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National Conservation Council
General Meeting
(GT Library, 27 February 2019, 2pm)

AGENDA
1. Call to Order
a. Attendees, Apologies, Quorum
b. Declaration of Interests
2. Confirmation of Minutes of 27 June 2018 (WP-01)
3. Matters Arising From Previous Meetings
4. Committees
a. DoE Consultations & Licencing Report
i. WP-02 Permits & Seizures Report
ii. WP-03 s41 Consultation Reports
b. Climate Change Committee
c. Public Education & Outreach
5. New Matters
a. WP-04 Licencing Requirement Waiver
b. WP-05 Change of Gamebirds Season
c. WP-06 Ratification of Kaibo EPF Decision
d. WP-07 Listing Land Crabs as Protected Species
e. WP-08 Protected Areas Nomination Consultation Report 2018
f. WP-09 Mangrove SCP Consultation Report
g. WP-10 Oxitec Updated ISO Certificates
h. WP-11 Ratification of Grouper EPF Funds
i. Guidance Notes for Consultation & Drafting on Proper Handling of Stingrays and Starfish
i. WP-12 Guidance Note on Handling of Stingrays
1. WP-12b Stingray Handling Background
ii. WP-13 Guidance Note on Handling of Starfish
6. Next Meeting
a. June 19 (GAB 1038) 2pm
b. Sept. 11 (GAB 1038) 2pm
c. Dec 4 (GAB 1038) 2pm
7. Any Other Business
8. Adjournment
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9. Attendance Appendix

Council Member

27 Feb.
2019

Representation

Franklin Thompson
Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie
Dominic Williams
Edward Chisholm
Pedro Lazzari
Nadia Hardie
Patricia Bradley
Fred Burton
Adrian Estwick
Haroon Pandohie
Colleen Stoetzel
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin

Chairperson;
East End and Sustainable Development
West Bay and Marine Conservation
George Town and Sustainable Development & Climate Change
Bodden Town
North Side
Sister Islands
National Trust for the Cayman Islands
Avifauna & Biodiversity
Terrestrial Biodiversity
Director of Agriculture
Director of Planning
Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Director of Environment
DoE Deputy, Research

John Bothwell

Secretary

McFarlane Conolly
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National Conservation Council
General Meeting
(GAB 2024, 27 June 2018, 1pm)

DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order
a. A quorum being present (see appendixes) the meeting came to order at 1:13pm.
Wallace Platts was selected as chairman.
b. No interests were declared.
2. The minutes of the general meeting of 14 March 2018 were reviewed and confirmed.
a. Confirmation moved by Patricia Bradley, seconded by McFarlane Conolly, and approved
unanimously.
3. Matters Arising from the Minutes
a. Council noted that the Annual Report was sent to the Ministry on 17 April 2018 for the
Minister’s onward transmittal to Cabinet.
4. Committees
a. DoE presented the Licencing & Consultations Reports for the first quarter, 2018.
i. Council noted the plant studies in particular.
ii. DoA & DoE are working towards future approved/banned species import lists.
b. DoE Public Education & Outreach – Nothing Significant to Report
c. DoE Invasive Species – Nothing Significant to Report
d. DoE Protected Areas – Nothing Significant to Report
e. Climate Change Committee – Nothing Significant to Report
5. Matters Arising at this Meeting
a. Confirmation of Decisions
i. DoE presented the Motion to Confirm the Maurice Bloom Bodden Town Quarry
Decision taken via Correspondence.
1. Department of Planning informed the Council that the application had been
adjourned due to objections from the public. Particularly the need for aggregate
demand & supply information for the CPA to base decisions on.
2. It was noted that without a Development Plan there was no way to gauge
demand. That the lack of excavation reports to Planning from existing quarries
makes gauging current use, and possible remaining supply, difficult. That any
new aggregate study to assess supply & demand and source options would need
to include all 3 Cayman Islands.
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3. Approval of the motion was moved by McFarlane Conolly and seconded by
Patricia Bradley. It was approved with 5 votes in favour, no objections and 2
abstentions.
ii. DoE presented the Motion to Confirm the 2018 Protected Areas Nominations
Public Consultation.
1. Public response has been slow so far but more advertising will be forthcoming.
2. Approval of the motion was moved by Patricia Bradley and seconded by
McFarlane Conolly. It was approved unanimously. (7 votes in favour, no
objections, no abstentions.)
iii. DoE presented the Motion to Confirm the Crymble Events Site Decision taken via
Correspondence.
1. After discussion the motion to approve was moved by McFarlane Conolly and
seconded by Patricia Bradley. It was approved with 5 votes in favour, no
objections and 2 abstentions.
2. Discussion
a. The need for greater clarity on when opinions will no longer be received by
the CPA and sustained effort by the DoE and Council to meet these
deadlines was recognised.
b. There was concern that legally the CPA must take Council advice into
account and that late submission may not be a suitable defence if the CPA
were challenged. Though recognising that decisions cannot be unduly
delayed. It may be that Council will have to formally notify Planning when
additional time is needed to produce and consider full screening opinions
rather than using informal communications and best efforts to meet
timelines designed for less impactful applications.
c. Clarification is needed on whether land clearing is a part of or separate
from other applications/permissions.
d. Council decided that, going forwards, decisions by correspondence should
be treated as ‘negative resolutions’ whereby lack of response by the close
of the decision period would imply agreement with the proposal. With the
decision period set to allow time for DoE to respond to Planning on the
Council’s behalf, within the requisite timelines. Alternately Planning would
be informed in a timely manner if additional consultation time were
required, for example when additional information is sought, or meetings
with the proponent occur – as occurred with the Crymble proposal – in
order to provide informed advice to the CPA.
e. Council noted that it was disappointed in the CPA decision not to accept its
advice even though received several days before the CPA meeting and
requested Planning provide notification in the future if input is not (or is)
received in time and will not (or will) be considered by the CPA.
f. Council was concerned that their conditions were not taken up and the
lack of clarity regarding permission for previous clearing and filling of the
site. Council requested the Department of Environment to work towards
resolution of these issues in this case, if possible.
b. DoE presented the Motion to Publish the Mangrove Conservation Plan for Public
Consultation
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i. It was noted that the 28 day public consultation period is a minimum time after
public advertisement of the Plan.
ii. Council requested that the consultation be supported by public education and
outreach as there was information in the proposed plan it would be valuable for
the public to know.
iii. Approval of the Motion was moved by Patricia Bradley and seconded by Adrian
Estwick. It was approved with 6 votes in favour, none against, and 1 abstention.
6. Next Meeting
a. It was noted that the next General Meeting is scheduled for 19 September 2018, at 1pm
in GAB 2024 (in Grand Cayman).
7. Any Other Business
a. DoE proposed a Protected Area Nomination in the Central Mangrove Wetland.
i. Two Central Mangrove Wetland parcels are newly available for protection. One
parcel was previously nominated and has now come in to 9/10th Crown ownership.
The second parcel is under sale agreement for development as a quarry but the seller
and developer are now interested in changing that to a sale for conservation.
ii. DoE proposed that Council consider these nominations, pending confirmation that
they meet the screening criteria for land for acquisition. (The Central Mangrove
Wetland has previously been assessed by the Council as land that is suitable for
conservation and of high rank among areas previously considered for acquisition as
Protected Areas.)
iii. Council noted that the second site is in an area which the Aggregate Advisory
Committee has historically not recommended quarries be approved for logistical,
geologic and conservation reasons. Therefore it is possible that the proposed use of
the land would not be approved. While this makes subsequent residential
development approval the most likely eventual use of this land even that approval is
not guaranteed, nor is the logistical, geologic and financial suitability of the land for
residential development clear. This makes acquisition for conservation purposes
possibly the highest public value use of this land.
iv. It was agreed that considering the nominations separate from the standard
nomination periods was only a change in the Council’s internal systems and would
still meet the legal requirements set out in the National Conservation Law.
v. Council agreed in principle to consider these two nominations. DoE would conduct
the assessments and prepare the formal nominations for Council consideration.
b. Council noted that the 2018 Protected Area Nominations Period is now open (15 June to
15 September) and will be advertised during the nomination period.
8. Adjournment
a. There being no other business the meeting adjourned at 2:25pm.

WP-01 2019-02-27
2018-06-27 NCC Minutes v1
9. Attendance Appendix

Council Member

27 June
2018

Representation

Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie
McFarlane Conolly
Wallace Platts
Nadia Hardie
Patricia Bradley
Fred Burton
Adrian Estwick
Haroon Pandohie
Colleen Stoetzel
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin

Apologies
Present
Present
Apologies
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Apologies

Bodden Town
West Bay
George Town and Sustainable Development & Climate Change
East End and Sustainable Development
North Side
Sister Islands and Terrestrial Biodiversity
National Trust for the Cayman Islands
Avifauna & Biodiversity
Terrestrial Biodiversity
Director of Agriculture
Director of Planning
Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Director of Environment
DoE Deputy, Research

John Bothwell

Present

Secretary
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Permits & Seizures Report

Delegated Licencing & Permitting,
2nd, 3rd & 4th Quarters 2018
Licencing Report, April - June 2018
Activity
Quantity
Aquatic and Marine Species Import Advice 4 Reviews, 226 species approvals, 18 species
denials *
Terrestrial Plant Species
2 Import Request, 3 species approved (global
distribution): Nymphaea Hybrids (water lily’s)
& Trametes versicolor (bag of fungus
(mushroom rhizomes) for gardening)
CITES Recommendations
3 – Cayman Turtle Centre turtle & parrot
samples for veterinary analysis
Wildlife Interaction Zone Boat Permits
3 New, 6 Renewal
Spear Gun Licence Renewals
12
Fish Pots
5
Lionfish Culling Permits
26
Lionfish Spear Permits
5 renewals
Non-NCL Permits
9 **
* Species receive independent approval or denial with each import request.
* Species not recommended for import:
Five saltwater fish: Holocanthus ciliaris, Pomacanthus paru, Thalassoma lucasanum, &
Thalassoma duperrey, Coris gaimard, & Plectranthias inermis.
Seven freshwater fish: Aulonocara “rubescens”, Scienochromis ahli (two import
requests), Dimidiochromis compressiceps, Geophagus "pindare", Dimidiochromis strigatus,
Altolamprologus calvus.
One freshwater amphibian: an axolotl (Ambystoma mexicanum).
One freshwater invertebrate: Yamato shrimp (Cardina japonica).
Two freshwater plants: Red Tiger Lotus (Nymphaea zenkeri) (two import requests) &
Alternanthera reineckii.
** CCMI: use of a net to take chubs, Coral Nursery Site, Coral Outplants, Annual General (no
protected species or areas) Permit
** Visual Coral Reef Assessment; Seagrass Sediment Cores (small) for mollusc shells; SIRI
nesting; Invertebrates and their habitats in the Cayman Islands; Reptile evolution (see Flicker)
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Licencing Report, July - December 2018
Activity
Aquatic and Marine
Species Import Advice
Terrestrial Animal
Species
Terrestrial Plant
Species
Seine Nets
Fish Pots
Turtles
Protected Species
Permits
Non-NCL Permits

Quantity
7 Reviews, 323 Species Approved, 32 species Disapproved *
1 Review for ducks, 3 species approved, 1 disapproved as invasive in
Florida.
1 Permit for keeping rescue birds.
1 Review – Native species no longer approved for commercial
export.
1 Review – Approved exchange between botanic parks.
1
13
2 Persons Relicensed (3 total for 2018)
14 Approved, 3 Disapproved **
10 Approved ***

* Species receive independent approval or denial with each import request.
* Species not recommended for import:
Saltwater Fish: Thalassoma newtoni, Meiacanthus atrodorsalis, Pholidichthys leucotaenia, Oxycirrhites
typus, Paracirrhites forsteri, Pterapogon kauderni, Forcipiger flavissimus, & Heniochus acuminatus,
Holocanthus bermudensis, Gibiodon atrangulatus, Thallasoma lucasanum, Coris gaimard, Halichoeres
hortulanus, Halichoeres melanurus.
freshwater fish: Sciaenochromis ahli, Aulonocara "rubescens", Nimbochromis livingstoni, Nandopsis
festae, Ctenopoma acuitostre, Sciaenochromis ahli & Thalassoma lunare, Misgurnus
anguillicaudatus, Pseudoplatystoma fasciatum, Pimelodus pictus, & Myleus schomburgkii.
Ecosphere with live shrimp.
Freshwater plants: Ceratophyllum demersum, Myriophyllum scabratum, Alternanthera reineckii, Rotala
rotundifolia & Nymphaea “zenkeri”.
** Permits Approved: CCMI Nursery Coral Spawn; removal of bats from home of immunocompromised
child; CCMI coral nursery spawn; Consolea from Brac to QEIIBP; CCMI juvenile needlefish, etc.; Anolis
Lizard phylogenetic studies; CCMI Acropora mucus (some from a named protected area for comparison);
Black Sea Rod Collection (Barkers Replenishment Zone); Investigation of mosquito spp. that host seek
on the Blue Iguana; take of conch & lobster out of season for promotional filming; DoE Rescue Birds
(parrots); GHOF Stingrays (2019-2020) including WIZes & Replenishment Zones in the North Sound;
CCMI Flying Fish under their general permit; CCMI Chubs on Grand Cayman (<8” if necessary, including
in Replenishment Zones); Transportation of Injured Brac Parrot for veterinary treatment
** Permits Disapproved: CCMI Wild Coral Spawn; CCMI Wild Coral Spawn; rare coral sampling for
genetic connectivity; Commercial Export of 22 Native Plants
*** Non-NCL Permits: Capture & release of lizards tracking how fast they move into open territory;
Export fish samples (non-protected species, from fishermen); export algae samples; Killer Pillar Coral
Nursery; Turtle Picture Identification (no interaction, no take, no NCL Permit); QEIIBP exporting palm
seeds (not NCL-1 or CITES listed); native plants export (not NCL-1 or CITES listed); data sharing
agreement for Vaughn Bodden; Native plant export QEIIBP/Kew; spotting iguanas & cats with drones
(infrared) on Little Cayman
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Specimen Seizure Record,
1st Quarter (1 January – 31 March) 2018
Officer

