to select a preferred option that best meets the 
needs of the project.  The assessment of options and reasons for the selection of the preferred 
options is set out in detail in Section 3.3 of the IEE. The preferred options selected for the Wharf 
and Yard are shown in Figures 3 and 4 below. 
 

23. The preferred option for the Wharf, Option 1 (Figure 3), consists of 
(i) re-instatement of the Wharf 1 deck; 
(ii) dolphins between Wharf 1 and 2; 
(iii) dolphins east of Wharf 1; and 
(iv) southern extension of Wharf 2. 

 
24. The main characteristics of this option are 

(i) berth suitable for 220m Length Overall (LOA) ships by adding 50m of structure; 
(ii) potential dredging = 8,000 m3; and 
(iii) backfill = 40,000 m3. 

 

Figure 3: Wharf Option 1 
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25. With the selection of the preferred wharf layout, the yard concept was developed with the 
yard designed to match the predicted increase in cargo capacity of the wharf. The results of the 
market demand study undertaken by RHDHV showed that container throughput is estimated to 
be between 44,000 and 61,000 Twenty-foot Equivalent Units (TEU) by the year 2040 and between 
51,000 and 75,000 TEU by 2050.  This provided a benchmark for the yard design.  
 
26. The preferred option for the Yard, Option 3 (Figure 4), is based on straight continuous 

container stacks near perpendicular to wharf number 2 and a new electric substation.  The total 
ground storage associated with this option is 605 and annual throughput capacity is estimated to 
be 60,700 TEU. The open storage area associated with this option is approximately 
7,500m2.  Option 3 was selected as the preferred option because of its container throughout 
capacity (open storage area). However, the yard should be operated with the flexibility to respond 
to any variability in cargo mix. For example, the area allocated for empty containers could also be 
temporarily used for dry bulk cargo storage. Likewise, the area allocated for reefers could also be 
used to store full containers during periods when there is a drop-in reefer demand.  
 

Figure 4: Yard Option 3 
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D. Project Scope 
 
27. The upgrade will allow a container throughput of 60,700 TEUs per year (21% full 
containers, 23% reefers and 56% empty containers) and container ships of the following lengths 
to be safely accommodated (see Figure 5): 

(i) Wharf 1: Lship = 180m, largely a ‘stand-by’ berth; and 
(ii) Wharf 2: Lship = 180m and 220m. 

 
Figure 5: Proposed layout of the QSIW berths 1 and 2 

 

 

28. To provide for safer and more efficient operation, the proposed onshore layout includes 
(i) 605 TGS; 
(ii) 65 TEU for reefers; 
(iii) an open storage area of 7,480m2; 
(iv) a 16m wide ring road., 17.5m wide internal lanes;  

(v) an additional 20,000m2 of pavement; 
(vi) a new drainage system with oil separators; 
(vii) a workshop washdown area and fuel tank concrete bunding; 
(viii) a new electrical substation with a generator room; 
(ix) six 30m mast LED lights; 
(x) firefighting system, including underground tank and hydrants; and 
(xi) new fences. 

 
29. In general, the onshore works will be undertaken from land using local materials and 
resources. The layout is based around: 
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(i) roads and lanes being clearly demarcated; 
(ii) container handling being kept separate from main thoroughfares; 
(iii) one-way traffic being implemented between container stacks; 
(iv) required reversing maneuvers being kept to a minimum; and 
(v) a yard layout that allows for good line of sight, especially at intersections. 
 

30. The concrete for the pavement (around 3,000m3) will be produced locally (at an existing 

plant). The yard works will be undertaken using standard concrete and dump trucks for 
construction of the sub-base; with around three to five movements a day on average. The 
concrete arising from the demolition phase could be crushed and reused elsewhere. Limestone 
aggregate and rock will be sourced locally (there is a quarry near the airport on Tongatapu). All 
other materials will be imported directly to site including: 

(i) For the marine works - steel piles and the precast concrete elements of wharf 
extension structure. 

(ii) For the yard works - oil traps, electrical equipment, lighting poles, reefer gantries, 
CCTV equipment and firefighting equipment (pump, tank and hydrants). 

 
31. The numbers of vehicles to be used during construction will vary depending on the phase 
but is expected to be 30-40 a week. During operation, by 2040, an additional 40 vehicles could 

use the port each day at peak; on average this is likely to equate to 90 trucks a day. There are 
currently on average around 56 truck visits to the port per day. The duration of the Construction 
phase is predicted to be January 2021 to July 2024. The predicted number of workers required is 
10 for the marine works and 20 for the yard, at peak.  
 
IV.  SCOPE OF LAND ACQUISITION AND INVOLUNTARY RESETTLEMENT IMPACTS 

 
A. Land Ownership 

 
32. The existing Nuku’alofa port complex is located on government-owned, reclaimed land, in 
an existing (brownfield, industrial) port facility leased to and operated by PAT (see Figure 1). PAT 
is a state-owned enterprise. The Deed of Lease for the land is included in Annex 1 and establishes 

that the lease extends to 14th May 2100 (beyond the life of the investment), with lease payments 
being made annually.   
 
33. PAT manages a large area of water, including intertidal and subtidal fringing and 
submerged reef systems within the Tongatapu lagoon (Figure 6), with its land boundaries defined 
as the High Water Mark. This area includes QSIW, Vaua Harbour and the domestic shipping 
terminal. Due diligence and consultation with the Government and local communities has 
confirmed that there are no land disputes. 
 
34. The QSIW Upgrade Project will be located within the same footprint of land (above and 
below water) as the existing facilities, with the addition of the proposed Wharf and berth extension 
(above and below water) to the south west (see Figures 3 and 7); still within the boundaries of the 

port area leased to PAT. The improvements to the yard and access road to QSIW will also occur 
within this area; on Government owned land. In total, just under 72,400m2 of land will be used for 
the project, all of which falls within the lease area. 