Date

Specimen
Type

Amount

Action

Disposal

Edwards /
Bush

19 Jan 2018

Conch

55

Charged

To Pines

Ladley /
Mackay

29 Jan 2018

Conch

43

2 males
evaded (bag
found)

To Pines

Dougall /
Mackay /
Ladley

29 Jan 2018

Lobster

3

Mackay

5 Feb 2018

Spear gun

1 (hook
stick)

Warned
Juvenile

2 released
alive, 1
disposed of
to sea
Destroyed at
DoE

Edwards /
Orr

8 March
2018

Conch

23

Charged

To Pines

Mackay /
Edwards /
Orr

8 March
2018

Conch /
(Spear gun)

28 / 1 (hook
stick)

Charged

Meals on
Wheels
(Retained for
Evidence)

Mackay /
Ladley

25 March
2018

Conch

28

Charged

To Pines

Incident Report Totals
(Note: Incident Reports (Criminal) are only generated when subjects are “Warned / Warned for
Intended Prosecution” / Arrested”. Include incidences where no seizure occurred (no seizure
report, above).)
Month

Criminal

January
February
March

6
4
7

Coastal
Works
3
2
3

Animal
Rescue
1
0
1

Oils Spill
0
0
0

Search &
Rescue
2
1
2
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2nd Quarter (1 April – 30 June) 2018
Date

Specimen
Type

Ladley / Orr

9 April 2018

Conch /
Lobster

12 / 3

Ladley /
Mackay

9 April 2018

Spear gun

1 (pole
spear)

Edwards

8 May 2018

Lobster

4

Dougall

3 June 2018

Conch

3

Dougall

8 June 2018

Spear gun

1

Bush /
Dougall

20 June 2018

Spear guns

2

Officer

Amount

Action
Sentenced
100hrs
Community
Service
Warned for
Intended
Prosecution
Sentenced
$150 fine +
community
service
Juveniles
Warned
3 Males
Warned for
Intended
Prosecution
Males Not
Found

Disposal
To Pines

Destroyed

To Pines
Returned to
Sea Alive
Held as
Evidence
Destroyed

Incident Report Totals
(Note: Incident Reports (Criminal) are only generated when subjects are “Warned / Warned for
Intended Prosecution” / Arrested”. Include incidences where no seizure occurred (no seizure
report, above).)
Month

Criminal

Coastal
Works
2
0
2

Animal
Rescue
0
0
1

Oils Spill

Search &
Rescue
2
1
0

April
25
0
May
7
0
June
12
3
Notes:
 2 April 2018, Officer Mackay on WaveRunner patrol
o 5 boats, 3 WaveRunners stopped and warned for speeding in the Environmental
Zone
o Several vessels warned for various Wildlife Interaction Zones infractions
 6 vessels stopped and warned for speeding in the Environmental Zone, 8 April 2018,
Officer Mackay on WaveRunner patrol
 Blue iguana rescued in road by Conservation Officer Dougall and taken to Blue Iguana
Recovery Programme for safety
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3nd Quarter 2018
3rd Quarter (July, August, September) 2018
Officer

Date

Specimen Type
Spear Gun
(Hawaiian Sling)

Amount

Dougall

8/8/18

Dougall &
Bush

31/7/18

Spear Gun
(Hawaiian Sling)

2

Dougall

26/7/18

Conch

19
(out of season)

Edwards

13/9/18

Conch

8

Edwards

16/9/18

Whelk

Large Bag
(approx. 3 gal)

Edwards

6/9/18

Spear Gun
(hook stick)

1

1

Action
Warned, two
juveniles
Warned
Intended
Prosecution
Arrested,
Court
Warned
Intended
Prosecution
Warned
Intended
Prosecution;
Drugs Arrest
Warned (no
marine life)

Disposal
In DoE
Lockup
In DoE
Lockup
Pines
Pines

Released
Back to Sea
Destroyed

Orr

2/6/18

Spear Gun
Fish

2
3

Warned
(Juveniles)

Destroyed
spear guns,
Disposed of
fish back to
sea

Orr &
Bush

17/8/18

Fish Pots
(unlicensed)

4

Recovered
from North
West Point

Destroyed

Incident Report Totals
(Note: Incident Reports (Criminal) are only generated when subjects are “Warned / Warned for
Intended Prosecution” / Arrested”. Include incidences where no seizure occurred (no seizure
report, above).)
Month

Criminal

July
August
September

5
3
6

Coastal
Works
3
2
2

Animal
Rescue
1
1
1

Oils Spill
1
0
0

Search &
Rescue
1
2
0
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4th Quarter (Oct/Nov/Dec) 2018
Specimen
Type
Fish
spear gun

Officer

Date

Amount

Action

Disposal

Orr & Ladley

9 / 10 / 2018

4
1

Convicted
($250 Fine)
Suspect
Escaped
File to DPP
(out of season)

Pines
Destroyed
Released Alive
(Protected Area)

Orr

25/10/2018

Lobster

2

Edwards

27/10/2018

Conch

6

Pines

Incident Report Totals
(Note: Incident Reports (Criminal) are only generated when subjects are “Warned / Warned for
Intended Prosecution” / Arrested”. Include incidences where no seizure occurred (no seizure
report, above).)
Month

Criminal

Oct. – Dec.

7

Coastal
Works
8

Animal
Rescue
3

Oils Spill
2

Search &
Rescue
2
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WP-03: Section 41 Consultation Recommendations, Apr - Dec 2018

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total
%

Coastal
Works
Application
Review
2
0
3
1
1
4
3
0
2
3
0
3
22
5%

Comments
to Min.
Env. Or
Other
Agency
0
0
1
3
2
8
0
1
0
2
1
1
19
4%

Planning
Application
Review
29
27
24
27
43
25
32
28
48
56
41
41
421
91%

Total
31
27
28
31
46
37
35
29
50
61
42
45
462
100%

Deny
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
1
1
0
1
6
1.3%

EIA
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0.2%

Approve,
etc.
31
27
28
31
46
33
35
29
49
60
42
44
455
98.5%

June – denial of three applications recommended
1. Planning Application: clearing of 28.2 acres of primary seasonally flooded mangrove forest.
Large scale speculative clearing should be denied. Highlighted the ecological value of wetlands
including biodiversity, storage of surface water, ability to improve water quality and use as a
carbon sink.
2. Planning Application: An after the fact Pool Deck (20' by 52ft -8 3/4 in). Whilst a precedent for
reduced setbacks appears to have been established by the applicant’s residence and
neighbouring developments, new development (including ancillary structures) should be based
upon extant conditions and presiding regulations at the time of the application; it is no longer
considered acceptable to reduce coastal setbacks, particularly on vulnerable coastlines which
are prone to coastal erosion. DOE recommends that the deck should ideally be removed.
However, if the CPA is minded to grant permission, then a section of the deck should be
removed to ensure that it is in no further seaward than the pool.
3. Coastal Works: 122ft long T shaped dock with 12ft 4in by 70ft end section with cabana for water
sport company boat access to Rum Point Club. Proposed dock is located within the Rum Point
Marine Park Zone and on a coastline where there are currently no other docks. The beach on
this parcel is also a turtle nesting beach and construction impacts to the seagrass beds would be
significant. The proposed dock might also conflict with the Port authority of the Cayman Islands
Watersports Zone. Many public objections were raised regarding the proposal.
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4. Additionally one request for advice regarding a road extension was identical to a proposal
previously submitted by the then Ministry PLAHI which was screened in April 2017 and
determined that an EIA is required. The Screening Opinion was re-sent to the now Ministry CPI.
September: DoE does not support any wholescale or speculative clearing of the site. Land clearing
should only take place once development is imminent. Thus the DoE does not support further clearing
of the site until there is an application for development, which should be the subject of a separate
consultation with the National Conservation Council.
October: "The Department strongly recommends that no variance be given for the coastal setbacks.
The <building> shall not be located further seaward than the built structures on the adjacent
properties. Any sand that is excavated during the construction of the building should be retained on
site. If there is an excessive quantity of sand that cannot be accommodated on the site, and the
applicant would like to move such sand offsite, it should be the subject of a separate consultation."
Dec: Redacted as not yet reviewed by authorising entity.
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WP-04 Licencing Requirement Waiver
Recalling That:i) The National Conservation Council (Licence and Permit) Directives, 2016, are
made in accordance with the powers conferred to the National Conservation
Council by section 3(12) of the National Conservation Law, 2013.
ii) At its General Meeting of 18 October 2017 The National Conservation Council
resolved, pending legal consultation, that on an application, for a licence or a
permit under sections 20 or 22 of the Law to which the National Conservation
Council (Licence and Permit) Directives, 2016 apply, by a person falling within one
or more of the following categories, he or she may be exempted from the
requirement to produce a police clearance certificate.
a.
b.
c.
d.

Active Police Officers
Active permanent Department of Environment staff
Active temporary Department of Environment staff, volunteers or interns
Past Department of Environment staff known to the Department to still be
of good character
e. Conservation Wardens
Noting That:iii) Subsequent legal advice has been received that a change to the Directives should
be enacted in order to give effect to the exemption.
It Is Hereby Resolved That:In accordance with the powers conferred by section 3(12) of the National
Conservation Law, 2013, the National Conservation Council makes the following
changes to the National Conservation Council (Licence and Permit) Directives, 2016.
Insert at sections 6(2), 15(2), and 20(3), the following new subclause (a)
(a)
is an active Police Officer, active permanent Department of Environment
staff, active temporary Department of Environment staff, volunteer or intern, past
Department of Environment staff known to the Department to still be of good character,
active Conservation Warden; or if not
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WP-05 Public Petition to Change the Season for Gamebirds
Noting That:A) The National Conservation (General) Regulations, 2016, section 9, sets out the
regulations – open seasons and possession limits – for certain terrestrial species,
namely the gamebirds blue-winged teal (Anas discors) and white-winged dove (Zenaida
asiatica);
B) A group of Caymanian hunters has proposed with cogent reasons a change to the open
seasons for these two gamebirds (attached);
C) The proposed changes are
a. white-winged dove (Zenaida asiatica) the months of August and September
b. blue-winged teal (Anas discors) the months of October, November and December
D) While the National Conservation Law, 2013, does not have a method for the
consideration of Regulations for the management of species it does have a method,
section 17, for the consideration of conservation plans for the management of species,
which could be applied to this request from the public.
It Is Hereby Resolved That:(1) The Council accept for public consultation similar to the process set out in section 17 of
the Law the proposed changes to the gamebird seasons as follows:
a. white-winged dove (Zenaida asiatica) the months of August and September
b. blue-winged teal (Anas discors) the months of October, November and December
It Is Hereby Further Resolved That:(2) The Council shall publish notice of the proposal to vary the gamebird season in at least
two issues of a public newspaper circulating in the Islands in each of two consecutive
weeks and the notice shalla. Set out the proposed open seasons: white-winged dove (Zenaida asiatica) the
months of August and September, blue-winged teal (Anas discors) the months of
October, November and December
b. state the address to which written objections or representations with regard to the
proposal should be sent.
(3) The Council shall take into account any written objections or representations with regard
to the proposal received within twenty-eight days of the date of the latest notice, or such
longer period as may be stated in the advertisements, and may make such
amendments to the proposals as it thinks fit in the light of such objections or
representations.
(4) The Council shall submit the proposal, together with copies of all the written objections
and representations received, to the Ministry for the approval of the Cabinet.
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WP-06: Motion to Ratify Kaibo Decision
Recalling that on 24 July 2018 the Ministry of Commerce Planning and Infrastructure (CPI)
requested the National Conservation Councils comments for inclusion in Cabinet’s deliberations
on a proposal to address coastal erosion at the Kaibo public beach.
Recalling from CPI that “The initial project scope of the Stabilized Beach Improvement
includes:
1. The project design as laid out in the attached Oslen Associates Inc. Report and the
Conceptual Plan of Shoreline Improvement document.
2. The recovery and repurpose of the significant sand shoal/spit resource along the
southwest Rum Point shoreline for beneficial use as beach improvements, specifically
including improvements to the Kaibo Public Beach shoreline. Potential excavation
plans would maintain historical, pre-shoal beach conditions and stability along the
subject shoreline. Please refer to the attached memorandum date the 18 July 2018 on
subject of the Kaibo Public Beach and the Rum Point Sand Shoal.
3. The project being funded through the EPF. The cost scope has not yet been produced
for this project but even if the sand refurbishment was to come from the Rum Point
sand spit there would be significant costs to move it across to Kaibo and store the rest
at a suitable location. As a very preliminary estimate the project should cost less than
CI 1 million dollars if the sand is sourced from the spit.”
Noting (1) the Kaibo Coastal Engineering Assessment of the Kaibo Concept Plan Drawings,
attached hereto, proposed to address the erosion in the Kaibo public beach area.
Noting that on 18 July 2018 under delegated authority from the National Conservation Council
(Section 3 (13) of the National Conservation Law, 2013) the Department of Environment offered
technical advice to CPI (attached hereto). Including on the use of the Rum Point sand shoal to
replenish the Kaibo pubic beach.
Recalling that as part of its preparatory workgroup sessions prior to this General Meeting the
National Conservation Council reached a consensus that in the interests of time the Department
of Environment should communicate the Council’s opinion regarding funding this project
through the EPF.
It Is Hereby Resolved That the Council opinion communicated by the Department of
Environment approving the CPI proposal (attached hereto) is Ratified.
Mover:
Seconder:
Votes: For (

),

Against (

),

Abstain (

)
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KAIBO PUBLIC BEACH PARK
CAYMAN ISLANDS
Coastal Engineering Assessment and
Recommendations for Shoreline Improvements

June 25, 2018
Kevin R. Bodge, PhD, PE
Olsen Associates, Inc.

Overview. The following report summarizes a coastal engineering assessment of
shoreline conditions and recommendations for shoreline improvements at Kaibo Public Beach
Park, Cayman Islands, pursuant to the author’s field investigation on 29-30 May 2018. The
investigation included reconnaissance level surveys of the shore, beach and seabed conditions,
along with review of ambient oceanographic conditions, park use, historical shoreline behavior,
and development of schematic-level recommendations for potential shoreline improvements.
Drawings that depict the existing conditions and proposed recommended improvements are
attached and additionally included below.
Site Location and Description. Kaibo Beach Park is located on the north shore of
Grand Cayman within the Sound on the leeward side of the north coast (Figure 1). The Park
includes about 860-ft of shorefront, of which about 90-ft includes a boat ramp with 40-ft long
small boat dock at the Park’s northwestern end. The remainder of the shorefront features an
eroded embankment with narrow and shallow sandy, gravelly beaches (Figure 2). The beaches
mostly occur in pockets between outcrops of casuarina trees and roots that overhang the sea from
the eroding upland, including some outcrops of red mangrove on the eastern shore. The
nearshore seabed is shallow: comprised of a mostly firm sand seabed with scattered seagrass and
algae within about 70 feet of the mid-tide shoreline, gently-sloped and less than 2.5- to 3.0-ft
deep at low tide. Beyond this depth and distance (excepting the south tip of the Park, where the
shallow seabed extends over 120-ft from shore), the seabed features dense seagrass, softer sand,
and it drops off to greater depths where the seabed has been previously dredged. The elevations,
nearshore depths, and shoreline/embankment locations illustrated in Figure 2 are derived from
limited wading and shorefront surveys conducted by the author during the May 2018 site visit.
There are seven wooden cabana structures along the shoreline, at least five of which are
located within several feet of the eroded upland embankment -- and threatened by near-term
erosion. The upland is flat and low – mostly about +3 ft or less above mean low water, and
generally about +1 ft above highest typical tide levels. The Beach Park is a popular and unique
destination, with public facilities, and my understanding is that it is a particularly popular
destination on holidays for general recreation, bathing, and camping.
Representative
photographs of the site are included as Figure 3, following pages.
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Figure 1: Location map of Kaibo Public Beach Park, Grand Cayman Island (yellow circle).

Figure 2: Existing conditions. Blue line = approximate mid-tide shoreline. Red line = edge of upland.
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Figure 3: Kaibo Beach Park existing conditions, from
northeast shoreline (top) to the south shoreline and south tip
(bottom). Continued next page.
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Figure 3, continued:
Kaibo Beach Park existing
conditions, west shore (top) through
dock & boat ramp at northwest shore
(left). The Kaibo Yacht Club is
beyond and west of the Park (below).

Along the east side of the Park, the adjacent shoreline to the north is residential with
marginal or no sand beaches. Along the west side of the Park, the adjacent shoreline to the north
(Kaibo Yacht Club, Phase 2) features a wide, flat sand beach with a fuel dock (mostly at/above
the shoreline) and a 270-ft long boat dock/marina.
It is my understanding that the boat docks along the northwest edge of Kaibo Beach Park
and the adjacent Kaibo Yacht Club embayment must be dredged fairly frequently, because they
shoal with sand. It is not clear where the dredged sand is placed, but it does not necessarily
appear to be placed back along Kaibo Beach Park.
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Coastal/Oceanographic Setting. Tides at the site are mixed semi-diurnal with nominal
published mean range of only about 1 ft. However, astronomical tide levels during the year vary,
including by season. Approximate tidal levels derived from the published astronomical values
for Grand Cayman for 2018, relative to “Chart
Cayman Islands - Predicted Tides (2018) - Feet
Datum” (approximate Mean Low Water), are listed
below. Figure 4 illustrates the variation in the HAT
1.8 Highest Astronomical Tide
HW
Springs
1.7 High Water Springs
predicted tide levels throughout 2018.

Figure 4: Predicted tide levels – 2018 (below).

MHHW
MHW
MTL
MLW
MLLW
LW Springs
LAT

1.3
1.0
0.5
0.0
-0.3
-0.7
-0.8

Mean Higher High Water
Mean High Water
Mean Tide Level
Mean Low Water
Mean Lower Low Water
Low Water Springs
Lowest Astronomical Tide

The site is sheltered from ocean waves by the north shore’s bounding reef and the Park’s
leeward, south-facing location, tucked out of the reach of dominant north and northeast ocean
swell. The site’s greatest exposure is a 6+ mile fetch across the shallow Sound that faces the
Park’s south and southwest shoreline; however, this is a mostly infrequent and short-duration
point of wind. The fetch toward the east is only ½-mile; but the dominant winds are from the
east (northeast through east-southeast), and so the principal energy appears to be focused upon
the east shoreline, albeit persistent local wind chop. Littoral drift is apparently southward along
the east shore, then pushed westward and wrapped along the ‘bottom’ of the Park, then
northward up the western shore – where the sand deposits along the Park’s dock and into the
beach embayment beyond the Park.
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The existing sand along the Kaibo Park beach (in those infrequent locations where there
is mostly sand without rubble) features a mean grain size of 0.36 mm along the intertidal
shoreline, and it is principally carbonate. Not surprisingly, this sand is similar to – and actually
falls between – the intertidal beach and the upper berm along the sandy beach of the Kaibo Yacht
Club, as sampled immediately adjacent (“downdrift”) of the Park. The mean grain size of these
‘native’ samples is 0.40 mm (intertidal) and 0.27 mm (berm). Figure 5 compares the grain size
distribution of these beach sand samples, collected and analyzed from the May 2018 site visit.
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Figure 5: Grain size distribution of ‘native’ beach at Kaibo Beach Park and adjacent Yacht Club.

The upland of the Park is generally flat and low. Rough hand-level measurements
suggested an upland elevation of only about +2.5 to +3.0 feet above MLW. If so, this is only
about 1-ft above the highest normal tides of the year (see Figure 4, previous page). As such,
with some wind set-up and/or waves, and particularly with king tides and/or after rain showers, it
is evident that the site is subject to flooding.
Shoreline History. The Park land was created by dredging of the ambient shallow
seabed circa 1973-74. The dredge spoil was deposited to create the existing landforms at and
adjacent to the Park known as Water Cay. All of these are artificial landforms. As such, all are
subject to erosion. The Kaibo Beach Park shoreline has eroded significantly since its creation in
the 1970’s, according to shoreline map data provided by the Department of Environment,
Environmental Management Unit. Figure 6 compares the existing (May-June 2018) and
historical shoreline locations (1994, 2013).
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Figure 6: Comparison of shoreline locations 1994 – 2013 – 2018.

WP-06 NCC 2019-02-27 GM
Motion to Ratify Kaibo Decision

In Figure 6, the slight differences between the “May 2018” mid-tide shoreline (blue) and
the “2018” shoreline (purple) are due to differences in the mapping. The former was roughly
mapped by the author with hand-held GPS (±5 ft accuracy) walking along the still water
shoreline at approximate mid-tide. The latter was mapped from June 2018 drone imagery by
tracing the apparent shoreline location. Particularly where there is no tree canopy (which
obscures the shoreline view), the locations of the two shoreline mappings are very close.
The historical data indicate that the Kaibo Beach Park shoreline has eroded by between
about 20 and 65 feet – or about 42 feet on average – from 1994 to 2018. That equates to about
1.75 feet per year, on average, though the initial rate was probably much greater. Likewise, the
shoreline has eroded by about 10 feet during the last 5 years – from 2013 to 2018. That similarly
equates to about 2 feet per year. The recent rate of erosion (and the extent of shoreline retreat)
would probably be much greater – except that it appears that some of the erosion has been
ameliorated by the placement of gravel and other non-beach compatible sediment along the base
of the shoreline. As such, much of the existing shoreface – particularly along the east and
southeast shoreline – is comprised of rubble and gravelly sand. Casaurina (and two red
mangrove) trees and root systems are holding much of the upland bluff in place, but these trees
are subject to near-term undercutting and erosion.
The vertical height of the Park’s beach profile is about 5-feet (i.e., from +2.5’ to -2.5’
MLW), and the Park shoreline is about 800 feet long. So, horizontal retreat (erosion) of about -2
feet per year would equate to a volumetric loss of up to about 300 cubic yards per year of sand
from the Park’s shorefront, more or less. Over ten years, that equates to about 3000 CY of sand
loss.
The Erosion Issue. The shoreline is clearly erosion-stressed and in relatively poor
condition. It still presents the ability for wading from the upland to the water, but in increasingly
difficult or unattractive conditions due to the upland embankment, small beach segments, and
gravelly shoreline. Nonetheless, the site is a public beach facility, for which the ability of
wading and swimming is part of the facility’s function and attraction. The erosion is threatening
at least five of the existing cabana/structures, of which one (#4) is currently being removed and
re-built further landward, and the rest will be undercut soon. The erosion is undercutting the
trees, and these will soon fall. The erosion is nearing several power poles, and these will need to
be relocated soon. As such, shoreline reconstruction and stabilization is warranted and sought.
Alternatives. Limited practical alternatives are available for shoreline improvements
and/ or management at the site. These are described below.
No-Action / Status Quo. In the absence of intervention, the shoreline will continue to
erode. It will not stop, and it will not recover. There is limited to no sand supply here, and the
landform was artificially created. The wooden cabanas along the east shore will need to be
relocated, along with some power (utility) poles. The existing trees at the shore’s edge will be
undercut and fall. The beach will become increasingly less functional for public use. The pace
of erosion may increase slightly with increasing sea level and the loss of the embankment tree
roots. The current average rate of retreat (2 feet per year) equates to an annual loss of about
1600 square feet of public land, or 300 cubic yards of sand, each year. This action is not
recommended.
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Beach Renourishment. Sand may be placed to renourish, improve, and partly recoup
the eroded shoreline. But without stabilization (such as coastal structures), the sand would be
expected to chronically erode – given the site’s history and its unusual geometry. The site –
which is a convex peninsula – is not a simple nor natural landform upon which to establish a
sand beach, without protective headlands. Sand beaches typically form in convex embayments
or along sand-rich straight shorelines. The sand placed along the shoreline would erode and
shoal along the docks and into the adjacent bay, adding to nuisance shoaling and dredging
requirements. The local seabed (immediately near the shoreline and Park) cannot be dredged as
a sand source – because this would further erode the shoreline, unless the dredged area was
sufficiently distant from shore. Given the difficulty and cost of finding sand on the island, ‘open
coast’ sand nourishment, without stabilization, is not recommended at this site.
Beach Armoring (Seawall or Revetment). Armoring would construct a seawall or
revetment around the perimeter of the Park shoreline and backfill the structure with soil. The
result would be a “hard” shoreline of concrete or boulders or equivalent. While it could reclaim
some or all of the lost upland, it would not restore or provide a beach. The recreational amenity
of wading into the sea from the upland camp/recreation sites, across the sand beach, would be
lost. The environmental habitat of the vegetated and sandy shoreline would be lost. In short, this
facility would be no longer Kaibo Public Beach Park, because there would be no beach.
Practically, a fiber-reinforced polymer (FRP) or steel sheetpile wall would be required, or
concrete panel wall, or robust timber wall, with a cap and tie-back anchors to the upland. A
vinyl wall with waler would be insufficient. Simply placing concrete blocks or other gravity
structures in the sea – and backfilling them with soil – would fail to stabilize the upland in the
near- to long-term. The soft, sandy soil will not support such gravity structures, and the
structures would differentially settle and scour into the seabed, overturn from wave and current
scour, and weep the upland soil. A ‘floating’ gravity wall would require a large concrete
foundation, to resist overturning. An alternative is a rock revetment or rock-filled gabion wall.
Either would likewise require a robust foundation. And, each replaces the existing beach
shoreline with an engineered wall, displacing the public beach and wading with hard structure.
Stabilized Beach Improvement. This alternative would construct rock headlands and
create small pocket beaches along the shoreline – similar to the pseudo-headland and pocket
beaches that currently exist along the present shoreline, but at a larger and more permanent scale.
The headlands would be constructed by rock (boulder) “T-head” or “fishtail” groins, and the
mini-embayments between them would be filled with beach nourishment sand to create pocket
beaches. Figure 7 – and the attached drawings – illustrates a schematic-level plan for this
alternative.
In this plan (Figure 7), eight (8) T-head groins would be constructed – mostly at
locations of existing ‘headlands’ that are currently formed by a tree (casuarina or mangrove) that
is holding the eroding shorefront. Thereafter, placement of beach fill sand within each of the
pocket beaches, between the groins, would advance (widen) the shoreline by 20- to 30-feet along
the east and south shoreline, and by 5- to 20-feet along the west side. This would basically
restore the shoreline to locations or conditions of about 10 to 15 years ago, more or less. [The
actual conditions could be slightly wider – if extra sand was added – but otherwise, as described
below, further significant widening of the beach is not practical due to seabed constraints.]
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Figure 7: Plan view of Stabilized Beach Improvement design, with typical section (elevation) views of
rock groin, beach fill, and rock revetment (along dock at northwest shoreline).
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The plan shown in Figure 7 presents a more-or-less optimized number and size of rock
groins. The gap distance between the groins’ heads establishes the location of the mid/low-tide
shoreline within each pocket beach cell. (This is through an empirically prescribed geometry,
demonstrated by many projects and by many beaches in Nature.) Along the east through
southwest shoreline, the maximum length of the groins is determined by the nature and depth of
the seabed – because the heads of the groins must be built on solid sand, seaward of the dense
seagrass. Along the northwest shoreline, the maximum length of the groins (and the width of the
beach) is determined by the dock and boat ramp – because the intent is to keep the dock clear
and open for boats in the same way that it is now. [The dock could be moved further seaward,
but this would not substantially alter the optimum length or number of the groins from that which
is shown in the figure.]
The rock groins must be emergent; that is, their crest must be above the highest high tide
level. In this case, the top of the groins would be about even with the upland lawn. The sand fill
would reach the upland elevation along the existing embankment, so that one would wade from
the upland lawn onto the beach and into the sea. The landward ends of the groins would be level
with the beach sand, so one could walk along the entire perimeter of the Park shoreline on the
sand beach. The beach elevation could be raised at any time to increase upland grade.
The approach, geometry and layout of this alternative has been demonstrated through
many dozens of projects designed by our firm and successfully constructed throughout the
southeast US, Caribbean (especially the Bahamas and Jamaica), Hawaii, Maldives, and other
locations. The firm’s first and oldest project using this approach – Fisher Island, Florida,
immediately south of Miami Beach – was built in 1991 and has weathered multiple hurricanes
and has not yet required any sand renourishment. Recently, c. 2011-12, we used the same
approach to restore the shoreline at two popular public beach parks in Nassau, Bahamas: Fort
Montague Foreshore and Saunders Beach. (See examples - Figure 8.)