 
35. The addition of the proposed Wharf and berth extension to the south west will require 
obtaining a permit and submission of an application for lease. The Land Act Section 113 states 
that “the foreshore is the property of the Crown and the Minister may with the consent of the 
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Cabinet grant permits to erect stores or wharves or jetties thereon or to reside on any portion 
thereof or he may with the like consent grant a lease for any of the purposes aforesaid.” 
PAT will obtain the permit and lease for the proposed Wharf and berth extension prior to the 
commencement of construction.  
 

Figure 6:  PAT Boundary within the Lagoon and Tongatapu 
 

 
Figure 7: Drone-captured Photograph of the Site 
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Note: Looking south east toward the existing wharf; the approximate footprint of the proposed wharf extension is 
indicated in red. 

36. No temporary acquisition of land is required during the Construction phase (see Figures 

8, 9, and 10). There is space within QSIW for the site office and temporary yards (for the storage 
of materials). Workers not already based in Nuku’alofa will rent accommodation (there is ample 
available locally); a worker’s camp is not required. Moreover, extension of the easement is not 
required as a result of the access road activities (see Sections 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 of the IEE). Hence, 
there will be no additional impacts due to the Upgrade Project on land or land use. There will be 
no impacts on assets or improvements to land beyond that which is leased by PAT. 

 
Figure 8: Location of Temporary Yards and Transport Route for Construction Materials 
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Figure 9: Scope and Extent of Yard Works 
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Figure 10:  Scope and Extent of Works to the Access Road 
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B. Impacts on Resettlement and Livelihoods 
 

37. The Upgrade Project will not involve involuntary land acquisition that could result in 
physical and economic displacement. No one lives within the PAT port boundaries and, 
consequently, no one will be displaced due to the project. Furthermore, fishing and other non-port 
related activity is prohibited within the jurisdiction of the port, hence the Project will not have an 
adverse effect on livelihoods.  

 
38. Section 5.5 of the IEE considers in detail the potential adverse impacts of the Upgrade 
Project’s construction phase on the human environment (people and place). This includes 
consideration of 

(i) potential adverse impacts on air quality due to dust and particulate matter and road 
traffic emissions; 

(ii) potential adverse impacts due to noise and vibration arising from the construction 
site and associated traffic; 

(iii) potential adverse effects associated with an influx of labor; and 
(iv) potential adverse impacts on tourism and, specifically, whale watching ecotourism. 

 
39. With the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (see Section 5.5 and 

Chapter 6 of the IEE which includes the EMP for the Upgrade Project), the residual impacts 
associated with the construction phase on livelihoods are not predicted to be significant (minor or 
less). The activities of the Nuku’alofa Fishing Club (NFC), that operates from dawn on the 
weekends, will not be affected by the upgrade. Further, there will be no adverse impacts on 
livelihoods related to tourism nor whale watching ecotourism.  
 
40. Although the Upgrade Project will have a beneficial effect on employment overall and will 
not have any direct or indirect impacts on fishing itself (because the works are to occur with the 
port boundary where fishing is prohibited), the local community (in Tongatapu 4) has expressed 
concern about the impacts on them due to the combined environmental damage of a series of 
developments on the waterfront. The residents rely on the waterfront for their livelihood through 
shallow water fishing.  

 
41. Recent, current, and pipeline projects for the waterfront that the Tongatapu 4 Council is 
aware of include (see Figure 11): 

(i) The Domestic Terminal (constructed). 
(ii) Fuel pipelines (constructed). 
(iii) The Swimming Pool (constructed). 
(iv) Special Management Areas (SMAs) – a zoning initiative by the Fisheries 

Department (in place). 
(v) QSIW Upgrade (planned for construction between 2021 and 2023). 
(vi) Proposals for the Navy Base (future timing unknown). 

 

42. The community stated that the restrictions introduced by these projects leave few options 
in the study area for people who rely on shallow fishing for their livelihood. The Member of 
Parliament for Tongatapu 4 has submitted a report to Parliament regarding the impacts of the 
waterfront development on the community. The Tongatapu 4 Town Officer emphasized the 
importance of seeking and providing alternative livelihoods to address the social impacts of 
development projects.  This is outside the scope of the Upgrade Project, but it is recommended 
that the PMU and MOI give this due thought and consideration and propose an appropriate 
response. This issue will continue to be monitored by the PMU and, if necessary, a livelihood 
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restoration and improvement plan will be prepared and implemented should the project result in 
cumulative impacts that hinder livelihoods. 

 
Figure 11: Waterfront Development Projects 

 

 
 

C. Indigenous Peoples 

 
43. No sociocultural groups are present in or use the existing port area. Nearly the entire 
population of Tonga is considered to be of Polynesian ancestry. The Upgrade Project does not 
have the potential to directly or indirectly adversely affect the dignity, human rights, livelihood 
systems, or culture of Indigenous Peoples. It will not affect the territories or natural and cultural 
resources Indigenous Peoples own, use, occupy, or claim, as their ancestral domain. 
 
44. Neither will the project directly or indirectly target Indigenous Peoples, instead the project 
will benefit the mainstream Tongan society by improving the cost efficiencies of the port 
operations and improving H&S for port employees. Non-civil works activities, such as capacity 
development, are targeted at PAT staff.  
 

V. INFORMATION DISCLOSURE, CONSULTATION, AND PARTICIPATION 
 
45. Significant consultation has occurred in relation to the development of the design. Annex 
2 includes details of the consultation undertaken (to date) for the Upgrade Project. Table 1 
summarizes this and the issues raised. All safeguards documents have been prepared following 
the ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) 2009 and Tonga’s National laws and regulations. 
This DDR has been approved/cleared by ADB and disclosed on the ADB website.  
 