Figure 8: Examples of T-head groins and pocket beaches. Left – Fisher Island, FL (built 1991). Center
– Montague Foreshore, Bahamas (built 2011). Right – Reethi Rah Resort, Maldives (built 2004).

The sand placed within each cell – to specified width and geometry – is typically and
historically very stable within each cell. Adverse littoral impacts to downdrift shorelines would
not be expected because the existing adjacent shoreline is already shoal from sand lost from the
existing Park (and requires periodic dredging to clear the docks).
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A rock revetment would extend northward from the 8th groin, behind the dock and
terminating at the boat ramp. No beach fill would be placed here. The revetment would stabilize
the shoreline and keep the seabed clear for the dock and boat ramp.
Otherwise, along about 860 feet of Park shoreline measured along the post-project
condition, the plan maintains about 62% open water (gaps) and 38% structure (rock headlands).
Particularly along the east shoreline, increased red mangrove growth would be expected amidst
and behind the rock headlands. Such vegetation growth has been indicated by prior experience
with similar structures in similar conditions.
By preliminary analysis, the stabilized beach improvement plan shown in Figure 7 would
likely require on the order of
• 4350 tons of boulders,
• 26,000 square feet of geogrid/geotextile underlayer, and
• between 2600 and 3400 cubic yards of beach-compatible sand fill.
I am less familiar with prevailing costs for this work at Cayman, but the prevailing cost for
similar such work in the Bahamas and Jamaica (where such work is common) would be on the
order of US$700K - $750K. That assumes locally sourced sand at an in-place cost of about $25
per cubic yards.
By contrast, the prevailing cost for a sheetpile wall and cap, or other similar engineered
structure appropriate for this site, would likely be on the order of at least $800+K, plus the cost
of the backfill soil behind the wall. A rock revetment and backfill would be less costly than a
seawall; however, the revetment – like the wall – stabilizes the upland at the expense of
destroying the recreational beach and soft shoreline habitat.
Conclusion. It is the author’s opinion and experience that the stabilized beach
improvement plan (rock T-head groins and pocket beach cells) shown in Figure 7 and Attached
Drawings would be the preferable alternative for shoreline improvements at Kaibo Public Beach
Park. The plan would be cost-competitive – or less costly – than a seawall or other shoreline
armoring alternative. It would reclaim some land and shoreline (about 22 feet on average x 800ft of shore = 0.4 Acres). It would stabilize the shoreline and minimize or mostly eliminate future
erosion. It would retain and improve the recreational sand beach and wading amenity that is
important to the Park, and it would maintain a soft (mostly non-structural) natural shorefront and
environmental habitat.
As such, the plan shown in Figure 7 and the Attached Drawings is recommended.
Further development of this schematic-level plan would first require a proper topographic and
wading survey of the site, tied to the site’s actual tidal datum (or Chart Datum); identification of
the sand source; engineering design/development of the plan for construction and concurrent
permitting.

Attachment: Drawings, 5 pages + Cover.
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MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:

Deputy Chief Officer – Ministry CPI
Director – Department of Environment
18 July 2018

Subject:

Kaibo Public Beach – Coastal Engineering Assessment prepared by Dr Kevin
Bodge

Further to your email of 10 July 2018, outlined below are the Department of Environment’s
comments on the coastal engineering report prepared by Dr Kevin Bodge of Olsen Associates.
The Department has reviewed the report and recommendations provided in the report and
confirms that it supports the proposed approach to addressing the issues of coastal erosion
which have been experienced in this area for a number of years. As stated in the Report, the
proposed solution will stabilise the shoreline and minimise future erosion, in a manner that will
allow for retention of a sandy wading area, which provides an improved amenity for the area.
The Report notes that sand will be required for the nourishment exercise and during his visit, the
Coastal Engineer identified the sand shoal/spit deposition along the southwest shoreline of Rum
Point as a potential source of storm-derived compatible sand, which is an available resource to
Government. We attach an additional report, provided by the Engineer regarding this temporary
sand shoal. While the Department also supports the use of this sand to renourish the Kaibo
headland as it is a valuable Crown resource that can readily be accessed and transported to the
Kaibo Public beach, we would point out that this area now provides an amenity and its removal
will require a strategy to manage the public’s perceptions and expectations. The DoE is of the
firm view that a timely resolution to the fate of the sand spit/shoal would be in Government’s
best interests, as access to this area of deposition as a sand reserve for Government may
become difficult in the future if remaining undeveloped lots, which currently provide vehicular
access to the spit, are developed. Furthermore, we are aware from discussions with Lands &
Survey that landowners adjoining the sand spit have expressed an interest in registering the
temporary expansion to their parcels created by the storm-derived sand deposition, claiming
the land from the Crown. This is a situation which the Chief Surveyor has confirmed that Lands
& Survey are keen to avoid.
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We trust that this feedback is of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me should you
wish to discuss this further.

______________________
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Director, Department of Environment
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Gina Ebanks-Petrie

CC:

Wendy Williams
Tim Austin

FROM:

Kevin R. Bodge, Ph.D., P.E.

DATE:

30 June 2018

RE:

Rum Point Sand Shoal

The following describes my observations and recommendations regarding the anomalous
sand shoal/spit deposition along the southwest shoreline of Rum Point pursuant to my site
examination on 29-30 May 2018.
From previous storm activity, a large sand shoal deposited along the west shore of Rum
Point and has migrated southward along the previously constructed peninsular landform bisected
by Sand Point Road. The history, location and shape of the sand shoal/spit indicates that it
continues to migrate southward toward the entrance of Bioluminescent Bay. Along the southern
700-800 feet of the Rum Point peninsula, the sand has shoaled the original shoreline by 100- to
300-ft in width from the prior historical (pre-shoaling) condition. The original docks and
shoreline are shoaled (separated from the sea) by up to 300 feet by the anomalous deposition and
subsequent alongshore migration of this sand along the seabed and shoreline. Photographs of the
area are included below.

olsen associates, inc. | 2618 Herschel Street | Jacksonville, FL 32204 | 904.387.6114 | FAX 904.384.7368
www.olsen-associates.com.
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Rum Point Shoreline – Sand Shoal – 30 June 2018

The attached figure indicates the location of the mean lower low water (MLLW)
shoreline that I traced by GPS on 30 May 2018. Relative to the prior historical shoreline (prior
to the anomalous shoaling), the area of the shoal/spit along the southern 550-ft (approximate)
shoreline is about 125,460 square feet (Areas “A+B” including “C” in Figure 1). Less a nominal
50-ft offset from the prior shoreline – as defined by existing docks and other existing features –
the area is at least 100,230 ft2 (“A”) including a shallow embayment of about 8,100 ft2 (“C”)
within the sand spit. The sand in the shoal/spit is beach quality, and it is beach-compatible with
the nearby shorelines in the general area.
This sand deposition is a significant national and natural resource, particularly given the
scarcity of readily available beach-quality sand in the Cayman Islands. From a coastal
engineering and beach management standpoint, this sand could be recovered and re-located to
mitigate beach erosion and improve beach conditions within Grand Cayman Island. In the
absence of intervention, this sand shoal will continue to migrate southward and ultimately
contribute to further shoaling – and even navigable closure – of the entrance to Bioluminescent
Bay. At the least, its shoaling of the Bay entrance will result in diminished circulation and water
quality of the Bay, along with significant compromise of navigation passage into the Bay.
The sand from this shoal could (and, in my professional coastal engineering opinion,
should) be excavated and placed to the island shorelines to mitigate beach erosion issues and
improve beaches, in the immediate-near term. Excavation depth should be limited to the shallow
depth of the ambient seabed around the shoal/spit – probably about -0.5’ to -1.0’ MLLW more or
less – so as not to create a depression in the seabed leeward of the surrounding seabed. The crest
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Rum Point Shoreline – Sand Shoal – 30 June 2018
elevation of the shoal/spit feature appears to be about +2.0 to +2.8 feet above MLLW (and
generally less than about +1.5 ft across the embayment area “C” within the spit).
Assuming an average vertical “cut” height of at least 2.3’ of sand within the shoal/spit
area “A” (and 1’ less within the embayment area “C”), the volume of recoverable sand resource
within the shoal/spit is likely on the order of at least 8,200 cubic yards of sand (Area “A”
including “C”)1. This does not directly include excavation within a 50-ft buffer along the
historical shoreline (Area “B”). The actual value may be approximately ±15% about this
estimate (say, 7,000 – 9,400 cubic yards), with valuation pending a topographic/wading survey
and engineering design, etc.
A nominal recoverable resource value of about 8,200 CY of sand is significant. It would,
for example, amply provide the beach fill volume requirement estimated for shoreline
improvements at Kaibo Public Beach Park (estimated as between 2,600 and 3,400 CY, per my
report of 25 June 2018). That is, its preliminary estimated resource volume is about 2.5 times the
Kaibo Public Beach Park project’s probable requirement. The economic value of this Crown
resource is likewise significant. At a typical or probable cost of at least US$105 per cubic yard
for imported beach-quality sand from off-island sources (based upon my current experience in
the Caribbean), the resource value of 8,200 CY of sand at this shoal/spit is on the order of at least
US$860,000.
Owing to the shallow seabed at this area and other pragmatic considerations, excavation
and relocation of the sand would be most practically constructed by mechanical means (i.e.,
excavator, payloader, and truck-haul to adjacent or target shorelines). This equipment would
likely be more pragmatic and less costly than use of a small hydraulic dredge – particularly, for
example, if the sand was to be resourced to Kaibo Beach Park. (Kaibo Beach Park is at least
5500 to 8500 feet distant by pipeline, which is beyond the practical discharge distance of a small
dredge that would be capable of accessing the shallow seabed of the Rum Point shoal/spit area.)
In summary, it is my coastal engineering recommendation to timely consider recovery
and repurpose of the significant sand shoal/spit resource along the southwest Rum Point
shoreline for beneficial use as beach improvements, specifically including improvements to the
Kaibo Public Beach Park shoreline. To accomplish this, the next requisite engineering steps
would be a topographic and wading survey across the shoal area (extending to at least 150 feet
seaward of the existing MLLW shoreline), and subsequent engineering evaluation/design of
potential excavation plans that would maintain historical, pre-shoal beach conditions and
stability along the subject shoreline.
Please contact me at 904-387-6114 or kbodge@olsen-associates.com if you have any
questions regarding these observations and recommendations.

1

That is, 2.3’ x 100,230 ft2 (“A”) – 1.0’ x 8300 ft2 (“C”) = 8230 Cubic Yards.
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Listing Land Crabs

Assessment of proposal to add two crab species to Schedule 1 of the
National Conservation Law 2013.