46. If there are changes during the preparation of the detailed engineering designs which 
require additional land or cause additional impacts, then an updated Due Diligence Report or 
Resettlement Plan will be prepared, if required, approved/cleared by ADB and uploaded to the 
ADB website prior to the commencement of land clearance and construction works.  



 

17 

 

Table 1: Consultation Summary 

Date Location Topic Attendees 

Number 

(% 

female) 

Issues discussed 

March 

2019 

Various 

Nuku’alofa 

Introduction to the 

Upgrade Project: initial 

social, poverty and 

gender consultation 

MOT, MOI, MOF, PAT, MLSNR, 

MPE, MAFFF, MEIDECC, ITS 

Consultants, Customs officials, 

Shipping lines, Handicraft 

businesses, FISA and 

representatives of the Climate 

Resilience Project 

22 

(32%) 

Land ownership  

Benefits likely to arise; current 

issues with delay in the flows of 

goods; and queries around the likely 

period of disruption  

April 

2019 

MOI, 

Nuku’alofa 

Initial findings of the 

feasibility study 

MOI, PAT, MAFFF, MRC, ADB, 

RHDHV, RAN, Shipping lines and 

a Truck operator 

16 

(25%) 

Demand forecast appeared 

optimistic; dwell times for empty 

containers; potential to widen the 

approach channel; container 

stacking requirements; support for 

Wharf Option 1 (see Chapter 3 of 

the IEE) 

May 

2019 

PAT, 

Nuku’alofa 

Presentation of the 

layout options to 

stakeholders to gather 

early feedback for the 

multi criteria analysis 

(MCA) 

MOI, PAT, Customs officials and 

RHDHV 

15 

(20%) 

PAT and MOI (MPD) expressed a 

clear preference for Wharf Option 1; 

Customs officials shared their future 

plans for an X-Ray; and discussion 

regarding the port masterplan and 

allocation of land for Customs 

operation  

May 

2019 

MOI (MPD), 

Nuku’alofa 

Presentation of the 

layout options to 

stakeholders to gather 

early feedback for the 

MCA 

MOI, MEIDECC (EIA Unit) and 

RHDHV 
6 (66%) 

MEIDECC expressed no preference 

regarding the preferred Wharf 

Option 

May 

2019 

Touliki Naval 

Base 

Presentation of the 

layout options to 
RHDHV, RAN and TDS 4 (0%) 

The Navy advised that future 

development of the Naval Base will 
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Date Location Topic Attendees 

Number 

(% 

female) 

Issues discussed 

stakeholders to gather 

early feedback to 

incorporate in the MCA. 

occur to the East of QSIW; Wharf 

Option 3 was not preferred due to 

the potential impact on Navy 

operations 

June 

2019 

MOI, 

Nuku’alofa 

Options workshop and 

presentation of audit 

results 

MOI, PAT, MAFFF, MEIDECC, 

TDS, Tongan Gas, Customs 

officials, ADB, RHDHV, ITS 

Consultants and Stevedores 

16 

(44%) 

Benefits expected to arise; current 

issues with delay in the flows of 

goods; queries regarding potential 

effects on the Navy  

June 

2019 

QSIW, Deep 

Blue Office 
Whale watching Deep Blue Diving and RHDHV 6 (33%) 

Numbers of whale watch operators 

and presence of whales in the study 

area (see Annex, meeting report 4) 

August 

2019 

MOI, 

Nuku’alofa 
Yard Layout MOI, PAT and RHDHV 5 (20%) 

Selection of the preferred layout for 

long and short term; Yard Option 3 

(see Chapter 3 of the IEE) was 

preferred, however some revisions 

in terms of stack orientation were 

proposed by PAT and agreed  

Oct 

2019 

ADB Office, 

Nuku’alofa 

Findings of the Phase 2 

site investigations and 

presentation to the 

Independent Third-Party 

reviewers (GHD) 

ADB, PAT, MOI, PMU, GHD, 

MEIDECC and RHDHV 

13 

(23%) 

Proposed Basis of Design and 

progress of investigations to date  

Nov 

2019 

Tongatapu 4 

Constituency 

Office 

Implications of the 

Upgrade Project 
Tongatapu 4 constituents  

24 

(29%) 

Noise disturbance; flooding 

potential; traffic; need for the 

extension; and concerns about 

combined effects on the waterfront  

Dec 

2019 

MEIDECC, 

Nuku’alofa 
Design workshops MOI and PAT 6 (16%) 

Pavement type and suspended deck 

structure; preferred options selected 



 

19 

 

Date Location Topic Attendees 

Number 

(% 

female) 

Issues discussed 

Dec 

2019 

Touliki Naval 

Base 
Potential effects Tongan Defence Service 4 (25%) 

No concerns given that the 

development is to the west; Navy’s 

future plans will not affect QSIW 

Dec 

2019 

NFC office, 

Nuku’alofa 
Potential effects 

Nuku’alofa Fishing Club (NFC) 

members 
2 (0%) 

Proposed layout; concerns 

regarding potential need to relocate; 

the report Annex, meeting 10, sets 

out how these concerns are not 

valid, as relocation is not required 

Jan 

2020 

ADB Office, 

Nuku’alofa 

Findings of site 

investigations and 

presentation of selected 

structural options 

ADB, PAT, MOI, PMU and RHDHV 
13 

(30%) 

Findings of the structural 

assessment of the existing wharves 

(which do not comply with latest 

international guidelines); discussion 

on wharf type, pavement and 

concrete repairs - no change to 

previous options selected  
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VI. GRIEVANCE REDRESS MECHANISM 
 

A. Introduction 
 

47. In order to receive and facilitate the resolution of affected peoples’ concerns, complaints 
and grievances about the Project’s environmental and social performance, a Grievance Redress 
Mechanism (GRM) will be implemented. This mechanism will be used for addressing any 

complaints that may arise during the construction and operation of the Upgrade Project.  The 
GRM will work within existing legal and cultural frameworks. 
 