The National Conservation Council (NCC) has received a proposal made by Janice Beard, Laura Butz and
Jonathan Adam, to add the land crab species Gecarcinus ruricola (“Black Crab”) and Gecarcinus lateralis
(“Red Shanks”) to Schedule 1 of the National Conservation Law 2013 (NCL). The proponents did not
make a suggestion as to which Part of Schedule 1 they should be listed.
The proponents state these species are in decline and subject to possible endangerment and extinction
on island because of loss of habitat, obstruction of migratory routes, crab hunting, and use of “crab bait”
poisons in residential developments.
They further ask that NCC takes into account the cultural significance of these species, their appeal to
tourists, their ecological significance as recyclers and seed dispersers, and the educational value that
attaches to that ecological significance.
Assessment:
The Department of Environment (DoE) recently supported a Master’s degree research student Kinsey
Tedford, who studied the Black Crabs on the Queen’s Highway. There she documented a very high
seasonal mortality from road kill associated with this species as it migrates from its inland dry shrubland
habitat across the road to the sea, in order to spawn, with the return journey again crossing the same
road. This study fully supports the proponents’ concern regarding obstruction of migratory routes.
Tedford also documented residents hunting of the migrating Black Crabs along the Queen’s Highway.
Hunting is not a concern for Red-Shanks crabs due to their small size.
Black crabs occupy dry shrubland habitats, and Red Shanks occupy coastal forest adjacent to sandy
beaches. Both these habitats, but especially coastal beach habitats, are undergoing extremely rapid
transformation for human purposes. This is undoubtedly having a major impact on the land crab habitat
and populations.
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Poison bait sold expressly for control of crabs is on sale in local stores, and is widely used on coastal
properties to prevent crabs burrowing in lawns and gardens. This must be assumed to be one of the
major reasons for an observed but undocumented extreme decline in Red Shanks Crabs throughout
western Grand Cayman over the last 30 years. Massive loss of coastal sea grape habitat has also
specifically impacted Red Shanks crabs.
For these reasons the Department agrees with the proponents that both these species are evidently in
decline and at risk, and fully meet the criterion NCL s. 16 (4) (b) (i).
The Department also is of the opinion that these species are of well documented ecological significance,
local recreational significance, cultural significance, and of some economic value in an informal market
sense (NCL s. 16 (4) (c) (i, vi, vii and xi). Some significance in tourism and education (NCL s.16 (4) (c) (v &
ix)) is also suggested by the proponents.
None of the Cayman Islands’ land crabs are endemic; rather we share these populations with our
neighbours in the Caribbean through oceanic transport of larval stages, and are mutually dependent on
our neighbours to maintain viable regional and local populations of each species.
For these reasons the Department supports the proponents’ view that NCC should propose these two
crab species to be placed on Schedule 1 of the NCL. The Department is of the view that these species
should be placed in Part 2 of Schedule 1, and that a Conservation Plan for Crabs can thus include these
two species in addition to the Soldier crab (Coenobita clypeatus) and Land Crab (Cardisoma guanhumi)
which are currently the only crabs listed in Schedule 1 (where they are also placed in Part 2).
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Terrestrial Protected Area Nominations 2018
A report to the National Conservation Council

Consultations made under section 9 (sub-sections 6 – 8) of the
National Conservation Law 2013, from 14th May to 12th August,
2018.
Introduction
The following ten nominations for protection of land under Section 9 of the Law were placed out for
public consultation on 14th May 2018:
Grand Cayman:
Central Mangrove Wetland 46A
Central Mangrove Wetland South-West
Lower Valley Forest Addition
Salina Reserve Extension
Sand Cay
Western Mangrove Cays
Cayman Brac:
Eastern Lighthouse Park Expansion
Hemmington Forest Addition
Little Cayman:
East Interior Addition
Tarpon Lake Revised
The full nominations are provided separately with this report.
In the case of the nominations which include land in private ownership, the proprietors were notified
and consulted with under section 9(5) and 9(7) on 15-16th February 2018 and have all since indicated
willingness to negotiate with the Government towards sale of these parcels to Government for
protected area designation under section 7 of the Law. Several nominated areas on Grand Cayman and
Little Cayman are Crown land, and the Lands & Survey Department (Crown Estates manager) was
advised of the nominations accordingly.
Advice that these nominations were proceeding to the consultation phase was communicated by
registered mail to all landowners adjacent to the nominated areas, in accordance with section 9(6) of
the Law, also on 15-16th February 2018. These letters included an information sheet for adjacent
landowners (Appendix 1).
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The nominations were placed for public inspection at the Department of Environment’s offices, the
Government Administration centers on all three of the Cayman Islands and in district libraries by 10th
May 2018, and press notices advising the public as per section 9(8) were published in the Cayman
Compass on 10th May and 14th May 2018.
A supply of response forms (Appendix 2) was placed with the nomination packs, and also implemented
as a series of SurveyMonkey polls (one for each nomination) containing exactly the same questions.

Survey practices and modes of response
A policy was adopted to seek an unbiased response to the consultation, so that the results reflect views
of the public at large rather than of specific sectors of society. However, as a digital poll, responses to
the SurveyMonkey questionnaire are obviously limited to persons with internet access. That constraint
is unlikely to be strongly biased for or against establishment of protected areas. The poll was primarily
promoted through local news media and through Facebook promotion by DoE and Government
Information Services. The extent to which the poll may then have been independently promoted by
other groups is uncontrolled and unknown: again this process could be taken up by individuals or
organizations with any viewpoint on protected areas, and so should not be considered to be necessarily
biased.
The online questionnaire required submitters to identify themselves (as a method to identify and delete
any duplicate submissions by the same individual for the same area), and all respondents identified
themselves by giving a valid email address. Digital responses were also screened for any evidence of
improper manipulation of results. None were found on this occasion.
The majority of responses came through the SurveyMonkey questionnaire, though 18 responses for the
Cayman Brac nominations were received on paper forms.

Summary of survey results
A total of 100 responses were received by the Department in the consultation period.
All responders provided sufficient information to verify validity. 5 responses were received from
companies, 7 from adjacent landowners, and 88 from other individuals.
The majority (85%) of responses came from responders who are resident in the Cayman Islands, with
some overseas comments coming from Caymanians abroad, and non-resident landowners. Of all
responding parties, 56% indicated they were registered voters in the Cayman Islands.
In general terms, there was unanimous support for the concept of establishing protected areas. In
response to the question “Generally speaking, how do you feel about the idea of setting aside and
protecting natural areas for the people of the Cayman Islands?” 93% of respondents indicated they

Page 2 of 21

NCC 2019-02-27 GM WP-08
Protected Areas Consultation Report

support this, with 1 respondent being neutral, unsure or indifferent, and 6 respondents opposed to the
idea. Of the six opposed, five were also expressing strong opposition to a specific nomination (Lower
Valley Forest), which suggests their general view may have been influenced strongly by this specific
situation.
All the responses indicated that respondents had read the nomination for each nominated area they
commented on.
Responses also indicated quite a high degree of familiarity with the areas, generally speaking:

know it quite well
very familiar
been a few times
never visited

Response rates were similar between nominations, with the Eastern Lighthouse Park Expansion (23), the
Hemmington Forest Addition (23) and the Lower Valley Forest Addition (13) receiving the highest
number of responses.
The nominations received a relatively high level of support overall, with 90 of the responses indicating
support for the nomination, and 10 responses indicating that the responder did not support the
nomination. Again, 9 of the non-supporting respondents focused only on the Lower Valley Forest
nomination.
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Grand Cayman:
Central Mangrove Wetland 46A
This nomination would extend the current Central Mangrove Wetland protection to the east; it is
located adjacent to land owned by the National Trust for the Cayman Islands and as such provides
connectivity within the mangrove system. While the seven respondents to this nomination seemed to
be less familiar with the nominated area itself, all were in support largely due to the ecological benefits
of the Central Mangrove Wetland system.

Central Mangrove Wetland South-West
The nominated parcel would extend the current Central Mangrove Wetland protection in the south west
and includes the unnamed Crown mangrove cay, defined by parcel 30A/1. The northern portion of the
nomination is adjacent to newly protected land and the North Sound environmental zone. The five
respondents to this nomination were all in full support. Again, only one respondent had visited the area
once or twice but the ecological functions of the mangrove system seemed to drive the respondents’
support.

Lower Valley Forest Addition
This nomination is adjacent to newly protected land under the NCL and it was nominated to increase the
ecological capacity of this area. Thirteen respondents commented on the Lower Valley Forest Addition
nomination and only four supported it. With nine respondents opposing the nomination, unwillingness
to support it seemed largely rooted in concerns regarding future rights to develop surrounding land and
debate about the presence of the White-shouldered bat (Phyllops falcatus). Concerns from four
adjacent and nearby landowners and one heir to adjacent property that their rights would be
compromised if the area becomes protected were prevalent despite having been issued the information
sheet for adjacent landowners (Appendix 1).

Salina Reserve Extension
This nomination seeks to formally protect an extension of the already protected Salina Reserve. Seven
respondents were all in support of this nomination with the recognition that this area supports the
endangered Blue Iguana (Cyclura lewisi).
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Sand Cay
This nomination covers a single Crown-owned Cay in western South Sound, which supports a moderate
breeding colony of Least Terns (Sternula antillarum). The nomination received relatively little public
attention with all six respondents in favour of protection. The Cay serves as a landmark of both
biological and cultural significance which seemed important to four of the six respondents.

Western Mangrove Cays
The nomination of Western Mangrove Cays consolidates and expands the western Crown mangrove
cays protected area designated in 2017. With five supporters and one respondent expressing concerns,
this nomination did not receive much public attention. The concerns came from the owner of the
adjacent shore, and the owners requested dialogue. In a consequent meeting with DoE it emerged that
the nomination’s western boundary as mapped did not follow the updated adjacent land parcel
boundaries. It was agreed that the intent of the nomination was to adhere exactly to the relevant
current parcel boundaries and that it could be updated accordingly. One other concern expressed was
that protection of the marine component of this nomination may constrain future options for dredged
marine access, though no such plans had been formulated or conceptualized at this time and existing
dredged channels to the coast already provide such options.

Cayman Brac:
Eastern Lighthouse Park Expansion
This nomination, like the previous designation in 2017, attracted strong support from respondents.
Twenty-three people noted the area’s importance for tourism, its historic significance, its popularity as a
place to visit, and as a place valuable for future generations to enjoy. Responses revealed a high degree
of familiarity with the area and highlighted respondents’ own experiences of regularly visiting the
nominated area for leisure and family time.

Hemmington Forest Addition
A parcel of primary forest located adjacent to the newly protected Hemmington Forest has become
open for negotiation and nominated for protection under section 7 of the National Conservation Law
provided that that purchase negotiations are successful.
The original proposal to establish a new protected area for Cayman Brac received strong support from
100% of respondents in 2017, and the adjacent landowner submitted this nomination for 2018, seeking
to add their land to the proposed protected area. Addition of this parcel to the Hemmington Forest
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Protected Area will link the Hemmington and Deadman’s Point bluff trails with future potential to
expand the trail system. With twenty-three respondents, all in full support of this nomination, the focus
was mainly put on the Hemmington Road trail, with its value for recreation and tourism, and on the
diverse and fascinating forest ecosystem in this area. Particularly highlighted was the chance to spend
quality time with family with one young responder saying:
“My Grandfather has taken me on these trails. I love seeing the animals and plants there and know how
they are a part of my culture. I want them there for when I am older.”

Little Cayman:
East Interior Addition
This nomination proposes that a privately-owned parcel in the interior of the east end of Little Cayman,
together with a Crown-owned pond that is adjacent to it, be made a Protected Area under Section 7 of
the National Conservation Law. The proposed protected area joins the neighboring East Interior parcel
that has recently been declared a protected area and as such provides connectivity in this ecosystem.
With only four respondents and the inaccessible nature of this area, all were relatively unfamiliar with
the nominated lands but in full support of its protection due to cultural, ecological and hydrological
benefits.

Tarpon Lake Revised
This revised nomination comprises Tarpon Lake itself, and a small adjacent mangrove parcel on the
shoreline of South Hole Sound. Tarpon Lake borders Little Cayman’s Central Forest to the north,
including the National Trust’s Sparrowhawk Hill property thus providing ecological connectivity. Six
respondents, including two adjacent landowners, were all very familiar with the nominated area and
supported it fully. One company and adjacent landowner also wrote a letter in full support of the
nomination, please see Appendix 3.
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Summary of support by nomination
Nomination
Central Mangrove Wetland 46A
Central Mangrove Wetland
South-West
Lower Valley Forest Addition
Salina Reserve Extension
Sand Cay
Western Mangrove Cays
Eastern Lighthouse Park
Expansion
Hemmington Forest Addition
East Interior Addition
Tarpon Lake Revised

% support
100

% ambivalent
0

% opposed
0

100

0

0

31
100
100
83

0
0
0
0

69
0
0
17

100

0

0

100
100

0
0

0
0

100

0

0

Individual survey responses and comments
Appendix 3 below reproduces all the responses received, in full, combined from the online survey,
responses on the written form and other written responses.
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Appendix 1 – Information sheet

Information for landowners adjacent to areas proposed
for protection under the National Conservation Law
The National Conservation Law makes provision for establishing protected areas in the Cayman Islands,
so that some of our most outstanding landscapes, forests and wild places that we enjoy so much can be
preserved with all the vibrant, unique plant and animal communities that thrive in them.
In early 2017 the first NCL protected area nominations were put out to public consultation, and
neighboring landowners were advised by registered mail. This document addresses a number of
common concerns that arose in the subsequent consultation. Owners of land adjacent to areas being
proposed for protection may find this document helpful.