48. The purpose of the GRM is to record and address any complaints that may arise promptly 
and transparently, with no impacts (cost, discrimination) to project affected people (APs).  The 
key objectives of the GRM are to:  

(i) Record, categorize and prioritize the grievances. 
(ii) Settle grievances via consultation with stakeholders (and inform those 

stakeholders of the solutions). 
(iii) Forward any unresolved cases to the relevant authority.  

 
49. The grievance mechanism presented here has been scaled to the risks and impacts of the 

Project. It is intended to address affected people's concerns and complaints promptly, using an 
understandable and transparent process that is gender responsive, culturally appropriate, and 
readily accessible to all affected people at no cost and without retribution. The mechanism does 
not impede access to the Tonga’s judicial or administrative remedies. MOI, through the Project 
Management Unit (PMU), will inform potentially affected people about the mechanism before the 
commencement of any civil works.  
 
B. The Process 

 
50. Grievance Focal Points (GFP) will be appointed to receive complaints from potentially 
affected personnel and bring these to the attention of the Contractor. These will be designated 
individuals from within the local community. The Contractor will record the complaint in the onsite 

Complaints Register (CR) in the presence of the GFP. The GFP will discuss and agree how to 
resolve the complaint with the Contractor.  
 
51. If the Contractor does not resolve the complaint within one week, then the GFP will bring 
the complaint to the attention of the PMU Safeguard Specialist. The PMU Safeguard Specialist 
will then be responsible for coordinating with the Contractor in solving the issue. If the complaint 
is not resolved within two weeks the GFP will present the complaint to the Grievance Redress 
Committee (GRC). The GRC will be comprised of designated officials from the following 
organizations: MOI, PAT, the PMU Safeguard Specialist and a community representative.  
 
52. The GRC will have to resolve the complaint within a period of two weeks and the resolved 
complaint will be communicated back to the community. The Contractor will then record the 

complaint as resolved and closed in the ECR. In parallel, each GFP will maintain a record of the 
complaints received and will follow up on their rapid resolution. Should the measures taken by 
the GRC fail to satisfy the complainant, the aggrieved party will be free to take his/her grievance 
to the Ombudsman’s Office, and the Ombudsman’s decision will be final.   
 
53. Appropriate signage will be erected at the Construction site that provides the public with 
up to date project information, summarizing the GRM process and including contact details for 
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the GFP.  Anyone is able to lodge a complaint and the method used (in person, telephone, forms 
written in Tongan) should not inhibit any complaint being lodged. The CR should include  

(i) details of the nature of the complaint; 
(ii) the complainant’s name and their contact details;  
(iii) the date; and (in due course); and 
(iv) the corrective actions taken in response to the complaint.  

 

54. MOI will also keep track of the status of all complaints through the Monthly Environmental 
Monitoring Report submitted by the Contractor to the PMU and will ensure that they are resolved 
in a timely manner. A summary of grievances will also feature in the semi-annual safeguard 
monitoring reports to be submitted to ADB. The GRM process is outlined in Figure 12. 

 
Figure 12: Grievance Redress Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Pre-construction: 

PMU appoint GFP and ensure appropriate signage 
is in place prior to Contractor mobilisation 

Construction: 

On receipt of complaint to GFP (or the Contractor), 

Contractor (GFP) notified and complaint registered 

Construction: 

GFP and Contractor discuss and agree method of 
resolution, to be implemented by the Contractor 

Resolved 

Not resolved within one week: 

PMU notified and co-ordinates response 
with Contractor 

Resolved 
Not resolved within two weeks: 

Issue presented to GRC and action to be 
taken agreed, GFP notified 

Resolved, close and 
record outcome in CR 

Not Resolved: 

Case taken to Ombudsman for 
final decision 
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C. The ADB’s Accountability Mechanism 
 

55. In addition to the GRM, people who are, or may in the future be, adversely affected by the 
project may submit complaints via the ADB’s Accountability Mechanism. The Accountability 
Mechanism provides an independent forum and process whereby people adversely affected by 
ADB-assisted projects can voice, and seek a resolution of, their problems, as well as report 
alleged violations of ADB’s operational policies and procedures. Before submitting a complaint to 

the Accountability Mechanism affected people should make an effort, in good faith, to solve their 
problems by working with the concerned ADB operations department. Only after doing that, and 
if they are still dissatisfied, should they invoke the Accountability Mechanism. 
 

VII.  LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
56. This project will be designed, planned and implemented in adherence to the ADB 
Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) 2009 and relevant Tongan laws and regulations.  
 
A. Tongan Laws 

 
1. Land laws 

 
57. Under the Constitution of Tonga (1875), all land in the Kingdom belongs, in principle, to 
the Crown and is classified as (i) King's land, (ii) hereditary estates of members of the Royal 
Family, (iii) ancestral estates of Nobles, and (iv) Government land. The latter two categories are 
subdivided into allotments for the rest of the people of Tonga. In theory, every Tongan male over 
the age of 16 is entitled to a “tax allotment” of 3.3 ha for agriculture and a “town allotment” of 
between 758m2 and 1,618m2 for residential purposes. In practice, there is now little land available 
for distribution, particularly in the Nuku'alofa area.  
 
58. When the registered owner of an allotment dies, the allotment is inherited by the eldest 
son or another male heir. Women can only lease land or hold land in trust for their male heirs. 
The sale of land is prohibited, but land may be leased. Leases cannot be sold, except by the 

landowner. Both leases and allotments may be used to secure bank loans.  
 
59. Land acquisition in Tonga is governed by the Constitution of Tonga, as revised 1988 and 
1990, the Government Act 1988 and revised The Land Act 1988 (amended in 1991 and 1997). 
The land lease process and procedures relevant to this project are based on revised Land Lease 
Act 1988. Detailed procedures are based on the Ministry of Land’s internal policies and 
procedures that were formulated to ensure that all land transactions are in line with the governing 
Act. 
 

2. Other laws 
 

60. Other Tongan laws relevant to this DDR are listed below (in date order):  

(i) Tonga Climate Change Policy 2016 – which responds to the Tonga Strategic 
Development Framework II (TSDFII) 2015-2025 (GOT, 2015). 

(ii) Environment Management (Litter and Waste Control) Regulations 2016 – this 
provides environment, health, police and waste officers with powers to issue 
notifications or on the spot fines for poor waste management practices; such as 
dumping, burning and littering.  
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(iii) National Spatial Planning and Management Act 2012 (Act No. 7 of 2012). This Act 
establishes the requirement for the Upgrade Project to obtain a Development 
Consent – based on a Project Plan (i.e., a Concept Design). 

(iv) Environment Management Act 2010 – this established the Ministry of Environment 
(now MEIDECC) to protect and properly manage the environment and promote 
sustainable development.  

(v) EIA Regulations 2010 – these Regulations implement the EIA Act, delineating 

major development projects and the processes required for development consent.  
(vi) Waste Management Act 2005 – manages and oversees the function of the Waste 

Management Board.  
 

61. The Ministry of Lands, Environment and Climate Change and Natural Resources 
(MEIDECC) is the principal agency responsible for the management of the environment and 
administering environmental-related legislation in Tonga. It provides environmental assessments, 
reports and recommendations to the responsible Ministry, as well as being mandated under the 
EIA Act 2003 and the EIA Regulations 2010 to require environmental impact assessments and 
impose conditions on development projects within Tonga.  

B. ADB Safeguard Policies  

62. The Upgrade Project must meet the requirements of the ADB’s Safeguard Policies. These 

are operational policies that seek to avoid, minimize or mitigate (and/or compensate for) adverse 
environmental and social impacts, including protecting the rights of those likely to be affected or 
marginalized by a development.12 The goal of the policies is to promote sustainable project 
outcomes by protecting the environment and people from the potential adverse impacts of 
projects. Alongside aiming to avoid and minimize adverse effects, they aim to help borrowers to 
strengthen their safeguard systems and develop the capacity to manage environmental and social 
risks. 

63. The ADB sets out relevant policy criteria within its SPS and its internal procedural 
requirements involve the following processes:  

(i) Screening and scoping of the main issues as soon as potential projects are 
identified. This continues throughout the project cycle. 

(ii) Impact assessment, the preparation of safeguard plans summarising mitigation 

measures, monitoring programmes and proposed institutional arrangements, and 
arrangements are made to integrate the proposed safeguards into the project 
design and implementation.  

(iii) Affected people are consulted during project preparation and implementation and 
information is disclosed in a form, manner and language accessible to them. 

(iv) Safeguard plans are disclosed to the general public and the information is updated 
at various stages in the project cycle.  

 
64. The ADB policy on involuntary resettlement is Safeguard 2. It emphasizes the ADB’s 
efforts to assist developing member countries (DMCs) in pursuing sustainable and inclusive 
economic growth.  
 
65. In compliance with Safeguard 1, an IEE has been undertaken for the Upgrade Project, so 

as to ensure that potential adverse environmental impacts are identified, avoided where possible 

 

12  Asian Development Bank. 2009. Safeguards Policy Standards. Manila. 
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and managed or addressed. The objective is to ensure the environmental soundness and 
sustainability of projects and to support the integration of environmental considerations into the 
project decision-making process. To help achieve the desired outcomes, the ADB adopts eleven 
policy principles for guiding the assessment of projects that trigger environmental risks and 
impacts.  
 
66. The ADB’s safeguard policies require that both the ADB’s and the DMCs – the Kingdom 

of Tonga’s – safeguard requirements are complied with (and, in this case, the preparation of an 
EIA in line with Tongan regulations and ADB policies). The ADB’s SPS (2009) also requires that 
the borrower establish and maintain a grievance redress mechanism (GRM) and compliance with 
the World Bank Group’s Environmental, Health and Safety Guidelines for Ports, Harbors and 
Terminals (2017). The purpose of the GRM is to receive and facilitate the resolution of affected 
peoples’ concerns and grievances about the borrower’s social and environmental performance at 
the project level. The GRM should be scaled to the risks and impacts of the project. It should 
address affected people’s concerns and complaints promptly, using an understandable and 
transparent process that is gender responsive, culturally appropriate and readily accessible to all 
segments of the affected people. 

VIII. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

67. The main institutions that will be involved in the design and implementation of the Upgrade 
Project are the Ministry of Finance (MOF) as the executing agency (EA), MOI as the implementing 
agency (IA), the PMU, MEIDECC and the Contractor.  
 
68. The EA has overall responsibility for all aspects of the Project and will ensure the 
environmental management and monitoring budgets are available and utilised as necessary, as 
part of the timely implementation of the EMP. The EA, with support from the IA, will submit six 
monthly environmental monitoring reports on EMP implementation for ADB’s review.  
 

69. The IA, through the support provided by the PMU, will be responsible for day to day 
management of all technical and safeguard aspects of the Project.  
 
70. For the PMU, with oversight from the IA, this includes reviewing the Feasibility and 
Detailed Engineering Design outputs and safeguard document requirements, and the 
implementation of all plans and identified actions. The PMU will implement the Stakeholder 
Communications Strategy. The PMU will also be responsible for updating the EMP following the 
Detailed Engineering Design phase and submitting the Determination of Category of Assessment 
Form (Form 1 of Schedule 1 of the EIA Regulations 2010) and EIA in support of the Building 
Permit and Development Consent. The EIA will be submitted to MEIDECC for review and 
approval in line with the requirements of the EIA Regulations 2010. A number of the environmental 
safeguarding documents to be produced during the works should be reviewed and signed off by 

MEIDECC (e.g. a turbidity monitoring program). 
 