1. Will this take away part of my land for a buffer?
This concern comes from the old Animals Law, which did place buffers around Animal
Sanctuaries. Those Animal Sanctuaries (including their original buffers) are now “protected
areas” under the National Conservation Law (NCL). For new protected areas the NCL does not
mandate buffers on private land. However, if a large subdivision is planned adjacent to a
protected area, it is likely the National Conservation Council (NCC) will recommend that any
Land for Public Purposes required by the planning authority concerned is placed along the
boundary with the protected area, to serve a similar buffering function between the
development and the protected area.
2. Will this “sterilize” my land (i.e. make it undevelopable)?
Absolutely not. Land adjacent to protected areas on Grand Cayman, where development
planning zones apply, will remain in the same planning zone with the same expectations for
permissible development. On the Sister Isles where there is no development plan to date,
development next to protected areas will generally proceed as usual.
There is only one circumstance where a development application to the Central Planning
Authority, the District Control Board, or any other government agency that may be involved,
might be subject to a ruling by the National Conservation Council. This is when the development
would (or would be likely to) have an adverse effect on the adjacent protected area that is so
bad it can’t be mitigated. This might be an issue for industrial development, or quarrying, for
example, but is unlikely to arise in cases of residential development. Persons developing land
adjacent to protected areas may wish to hold pre-application discussions with the Department
of Environment’s Sustainable Development Unit, who will be happy to advise on ways to
minimize any possible risk of harm to the adjacent protected area.
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3. Will this block access to my land?
Protected area proposals are never made for the purpose of blocking access to other land, but
this situation can arise anyway. Any existing rights of way through proposed protected areas will
remain unaffected. New rights of way that are proposed or requested will generally be routed
outside the protected area and away from its boundary. Long, narrow protected area
configurations are the most problematic, and the National Conservation Council cannot be
unreasonable about granting proportionate access through protected areas in extreme cases
like that.
4. Will this reduce the value of my land?
Becoming adjacent to a protected area can make your property value higher, lower or remain
the same, depending on what you plan to do with your land.
Land for residential development potentially becomes more valuable, because the protected
area grants privacy and natural views to lots facing the protected land, which then become
more highly valued. Also, if the protected area includes visitor amenities, this adds value to
nearby residential lots.
On the other hand, land which was envisaged for a quarry or other heavy industrial use may lose
some value for that purpose if it becomes adjacent to a protected area. Explosive rock throw
from a quarry landing in the protected area, for example, or toxic effluent entering the
protected area’s groundwater system, could be considered harmful to the protected area. In
these types of situations the NCC may require the planning authority concerned to place
conditions on the development approval that ensure the protected area is not harmed in such a
way.
5. How will the protected area be managed?
It has been a common concern that the management plan for a new protected area is not
developed before the area is protected. The NCL sets out the process for developing a
management plan once the area has been declared protected. Development of the
management plan is a highly consultative process in which all neigbouring landowners,
stakeholders and the general public can participate. As a neigbouring landowner to a protected
area, you will be an important stakeholder and will have influence over the way the
management plan develops.
6. Other questions?
The Department of Environment is always happy to discuss any concerns you may have over a
particular protected area nomination or the NCL processes in general. Feel free to call the
Department on 949-8469 to set up an appointment with the appropriate staff.
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Appendix 2 – Response Form
National Conservation Council, Cayman Islands
Terrestrial Protected Area nominations, July 2017 – Public Consultation
Which nomination are you commenting on?

□Hemmington Forest □Bluff Cliffs □East Lighthouse Park
□East Interior Grand Cayman: □Barkers National Park

Cayman Brac:
Little Cayman:

1. Have you read this nomination?

□ Yes

□No

You can read this at http://doe.ky/terrestrial/protected-areas/proposed-protected-areas/ or in
printed form at The Department of Environment, and the West Bay Library on Grand Cayman, or at
the District Administration offices on Cayman Brac and Little Cayman.
2. How familiar are you with this area?

□I’ve never visited it □I’ve been there once or twice
□I’m very familiar with it

□I know it quite well

4. What is your overall feeling about this specific nomination?

□I support it □I am neutral, unsure or ambivalent about it □I do not support it
5. Please let us know any specific thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about this
nomination:

6. Generally speaking, how do you feel about the idea of setting aside and protecting natural areas for
the people of the Cayman Islands?

□I support this □I am neutral, unsure or ambivalent about this □I do not support this
7. I am commenting as:
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□An individual living in the Cayman Islands
□A business or company operating in the Cayman Islands
□A neighboring landowner
□A group, club or association of persons in the Cayman Islands
□A person or entity based outside of the Cayman Islands □Other (please specify):
8. Are you registered to vote in the Cayman Islands? (Your opinion matters regardless of the answer to
this question).

□ Yes

□No

9. Where do you live?

□Grand Cayman □Little Cayman
□Outside of the Cayman Islands

□Cayman Brac

10. Your name, or the name of the organization for which you are commenting: (will appear in report)

11. Your email address: (will not be shared or published)

Please answer all the questions. Your comments will be included in the final report on consultations
which will be presented to the Conservation Council and thence to Cabinet. The last day for receipt of
responses on this set of nominations is 3rd October, 2017, to be received before 5pm.
You can mail this form to:
National Conservation Council, c/o Department of Environment
PO Box 10202, Grand Cayman KY1-1002, Cayman Islands.
You can also scan and email this form to ConservationCouncil@gov.ky or drop it of at the front desk of
the Department of Environment, at 580 North Sound Road, Grand Cayman.
This form is also available to respond to digitally, at http://doe.ky/terrestrial/protected-areas/proposedprotected-areas/
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Appendix 3 – Responses in full
Responses are printed in full in 11x17 inch format on a separate sheet. Please note that the e-mail field
has been deliberately omitted: this was included only as a verification tool to help ensure responses
were genuine. All other fields entered by respondents are reproduced as originally entered.
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Area

Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM
Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM
Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM
Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM
Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM
Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM

Have you
What is your overall
How familiar are you with
read this
feeling about this
this nominated area?
nomination?
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about
this nomination.

Generally speaking,
how do you feel
about the idea of
setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a
registered voter in
the Cayman
Islands?

Where do you
live?

Your name, or the
name of the
organization for which
you are commenting:

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this

An adjacent landowner

Yes

Grand Cayman

Shoreline Development
Company Ltd.

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Georgia Prinsloo

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Mangroves are vital to our survival. We've lost too much of this natural buffer and ecosystem to development
already. Protecting this vast area is essential.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

If there was ever a parcel of land that needed to be preserved, this is the one!

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Cayman Citizen

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

David miller

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Georgia Prinsloo

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

Central
Mangrove
Wetland 46A
GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

Central
mangrove
wetland southwest GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

Central
mangrove
wetland southwest GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Central
mangrove
wetland southwest GCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

wendy

Central
mangrove
wetland southwest GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Central
mangrove
wetland southwest GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

The ecological value of the Central Mangrove is significant and as much as is possible needs to be protected not least because although we already have insights into its ecological contribution to GC - we are discovering
more and more each year. It is going to be difficult for persons to say they have destined CMW sites - because
they are relatively inaccessible - (thankfully)

Mangroves are vital to our protection in storms and vital to our marine environment's well being.

The ecological value of the Central Mangrove is significant and as much as is possible needs to be protected not least because although we already have insights into its ecological contribution to GC - we are discovering
more and more each year. It is going to be difficult for persons to say they have destined CMW sites - because
they are relatively inaccessible - (thankfully)
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Area

Have you
What is your overall
How familiar are you with
read this
feeling about this
this nominated area?
nomination?
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about
this nomination.

I have seen the natural beauty of Little Cayman's somewhat hostile interior. There are so many beautiful
trees, orchids and other plants plus hellish rock formations, caves and natural water holes. This rugged but
beautiful area should be protected from development.
The east/west orientation of our ground water and of the vegetation that goes with it must be
protected. It has been lost on the north side of the Brac, along with much of the associated
vegetation and fauna.

Generally speaking,
how do you feel
about the idea of
setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a
registered voter in
the Cayman
Islands?

Where do you
live?

Your name, or the
name of the
organization for which
you are commenting:

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Little Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Wallace Platts

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

East interior
addition LCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

East interior
addition LCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

East interior
addition LCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

East interior
addition LCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

A person or entity based outside of the
Cayman Islands

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

(illegible signature)

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

A person or entity based outside of the
Cayman Islands

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Jacob Cigna

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

These habitats are disappearing fast - they need protection so that future generations can appreciate them.

I support this

Other (please specify)

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Robin G. Todd PhD, BCE

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

This is a jewel of the island and should be protected as such. I am a Caymanian citizen living abroad

I support this

A person or entity based outside of the
Cayman Islands

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Sarah Cigna

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I have walked these trails with my grandfather and want to know that they will be around when my kids are
old enough. We love seeing the plants and animals there.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Courtney Hicks

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

My grandfather has taken me o these trails. I love seeing the animals and plants there and know how they are
a part of my culture. I want them there for when I am older.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Alden Hicks

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

As a Caymanian, it is very important to me to preserve as much as we can for the future generations to know
where we came from. To be able to experience for themselves our environment for themselves. To keep
natural habitats for the animals and birds that have been here for thousands of years.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Catherine Hicks

This area supports the waterfowl population of LC. It is relatively inaccessible so most won't have visited it but they will have enjoyed viewing the species protected within it
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Have you
What is your overall
How familiar are you with
read this
feeling about this
this nominated area?
nomination?
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about
this nomination.

Generally speaking,
how do you feel
about the idea of
setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a
registered voter in
the Cayman
Islands?

Where do you
live?

Your name, or the
name of the
organization for which
you are commenting:

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I believe these areas should be protected so our children can enjoy and experience the indigenous flora and
fauna found there and as an added attraction for our many tourists to enjoy

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Linda Mohammed

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I think it is very important to have land, such as hat of the forest and park that are part of Cayman Brac's
nature visiting site for children, visitors and locals protected and preserved!

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Dominique Massias

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

The more natural habitat that can be protected in Cayman, the better!

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Ken Heffernan

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support the National Conservation Council's perseverance in trying to protect land that represents the
Cayman history and culture.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Gina Angel

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I believe it is essential to preserve and protect these areas for all the people of the Cayman Islands and future
generations - to enjoy and appreciate nature and the natural beauty of our islands.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Pansy Fitzgerald

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

This site on the Brac is vitally important to protect. The world is changing very fast and these natural sites
become an oasis where fauna and flora can flourish and educate for generations to come.

I support this

A business or company operating in the
Cayman Islands

No

Cayman Brac

Pestkil Ltd.

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I have taken my grandkids around this site and seen the excitement and joy in their faces at the plants,
butterflies and other wildlife. We are all part of the environment and must protect what we can for future
generations.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Peter Fitzgerald

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Joseph Wax

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

There have been many areas both in Cayman and outside of it that have been destroyed simply for financial
and personal gain. If this trend is allowed to continue then when will it end? By the time I have grandchildren
there will be nothing left to see of nature. Conserving these areas will be a statement for the future giving
future generations a chance to see what they deserve to see.

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

It is important for generations of today and of the future to value and respect the natural habitats, the natural
ecosystems and the unique biodiversity of the Cayman Islands. My children have the right to see and know
their land!

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Celi Fitzgerald

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

It is a brilliant idea, as I think too much of Cayman is being lost to Caymanians, through industry. It's beautiful
and peaceful, and it would be good for future generations to have & enjoy an unspoiled part of their Islands
to visit and appreciate.

I support this

Other (please specify)

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Gayle V. Ebanks

Page 15 of 21

NCC 2019-02-27 GM WP-08
Protected Areas Consultation Report

Area

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Have you read
How familiar are you with
this
this nominated area?
nomination?

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

What is your overall
feeling about this
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about this
nomination.

I support it

Generally speaking, how
do you feel about the idea
of setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Edna Platts

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Wallace Platts

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

Are you a registered
voter in the Cayman Where do you live?
Islands?

Your name, or the name
of the organization for
which you are
commenting:

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

It is one of the two most visited sites by locals and visitors. It is the present and ancestral nesting area for the
Brown Booby on Cayman Brac. The historic light beacon was erected in 1937 and the path leading to it has
been in continuous use ever since. Other than the path the area is rough and undisturbed. The wind-stunted
trees are a subject for study in their own right. The eastern headland is the only place in Cayman Brac that
remains the same as when Columbus sailed past.

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I led a small group less than six months ago, walking from the light beacon south to the goat farm. It's as
unspoiled as you get, but threatened.

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

Lighthouse Park is a valuable tourist site. It is also an important Booby nesting site - as well as being a habitat
for many other species. It is relatively unspoiled and gives a sense of wilderness - which is hard to access
safely and easily elsewhere.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Eastern
Lighthouse
Park Expansion
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Bluff edge needs protection around the entire island. Preserving booby nesting areas is vital.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Bonnie Scott

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Joseph Wax

Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

There have been many areas both in Cayman and outside of it that have been destroyed simply for financial
and personal gain.If this is allowed to continue then when will it end? By the time I have grandchildren there
will be nothing left to see of nature. Conserving these areas will be a statement for the future. Give future
generations a chance to see what they deserve to see.

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I have taken my Grandkids around this site and seen the excitement and joy in their faces at the plants,
butterflies, and other wildlife. We are all part of the environment and must protect what we can for future
generations.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Peter Fitzgerald

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

Both these sites on the Brac are vitally important to protect. The world is changing very fast and these natural
sites become an oasis where flora and fauna can flourish and educate for generations to come.

I support this

A business or company operating in the
Cayman Islands

No

Cayman Brac

Pestkil Ltd.