71. The PMU will approve the Contractors’ Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP), Stakeholder Communication Plan, and Occupational Health & Safety (H&S) Plan, as 
well as ensuring on-ground implementation of the EMP. This will be achieved via the appointment 
of a Construction Supervisor by the PMU. The Construction Supervisor will monitor the 
implementation of the EMP (and the impacts of the Upgrade Project) and undertake capacity 
building within PAT. The IA, through the PMU, will establish a system for preparing quarterly 
reports on safeguards performance monitoring, issues resolution, and corrective action plans for 
the Construction phase.  Semi-annual progress reports will be provided to ADB. 
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72. The Contractor will be required to have at least one staff member with experience in 
environmental management; an Ecological Clerk of Works. This staff member will be responsible 
for preparing plans such as the CEMP, and day to day implementation of EMP.  
 
73. No land or resettlement related impacts are predicted. Consequently, it is not predicted 
that such issues will need to be managed in the implementation of the project.  However, should 

this requirement arise, the PMU will bring this to the attention of the IA and EA, and develop an 
action plan in compliance with the ADB’s SPS and National laws. 
 

IX. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
74. The Nuku’alofa port complex is located on government-owned land, in an existing port 
facility leased to and operated by PAT. Due diligence and consultation with the Government and 
local communities has confirmed that there are no land disputes. 
 
75. The QSIW Upgrade Project will be located within the same footprint of land (above and 
below water) as the existing facilities. The addition of the proposed Wharf and berth extension to 
the south west will require a permit and the submission of a lease application, and the permit and 

lease agreement will be obtained by PAT prior to the commencement of construction and 
submitted to ADB..  The improvements to the yard and access road to QSIW will occur within the 
are aof land that is currently leased by PAT.  
 
76. There will be no additional impacts due to the Upgrade Project on land or land use and no 
extension of the easement as a result of the access road activities. There will be no impacts on 
assets or improvements to land beyond that which is leased by PAT. The Upgrade Project will 
not involve involuntary land acquisition that could result in physical and economic displacement. 
Furthermore, fishing and other non-port related activity is prohibited within the jurisdiction of the 
port, so the Project will not have an adverse effect on livelihoods. The project will not affect the 
territories or natural and cultural resources indigenous peoples own, use, occupy, or claim, as 
their ancestral domain. 

 
77. The concerns regarding cumulative impacts on livelihoods from a number of infrastructure 
projects along the waterfront will continue to be monitored by the PMU and, if necessary, a 
livelihood restoration and improvement plan will be prepared and implemented should the project 
result in cumulative impacts that hinder livelihoods. 
 
78. If there are changes during the preparation of the Detailed Engineering Design which 
require additional land or cause additional impacts, then an updated Due Diligence Report and/or 
Resettlement Plan will be prepared, if required, in compliance with ADB’s safeguard policies and 
requirements. All safeguards documents will be approved by ADB and disclosed on the ADB 
website prior to the commencement of land clearance and construction works. Semi-annual 
safeguards monitoring reports submitted to the ADB will also include details of grievances 

received and any social safeguards related matters, including any unanticipated impacts. Beyond 
the above, no future actions are required. This report includes a GRM and is accompanied by an 
IEE and a PSGA. 
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Annex 3 Involuntary Resettlement Impact Categorization Checklist 
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1. Deed of Lease 
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2. Stakeholders Consulted 

The signature sheets and meeting minutes included in the pages that follow record attendance 
at and/or the outcomes of: 
 

1. Initial Social, Poverty and Gender Consultation undertaken in March 2019 by Mosese 
Latu, ITS. 

2. A workshop held at MOI (Marine and Ports Division) to report the initial findings of the 

feasibility study in April 2019 with officials representing Customs, MAFFF (Quarantine), 
MEIDECC, MOF, MORC, PAT, Shipping Lines (CFR, Transpacific, Dateline Transpacific, 
Polynesian Shipping and PFL), RAN/Australian High Commission, a Trucking Line 
(Malappo) and TDS.   

3. A Due Diligence Options Workshop held in June 2019 run by Environment Lead Sian 
John, RHDHV.  

4. A meeting between Environment Lead Sian John meet with one of Tongatapu’s Whale 
Watch operators in June 2019. 

5. A meeting held by MOI on the Transport Project Development Facility (TPDF) G6018 
TON: Nuku’alofa Port Upgrade Project with Tongatapu 4 Council on 5th November 2019. 

6. Notes from December 2019 Mission: Design Workshops with MOI and PAT (17/12); Navy 
Consultation (17/12); visit to the Quarry (18/12); follow-up meeting with PAT (19/12); and 

consultation with the Nuku’alofa Fishing Club (19/12). 
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These notes were compiled by David Perbey following the Mission in Nuku’alofa from 16 to 20 

December 2019.   

The following meetings and workshops were held during the mission: 

- Workshop with PAT and MOI (Tuesday at 12.30 am) 

- Consultation with Navy (Tuesday at 3.00pm) 

- Meeting with Fletcher (Wednesday at 8.30am) 

- Visit of Ahononou plant (Wednesday at 11.00 am) 

- Visit of Vuna Wharf (Wednesday at 3.00 pm) 

- Meeting with PAT (Thursday at 8.30 am) 

- Visit of Royco Ready Mix Plant (Thursday at 11.00 am)  

- Consultation with Fishing Club (Thursday at 4.00pm) 

Notes from the meeting with Fletcher and the visits to Vuna Wharf and Royco Ready Mix Plant are not 

included herein, as they are not relevant to the DDR. 

Workshop MOI and PAT – 17/12 

- The workshop was organized to discuss the recommendation provided by RHDHV regarding 

Wharf 2 extension structure and type of pavement to be used in the yard. 

- MOI explained that their main criteria for Wharf extension option are: 

o Construction cost 

o Safe Operation  

o Maintenance cost 

o Safety 

Wharf 2 Extension 

- MOI raised their concerns regarding the suspended deck structure durability based on recent 

experience with QSIW Wharf 1. 

- RHDHV explained the difference with Wharf 1: 

o Wharf 1 is more exposed to wave from North-East compare to Wharf 2 extension which 

is the most sheltered location of the site. 

o Wharf 1 has a revetment and old vertical wall underneath the slab against which wave 

are crashing, projecting splashing seawater on the concrete soffit.  

o It is believed that the concrete mix used was inadequate including very porous limestone 

aggregate with low density concrete. 

- RHDHV explained that additional protection measures will be included on the extension design to 

avoid similar outcome: 

o Silane coating 
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o Imported slab element with high quality marine concrete 

o Galvanized reinforcement  

o and/or Plastic sheeting incorporated on the slab soffit. 

- PAT mention that maintenance and inspection of the Suspended deck structure could be 

undertaken from a small boat at low tide, while most of the maintenance for a sheet pile wall was 

going to be under water (large face of steel pile vs few piles) requiring commercial diver which are 

not currently available in Tonga. 

- MOI and PAT are in line with the wharf structure recommendation, as impact on operation, 

construction cost and timeframe are the lowest of all the options. 

Follow-up action:  MOI has instructed RHDHV to proceed with the Option 1 – Suspended Deck pile for 

the Detailed Design. 

Yard Pavement 

- PAT has still reservation with the Block pavers due to tyre wear and fuel consumption. 

- RHDHV explained that based on PAT financial record, the fuel consumption of reachstacker is by 

far the main operational cost. Eco-driving and use of truck-trailer should be encouraged to cost 

reduction and the type of pavement has little impact in comparison.   

- MOI explained that they tried Block pavers for the outer island ports in the past and that they 

have since reinstalled Rigid Concrete Pavement due to numerous challenges encountered in 

term of maintenance. 

- RHDHV explained that Rigid Concrete Pavement offer the best durability and require the lesser 

maintenance, however the area concerns for the QSIW yard makes this option very expensive in 

term of initial construction cost. 

- PAT explained that the Flexible Asphalt pavement installed 2-3 years are not performing well and 

is already in need of replacement due to puncture with container castings. The type of asphalt 

currently provided in Tonga in Cold-mix Asphalt which is of much lower quality than the Hot-mix 

Asphalt used for the TBU airport refurbishment. 

- RHDHV explained that the lack of plant to produce Hot-mix Asphalt will be an issue as 

mobilization of such equipment will be potentially required every 5 years, which will have a 

significant impact in term of cost. 

- MOI are currently looking into procuring such Hot-mix Asphalt plant which will allow local 

workforce to undertake refurbishment. 

Follow-up action:  MOI has instructed RHDHV to proceed with an option composed of Flexible Asphalt 

Pavement for the circulation/access and Rigid Concrete Pavement under stacking areas 

Consultation with Navy – 17/12 

- RHDHV presented the selected Layout to Paul Ryan RAN rep who has seen the previous 

Options in May. 

- They have raised no concerns with the option as most of the development is located on the 

Western side.  

- Additionally, the East Mooring Dolphin of Wharf 1 is in line with the existing shoreline (80-100m 

from Wharf 1 Eastern edge) which is not blocking access to the Channel.  

- Without providing further details, Navy confirmed that their future extension plan has no impact on 

the QSIW. 

- Further explanation was made by RHDHV regarding potential impact during construction which 

will be the noise during pilling and traffic (min impact). 

- Captain Paul Ryan is leaving his position in Tonga end of December and will be replaced in 

January.  
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Follow-up action:  Proposed development has no impact; however, it is recommended to meet and 

inform the new Navy representative in 2020. 

Visit of Ahononou Plant – 18/12 

- This quarry was previously owned by MOI but they closed it due lack of ongoing work and a 

chance in their policy toward privatization. 

- Since 2016 the quarry is leased by MOI to private operator. 

- The aggregate produced by the quarry are currently been used for the TBU runway upgrade. 

- Large rocks were produced out of the quarry for the Domestic terminal in 2016 (up to 2.0t rock).  

- Large Blocks are detached from the rock face, using dynamite which are carried by truck into a 

crusher. 

- White blocks which are denser and stronger, can be drilled to insert dynamite. Block of lesser 

quality (light brown color) too soft to be drilled and remain inside the quarry. 

- The capacity of the quarry is limited by the transport of the material to site – relying on 6 trucks. 

- Daily capacity varies between 200 to 400 m3. 

- Aggregate size delivered are 13mm to 20mm. 

- Wet season is challenge for mining and crushing as it softens the rock.  

- Rock and aggregate are to be pre-ordered prior the season or/and store under sheltered (none 

currently). The supply will not be reliable at that period of the year.  

- For previous projects in town (Domestic Terminal – 800m away from QSIW), delivery were 

organized early morning or late night to minimize impact. However, it is not anticipated that traffic 

is likely to be an issue as there is direct access to QSIW from the By-pass. 

- An alternative will consist in stock piling onsite as done for the Domestic terminal in 2016. It will 

be noted that a concrete batching plant was as well set-up for this project. 

- There is test certificate available for the aggregate regarding mechanical properties – however it 

is not likely for the chemical composition. 

- Minimal quality check is undertaken at site and crusher is relatively small.  

Follow-up action:  Further information regarding chemical testing of the aggregate should be requested. 

Meeting with PAT– 19/12 

- PAT mentioned that block pavers were not going to be adequate due to NZ quarantine rules 

imposing to store empties on concrete pavement only. 

- PAT would like to have ideally concrete pavement everywhere on the yard. However they 

understand that cost vs project budget could be an issue. 