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I believe it is essential to preserve and protect these areas for all the people of the Cayman Islands and future
generations to enjoy and appreciate nature and the natural beauty of our Islands

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Pansy Fitzgerald

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support the National Conservation's perseverance in trying to protect land that represents the Cayman
history and culture.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Gina Angel

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

The more natural habitat that can be protected in Cayman the better!

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Ken Hefferman

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I believe these areas should be protected so our children can enjoy and experience the indigenous flora and
fauna found there as well as an added attraction for our many tourists to enjoy.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Linda Mohammed
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Have you read
How familiar are you with
this
this nominated area?
nomination?

What is your overall
feeling about this
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about this
nomination.

Generally speaking, how
do you feel about the idea
of setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a registered
voter in the Cayman Where do you live?
Islands?

Your name, or the name
of the organization for
which you are
commenting:

Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I think it is very important to have land, such as one that of the forest and park that are part of Cayman Brac's
nature visiting site for children, visitors and locals protected and preserved!

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Dominique Massias

Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

As a Caymanian, it is very important to me to preserve as much as we can for future generations to know
where we came from. To be able to experience for themselves our environment for themselves. To keep
natural habitats for the animals and plants and birds that have been here for thousands of years.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Catherine Hicks

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

My Grandfather has taken me on these trails. I love seeing the animals and plants there and know how they
are a part of my culture. I want them there for when I am older.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Alden Hicks

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I have walked these trails with my Grandfather and want to know that they will be around when my kids are
old enough. We love seeing the plants and animals there.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Courtney Hicks

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

These are jewels of the island and should be protected as such

I support this

Other (please specify)

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Sarah Cigna

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

These habitats are disappearing fast - they need protection so that future generations can appreciate them.

I support this

Other (please specify)

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Robin G. Todd PhD, BCE

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

A person or entity based outside of the
Cayman Islands

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Jacob Cigna

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

A person or entity based outside of the
Cayman Islands

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

(illegible signature)

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Celi Fitzgerald

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

Other (please specify)

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Gayle V. Ebanks

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

J. Wallace Platts

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Edna Platts

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB
Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB

It is important for generations of today and of the future to value and respect the natural habitats, the natural
ecosystems and the unique biodiversity of the Cayman Islands. My children have the right to see and know
their land!
It is a brilliant idea, as I think too much of Cayman is being lost to Caymanians, through industry. It's beautiful
and peaceful, and it would be good for future generations to have & enjoy an unspoiled part of their Islands
to visit and appreciate.

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

This is part of an intact, extensive native forest on Cayman Brac - equal in importance to the Brac Parrot
Reserve for native trees, birds and other plants and creatures. The high bluff-top dry limestone forest is the
feature most deserving of protection, along with the cliff, the narrow roadside strip on the north should also
be protected, as is the case with the Trust-owned Parrot Reserve to the East.

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

For conservation purposes it is significant to have the block of protected forest all the way to Deadman's Point
Bluff Road. A few abandoned clearings exist and provide rich habitat for butterflies.

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

Deadman’s Point Bluff Road trail and the Hemmington Road trail are potentially valuable nature tourism
attractions for Cayman Brac. Continued work on them will increase their accessibility, and the protection of
adjacent forest will protect this historical and ecological site form further bluff edge development.
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Have you read
How familiar are you with
this
this nominated area?
nomination?

What is your overall
feeling about this
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about this
nomination.

Generally speaking, how
do you feel about the idea
of setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a registered
voter in the Cayman Where do you live?
Islands?

Your name, or the name
of the organization for
which you are
commenting:

Hemmington
Forest Addition
CYB

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Rock iguanas are also found on this land.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Bonnie Scott Edwards

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I do not support it

I feel it may affect my ability to develop land around it.

I am neutral, unsure or
ambivalent about this

An adjacent landowner

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Judy Walker

I do not support it

I am originally from Lower Valley. My family (the Watlers) have farmed the land from when I was a child. I
have relatives who still live and farm in Lower Valley; they've said that they've not seen this bat, and I have
not during my visits, either. I'm concerned passage of this will result in devaluation of the land and it possibly
not being able to be sold.

I do not support this

An adjacent landowner

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Isabelle L. Daly

I do not support it

I still find it difficult to understand how we are meant to protect the species in this area if we are not able to
control the invasive Iguanas. Furthermore this nomination seems disingenuous when the intent is clearly to
have adjoining properties to the East (as mentioned in the nomination) pulled in later. Therefore this appears
a mere gateway to the full planned area that needs to be covered by the nomination. As you are unable to
fully quantify the area you need to protect these species then I am unable to support this nomination.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Kevin Solomon

I do not support it

No real evidence of the white bats existing across this area and no rationale of the benefits to the Islands of
spending resources here. Seems to be wasting resources which would be better spend dealing with the
invasive iguanas problem across the island. The iguanas are destroying plants and trees which will occur here.
Speculative comment about benefits to parrots which threaten the heavy concentration of farming in the
area, including adjoining government farm.

I do not support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Christopher Watler

I am an heir of this property and do not, under any circumstances, wish to nominate this property. If one
wants to purchase it, that will be be taken into consideration. Otherwise, I think it is robbery to designate it
and not allow us to sell, develop or keep this property.

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

Yes

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I'm very familiar with it

I know it quite well

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I do not support it

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I do not support it

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I do not support it

I do not support it as it may effect the development of my property located in the vicinity.

We own property adjacent to this site, never seen any bats!

I do not support this

Other (please specify)

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Catherine Henning daughter of Varley and
Denzil Henning. My
mother was a Watler and
heir to this property.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Georgia Prinsloo

I do not support this

An adjacent landowner

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Donna Lambert

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

I do not support this

An adjacent landowner

No

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Gary Landry
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Have you read
How familiar are you with
this
this nominated area?
nomination?

What is your overall
feeling about this
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about this
nomination.

Generally speaking, how
do you feel about the idea
of setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a registered
voter in the Cayman Where do you live?
Islands?

Your name, or the name
of the organization for
which you are
commenting:

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I do not support it

To my knowledge there are limited to no bats in this area, having grown up in Lower Valley and having family
members with land in this specific vicinity. Also, I don't see the need for further expanding this area which
appears to be significantly larger than the area intended to cover for the bat habitat.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Stephen Watler

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Having reported on the efforts to quarry this area a few years ago and learning about the white shouldered
bat it became apparent that this is a really important site to protect. The news that there is likely to be a big
resort not far away too seems to compund the urgency to have this area conserved.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

wendy

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

Lower Valley
Forest Addition
GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I do not support it

Protection of this area is important as it is the only remaining dry forest area in Lower Valley.The wild figs
here provide an important habitat for the White-shouldered Bat.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

Blue Iguanas are uniquely Caymanian. We must make every effort to preserve them.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

This is one of the few protected areas where the Blue Iguana, native to Grand Cayman and ONLY found in
Grand Cayman, lives. The extension is necessary to provide the space for this amazing species to live, along
with many plants that are native to this island.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Cristina Durango

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

goes without saying an essential area for conservation

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

wendy

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

If it is owned by the Trust and is adjacent to parcels already in the framework oh a preserved area, I don't see
why it would be opposed.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Jessica Barefoot

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Neil Bodden

Salina Reserve
Extension GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Sand Cay GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Georgia Prinsloo

Sand Cay GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Wendy Ledger

This is a relatively unspoiled site and of high ecological values - not least in the context of continued efforts to
maintain the Blue Iguana

As I've never been yet it would be nice to know it and the terns will still be there should i ever get any time off
to go! Given the amount of development around South Sound it seems that it is essential now to preserve
oasis of nature like this.
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Have you read
How familiar are you with
this
this nominated area?
nomination?

What is your overall
feeling about this
nomination?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or suggestions you may have about this
nomination.

Generally speaking, how
do you feel about the idea
of setting aside and
protecting natural areas
for the people of the
Cayman Islands?

I am commenting as:

Are you a registered
voter in the Cayman Where do you live?
Islands?

Your name, or the name
of the organization for
which you are
commenting:

Sand Cay GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

Sand Cay is a integral part of South Sound and it is our responsibility to protect one of two tern nesting sites. If
it becomes protected land, it provides the DOE an opportunity to increase awareness and education regarding
the terns as well as sea currents etc.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Jessica Barefoot

Sand Cay GCM

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

Least Tern (Egg Bird) is a species unique in birding and to the history of our islands. The main breeding site on
the Brac has been ruined by declassification and by subsequent interference, including pumping salt water
into it. Therefore I vote for Sand Cay, and thus for theLeast Tern.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Wallace Platts

Sand Cay GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

Sand Cay GCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this nomination for the aesthetic value that sand cay provides - and for the ecological benefits of it
being a relatively undisturbed breeding and roosting site for sea birds. I live nearby and enjoy looking out over
it.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Tarpon Lake
Revised LCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

(comments in a separate letter)

I support this

Other (please specify)

Yes

Grand Cayman

KPTL Ltd.

Tarpon Lake
Revised LCM

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sharon Roulstone

Tarpon Lake
Revised LCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

I support this

An adjacent landowner

No

Grand Cayman

Cristina Durango

Tarpon Lake
Revised LCM

Yes

I know it quite well

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Cayman Brac

Wallace Platts

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Tarpon Lake
Revised LCM
Tarpon Lake
Revised LCM

Western
Mangrove Cays
GCM

Western
Mangrove Cays
GCM
Western
Mangrove Cays
GCM
Western
Mangrove Cays
GCM
Western
Mangrove Cays
GCM
Western
Mangrove Cays
GCM

Please preserve this beautiful area. It is not just for sports fishermen. It is naturally beautiful and a peaceful
area to just sit and watch birds and other creatures. We lost Grand Cayman's tarpon lake to developers, let's
prevent that happening in Little.
This lake provides to so many plants and animals, it needs to be a protected area. Also, it's part of Little
Cayman's Natural beauty and wildlife.
The apex of protection is protecting natural land before it is altered. Development pressure on this island is
surging; this proposal is at the top of the list if LC is to remain natural, and for all the reasons given in the
proposal.

We have received registered notices from the National Conservation Council that the following lands adjacent
to parcel owned by Cayman Shores Development Ltd. has been nominated to be made Protected Areas under
Section 7 of the National Conservation Law: Grand Cayman Western Mangrove Areas (12C/373Rem1)
After careful review of the above referenced nomination I write to inform the National Conservation Council
that we have elevated concerns about this nomination. The focus of our concerns are both registered
boundary issues and the potential impacts on future development of lands owned by Dart adjacent to
proposed protected area. By way of this email we request further dialogue to address these concerns prior to
us being able to provide a final response. Please confirm receipt of this email. Respectfully, Kenneth Hydes.
[dialogue took place as requested]

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public
An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

I do not support this

An adjacent landowner

Yes

Grand Cayman

Cayman Shores
Development Ltd.

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Georgia Prinsloo

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

Cristina Durango

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

No

Grand Cayman

wendy

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Vaughn Bodden

I'm very familiar with it

I support it

I support this

An individual member of the Cayman
Islands public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Clive Baker

Yes

I'm very familiar with it

I do not support it

Yes

I've never visited it

I support it

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

I support it

Yes

I've been there once or
twice

Yes

Yes

Mangroves in this area are important for the ecosystem as well as protection against storms and hurricanes.

The ecological value of the Central Mangrove is significant and as much as is possible needs to be protected not least because although we already have insights into its ecological contribution to GC - we are discovering
more and more each year.
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Species Conservation Plan for Mangroves
A report to the National Conservation Council

Consultations made under section 17 (sub-sections 4 – 5) of the
National Conservation Law 2013,
from 30th July to 3rd September, 2018.
Introduction
A Species Conservation Plan (SCP) for Mangroves, including an Appendix containing associated
Mangrove Trimming Guidelines, was drafted by the Department of Environment (DoE) in consultation
with the National Conservation Council (NCC), and approved by the NCC for release to public
consultation in July 2018.
The SCP was placed for public inspection at the Department of Environment’s offices, the Government
Administration centers on all three of the Cayman Islands and in district libraries by 30th July 2018, and
press notices advising the public as per section 17(4) were published in two successive weeks, in the
Cayman Compass.
A supply of response forms was placed with the nomination packs, and also implemented as a
SurveyMonkey poll containing exactly the same questions.

Survey practices and modes of response
A policy was adopted to seek an unbiased response to the consultation, so that the results reflect views
of the public at large rather than of specific sectors of society. However, as a digital poll, responses to
the SurveyMonkey questionnaire are obviously limited to persons with internet access. That constraint
is unlikely to be strongly biased for or against adoption of this SCP. The poll was primarily promoted
through local news media and through Facebook promotion by DoE and Government Information
Services. The extent to which the poll may then have been independently promoted by other groups is
uncontrolled and unknown: again this process could be taken up by individuals or organizations with any
viewpoint on protection of species, and so should not be considered to be necessarily biased.
The online questionnaire required submitters to identify themselves (as a method to identify and delete
any duplicate submissions by the same individual for the same area), and all respondents identified
themselves by giving a valid email address. Digital responses were also screened for any evidence of
improper manipulation of results. None were found on this occasion.
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All responses received came through the SurveyMonkey questionnaire.