- They therefore see the alternative of providing Flexible pavement on the access road as 

acceptable. Block pavers and/or asphalt on the whole yard area not been adequate for 

quarantine requirement reasons. 

- The key items to be covered by the project are: 

o Wharf 2 extension 

o Pavement 

o Lighting 

o Firefighting 

- Government of Tonga should be able to provide small contribution regarding Smart Port items 

such as CCTV and Fuel consumption monitoring. 

- There is local capacity for small quantity of pavers but currently only for light traffic pavement.  

- RHDHV explained that the wharf 2 could be raised by 0.75m but this would impact the seismic 

capacity of the structure.  

- PAT instructed RHDHV to not proceed with this Option. Their main concern in term of sea level 

rise concern the vessel movement during off-loading using their ship gear. 
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- RHDHV explained that Super Cone Fender using large panel extending above deck level will 

reduce this issue. The new fenders which are similar to the one used at the Vuna Wharf provide a 

much larger and overall higher contact area with the ship hull than the existing arch fenders.  

- RHDHV has proposed to install a seawall similar to the Domestic Terminal on the east side of the 

yard to minimize impact of sea-level rise as this section of the yard is the lowest but as well the 

most exposed to swell and wind waves. 

- PAT raised their concern regarding the condition of Vuna Wharf piles which shows already sign of 

corrosion 7 years after construction. 

- RHDHV explained that the steel was used as casing for the reinforced concrete column inside 

and therefore the steel was not coated or protected with jacket or anode. While this is not 

aesthetically attractive, it has no issue on the overall capacity of the piles. Wharf 2 extension will 

have coated pile, anodes and jackets provided. 

- PAT and RHDHV discussed the implication of Tsunami to the terminal. It is understood that the 

existing wharves are not designed to resist Tsunami and arguably the earthquake creating the 

Tsunami in first place will is mostly irremediably damage the wharves. 

- Based on Domestic terminal, inclusion on the design could be made for emergency operation for 

the aftermath – such as providing a generator above the substation to a higher ground level than 

the expected inundation to provide electricity at site.  

Follow-up action:  PAT has instructed RHDHV to not pursue height increase of the wharf 2. Additional 

information should be requested with MEIDECC regarding Tsunami. 

Follow-up action:  None 

Consultation with Fishing Club – 19/12 

- RHDHV presented the selected Layout to Fishing Club representative. 

- Proposed layout was received positively. 

- Fishing Club representative raised concern regarding relocation of the club.  

- RHDHV explained that the new boundaries were in line with the existing Domestic terminal and 

that the road access to the fishing club and private mooring on the Faua Breakwater will remain.  

- Further explanation was made by RHDHV regarding potential impact during construction which 

will be the noise during pilling and traffic as the ex-FISA office will be most likely used for 

contractor as site office. 

Follow-up action:  None 
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3. Involuntary Resettlement Impact Categorization Checklist     

Probable Involuntary Resettlement Effects 

 
Yes No 

Not 
Known Remarks 

Involuntary Acquisition of Land 

1.  Will there be land acquisition? 

 X  The project will involve upgrading of 

existing port facilities. These 
upgrading activities will be located on 
land owned by the Government, 
which is leased to the Port Authority 

of Tonga. An additional area will be 
established on reclaimed land, but 
this is recognized as government land 
once constructed. 

2.  Is the site for land acquisition known? 

X   The upgrading works will be located 
on the existing wharf facilities, which 
are known and are already leased by 
the Port Authority of Tonga and 

owned by the government. There will 
be no additional land acquisition. 

3.  Is the ownership status and current usage of land to be 
acquired known? 

X   The ownership status has been 
confirmed by consultants, and the 
land for the project is already used 

and leased by the Port Authority of 
Tonga for existing port activities. 

4. Will easement be utilized within an existing Right of Way 
(ROW)? 

  X The access road to the port facilities 
will be upgraded. Easement of the 
road will stay within the existing ort 

footprint.  

5. Will there be loss of shelter and residential land due to land 
acquisition? 

 X  No structures will be impacted (only 
those belonging to the Port Authority 
of Tonga). There will be no loss of 

residential land, as the area is used 
for industrial activities.  

6. Will there be loss of agricultural and other productive assets 
due to land acquisition? 

 X  The project area is not located within 
or close to an agricultural area.  

7. Will there be losses of crops, trees, and fixed assets due to 
land acquisition? 

 X  Only those already owned by the Port 
Authority or Government. The area is 

fenced off and this does not allow 
nearby residents to access the site 
due to safety reasons. 

8. Will there be loss of businesses or enterprises due to land 

acquisition? 

 X  There will be no loss of businesses or 

enterprises due to the project. 

9. Will there be loss of income sources and means of 
livelihoods due to land acquisition? 

 X  There will be no loss of income 
sources or means of livelihoods due 
to the project. 
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Involuntary restrictions on land use or on access to legally designated parks and protected areas 

10.  Will people lose access to natural resources, communal 
facilities and services? 

 X  No communal facilities or natural 
resources will be affected by the 
project. The upgrading works will not 

extend to beach or shoreline areas 
used by communities. 

11.  If land use is changed, will it have an adverse impact on 
social and economic activities? 

 X  Land use will not change. 

12.  Will access to land and resources owned communally or 
by the state be restricted? 

 X  The land to be used by the project is 
already owned by the Government. 

Information on Displaced Persons: 

 

Any estimate of the likely number of persons that will be displaced by the Project?             [  ]   No       [ X ]   Yes    

If yes, approximately how many?       There will be no people displaced by the project. 

 

Are any of them poor, female-heads of households, or vulnerable to poverty risks?            [ X ]   No       [  ]   Yes 

Are any displaced persons from indigenous or ethnic minority groups?                                [ X ]   No       [  ]   Yes    

 