Summary of survey results
A total of 17 responses were received by the Department in the consultation period.
All responders provided sufficient information to verify validity. One response was received from a
company, and 16 from other individuals.
All individual responses came from persons who are resident in the Cayman Islands. Over half (59%) of
respondents identified themselves as registered voters in the Cayman Islands.
Among respondents there was unanimous support for the concept of protecting endangered and
threatened species.
All but one of the responses indicated that respondents had read the SCP before commenting on it.
Respondents indicated a reasonable degree of familiarity with mangroves, with 41% of respondents able
to identify all four mangrove species, 29% able to recognize some but not knowing them well, and the
remaining 29% familiar with mangrove areas, though not the species themselves.
Sixteen of the seventeen respondents (94%) indicated support for the proposed SCP. Ten respondents
provided open-ended comments.
One respondent (which was also the only company responding) did not support the SCP, though their
extensive submission did indicate support for the Mangrove Trimming Guidelines (Appendix 1 to the
SCP). This respondent’s comments appear to the DoE to be founded in a desire to address much wider
issues (such as environmental assessments, and mitigation measures) which are addressed elsewhere in
the NCL and are relevant to all natural terrestrial, wetland and marine environments rather than being
specific to the four mangrove species addressed in this SCP. This respondent also called for information
to be included in the plan which is fully documented elsewhere (e.g. the RAMSAR Convention) and detail
on planned research and monitoring, which is too dynamic to be captured in an SCP which has an
indeterminate but procedurally slow review cycle. DoE has reached out to this respondent and is willing
to continue dialogue on these matters which lie substantially outside the scope of this SCP.
The remaining nine open-ended comments were in support of the draft SCP as follows:
“Way too many mangroves have already been destroyed. They are a natural protection along our
coastlines, and also are the nursery for many of our reef fish. They are essential for many of our water
fowl and are the natural habitat for resident and migratory birds. Many native species such as crabs and
mangrove oysters rely on the mangroves as their habitat and to maintain water quality. The Central
Mangroves are essential for the health of the North Sound.”
“Urgently needed to manage the remaining mangrove habitats both inter and intra generationally.”
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“Growing up my Father taught us the importance and benefits of the mangroves. I would love for
mangroves to be around for my children to see and to keep protecting our Islands.”
“It is clear that with the rapid development of Cayman comes the destruction of our precious mangroves.
The proposal is a perfect way to ensure their protection and therefore the safeguarding of the island’s
future.”
“I support the protection of our mangrove ecosystems because they provide essential services to the
people who live here, as well as being critical habitat for innumerable species. If we want a biodiverse,
healthy fish population, beautiful clear seas, abundant rainfall, and protection form storms, then we
MUST protect our mangroves.”
“Far too much has been cut from areas around south sound and west side of north sound. I feel
enforcement at planning is imperative.”
“As we move forward with our country these indigenous plants need to be kept. They have kept us safe in
many ways over hundreds of years!”
“Thank you for working to protect our beautiful environment.”
“I'm very pleased to see a plan being put into place for these critical species. Not only for the benefits
they play for humans, but also the critical role they play in the health of our ocean ecosystem.”

Individual survey responses and comments
Appendix 1 below reproduces all the responses received, in full, downloaded from the online survey
responses. There were no responses submitted on paper.
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Appendix 1 – Individual responses

Have you
read this
draft
SCP?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

How familiar are
you with these
mangrove
species?

I can recognize all
four mangrove
species
I can't identify each
species but I know
what mangrove
areas look like
I can't identify each
species but I know
what mangrove
areas look like
I can recognize
some of them but I
don't know
them very well

I can recognize all
four mangrove
species
I can't identify each
species but I know
what mangrove
areas look like
I can recognize all
four mangrove
species
I can recognize all
four mangrove
species
I can recognize all
four mangrove
species

What is your
overall feeling
about this
proposed SCP?

Please let us know in your own words any thoughts, opinions or
suggestions you may have about this proposal

I support it

Way too many mangroves have already been destroyed. They are a natural
protection along our coastlines, and also are the nursery for many of our reef
fish. They are essential for many of our water fowl and are the natural
habitat for resident and migratory birds. Many native species such as crabs
and mangrove oysters rely on the mangroves as their habitat and to maintain
water quality. The Central Mangroves are essential for the health of the
North Sound

I support it

Urgently needed to manage the remaining mangrove habitats both inter and
intra generationally.

I support it

Growing up my Father taught us the importance and benefits of the
mangroves. I would love for mangroves to be around for my children to see
and to keep protecting our Islands.

I support it

I support it

It is clear that with the rapid development of Cayman comes the destruction
of our precious mangroves. The proposal is a perfect way to ensure their
protection and therefore the safeguarding of the island’s future.
I support the protection of our mangrove ecosystems because they provide
essential services to the people who live here, as well as being critical habitat
for innumerable species. If we want a biodiverse, healthy fish population,
beautiful clear seas, abundant rainfall, and protection form storms, then we
MUST protect our mangroves.

Generally speaking,
how do you feel
about the idea
of protecting
endangered or
threatened species?

I am commenting as:

Are you a
registered
voter in the
Cayman
Islands?

Where do you
live?

Name

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sandra Dailey

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Linda Clark

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Sarah Frederick

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

No

Grand Cayman

Sian

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

No

Grand Cayman

Catherine Childs

No

Grand Cayman

Alissa Moberg

No

Grand Cayman

Nicole Ruddick

No

Grand Cayman

Chris

Yes

Grand Cayman

Tracey Elliott

I support this
I support this. Species
should be protected
before they reach the
endangered and
threatened levels.

I support it

I support this

I support it

I support this

I support it

I support this

I support it

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public
An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public
An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public
An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public
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Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

I can recognize all
four mangrove
species
I can't identify each
species but I know
what mangrove
areas look like
I can recognize
some of them but I
don't know
them very well
I can recognize
some of them but I
don't know
them very well
I can recognize
some of them but I
don't know
them very well

I support it

Far too much has been cut from areas around south sound and west side of
north sound. I feel enforcement at planning is imperative

I support it

I support it

As we move forward with our country these indigenous plants need to be
kept. They have kept us safe in many ways over hundreds of years!

I support it

I support it

Thank you for working to protect our beautiful environment.

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Jacquline J
Bovell

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Cherisse Merren

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Andrew Bodden

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

No

Grand Cayman

Jacqueline
Schofield

I support this

An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

Roz Griffiths
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Yes

I can recognize all
four mangrove
species

I do not support
it

Yes

I support it

Yes

I support it

Having taken the opportunity to review the draft Species Conservation Plan
for Mangroves (SCPM), relating to Section 17 of the National Conservation
Law, we would like to share some observations. 1. While the document
provides a good summary of conservation objectives and strategies, it lacks
the technical specificity that would allow a potential developer or landowner
wishing to proactively manage their property portfolio to conduct a selfassessment of mangrove wetland. Understanding the information needs to
be presented in a way that can be easily understood by the general public, we
would suggest drafting a supplementary Technical Overview for stakeholders
and parties involved in development in the Cayman Islands to provide greater
clarity and direction. 2. Conservation status a. It would be beneficial to
include more information on historical habitat loss by community type in
order to measure the likely impact of future modifications. 3. Ecology and
Threats a. There needs to be an evaluation methodology, specific to the
Cayman Islands, which can quantify impact and provides set parameters in
assessing whether proposed mitigation strategies will offset impact. A
documented assessment tool would allow potential buyers to carry out an
independent evaluation prior to purchasing land. 4. Conservation objectives
a. While the focus is on retention and protection, this section could be
expanded to include ways to increase habitat and biodiversity, for example
through the modification of large monocultures of mangrove wetlands. 5.
Conservations Strategies a. To be designated a RAMSAR site, wetlands need
to meet a set of criteria. The process for assessing the functional value of
wetlands in the Cayman Islands must be clearly defined to ensure nominated
sites comply with RAMSAR guidelines. 6. Additional Conservation Measures
a. 6-C – Monitoring and Research The lack of detail in this area is concerning.
7. Implementation, Evaluation and Review a. There should be a provision
that allows public input into any changes in policy or revision to the
Conservation Plan. 8. Mangrove Trimming Guidelines a. This section is
comprehensive and workable from a horticulture and landscaping
perspective. Summary After having reviewed the document in detail
(internally and with external consultants) our position is as follows: 1. The
document lacks the level of detail that would allow us to support this Species
Conservation Plan in its present form. 2. Documentation is required to
establish the criteria by which mangroves can be assessed by landowners or
third parties prior to purchase, transfer or development consideration. 3.
There needs to be a more comprehensive section on conservation strategies,
measures, monitoring and research set out in this document.
I'm very pleased to see a plan being put into place for these critical species.
Not only for the benefits they play for humans, but also the critical role they
play in the health of our ocean ecosystem.

I support this

I support this

I support this

A business or company
operating in the
Cayman Islands
An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public
An individual member
of the Cayman Islands
public

Yes

Grand Cayman

DECCO Ltd.
(Dart
Development)

No

Grand Cayman

Sarah Burton

Yes

Grand Cayman

Rebecca
Jordison
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Certificate of Registration
QUALITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM - ISO 9001:2015
This is to certify that:

TCS Biosciences Limited
Botolph Claydon
Buckingham
MK18 2LR
United Kingdom

Holds Certificate Number:

FS 28907

and operates a Quality Management System which complies with the requirements of ISO 9001:2015 for the
following scope:
The procurement, manufacture and sale of a range of diagnostic products for
clinical, pharmaceutical, food and environmental laboratory testing.

For and on behalf of BSI:
Andrew Launn, EMEA Systems Certification Director
Original Registration Date: 1994-08-11

Effective Date: 2019-01-27

Latest Revision Date: 2019-01-17

Expiry Date: 2022-01-26
Page: 1 of 1

This certificate was issued electronically and remains the property of BSI and is bound by the conditions of contract.
An electronic certificate can be authenticated online.
Printed copies can be validated at www.bsigroup.com/ClientDirectory
Information and Contact: BSI, Kitemark Court, Davy Avenue, Knowlhill, Milton Keynes MK5 8PP. Tel: + 44 345 080 9000
BSI Assurance UK Limited, registered in England under number 7805321 at 389 Chiswick High Road, London W4 4AL, UK.
A Member of the BSI Group of Companies.
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Certificate of Registration
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM - ISO 14001:2015
This is to certify that:

TCS Biosciences Ltd
Botolph Claydon
Buckingham
MK18 2LR
United Kingdom

Holds Certificate Number:

EMS 590359

and operates an Environmental Management System which complies with the requirements of ISO 14001:2015 for
the following scope:
The procurement, manufacture and sale of a range of diagnostic products for
clinical, pharmaceutical, food and environmental laboratory testing.

For and on behalf of BSI:
Andrew Launn, EMEA Systems Certification Director
Original Registration Date: 2013-06-10

Effective Date: 2019-01-27

Latest Revision Date: 2019-01-18

Expiry Date: 2022-01-26
Page: 1 of 1

This certificate was issued electronically and remains the property of BSI and is bound by the conditions of contract.
An electronic certificate can be authenticated online.
Printed copies can be validated at www.bsigroup.com/ClientDirectory
Information and Contact: BSI, Kitemark Court, Davy Avenue, Knowlhill, Milton Keynes MK5 8PP. Tel: + 44 345 080 9000
BSI Assurance UK Limited, registered in England under number 7805321 at 389 Chiswick High Road, London W4 4AL, UK.
A Member of the BSI Group of Companies.
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WP-11 Ratification of Grouper EPF Decision
Recalling that on 13 December 2018 the Department of Environment circulated a background paper
(attached) requesting Council’s approval for the reallocation of CI$30,000 from the unspent funds in the
2018 Environmental Protection Fund (EPF) Coral Reef Restoration allocation;
Recalling further that an overview of the Grouper Moon project (also attached) was circulated for the
benefit so that Council members were fully aware of the program. The Grouper Moon 2019 overview
document refers to a larger funding request than Council considered as alternative cost saving
negotiations were ongoing by the DoE at the time;
Noting that the resolution proposed in the EPF request needed to be dealt with urgently in order to make
project planning decisions and there were no National Conservation Council General Meetings
scheduled within the required timeframe at which to make a formal decision;
It Was Resolved by the National Conservation Council to render a decision electronically.
Noting that on the 14 December 2019 electronic voting by the members of the National Conservation
council stood as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Chair McFarlane Conolly - Support.
Adrian Estwick, - Response to be confirmed.
Colleen Stoetzel, - Support.
Dominic Williams – Response to be confirmed.
Edward Chisholm - Support.
Franklin Thompson – Support.
Frederic Burton, - Support. (Noting conflict, but in capacity of non-governmental appointment and
limited involvement with DOE marine research projects).
8. Gina Ebanks-Petrie, - Support, but abstains due to DOE role.
9. Timothy Austin – as mover and tabulator of electronic motion did not vote.
10. Lisa-Ann Hurlston-McKenzie – Support (noting concerns re sustainability of funding)
11. Nadia Hardie - Support.
12. Patricia Bradley – Support.
13. Pedro Lazzari – Response to be confirmed.

Noting the Department of Environment’s intention to make this a recurring funding item in the EPF
budget, pending Council and Finance Committee approval as normal
It Is Hereby Resolved that the Council opinion to support the transfer of EPF monies from one marine
species conservation project to another is Ratified.
Mover:
Seconder:
Votes: For ( ), Against ( ), Abstain ( )
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MEMORANDUM
To:

National Conservation Council

From:

Department of Environment

Date:

13 December 2018

Subject:

Briefing Note on DOE reallocation of Environmental Protection Fund expenditure to REEF
participation in the 2019 Grouper Moon Project.

OVERVIEW
In January 2017 the DOE first sought the National Conservation Council’s approval to reallocate a portion of
the unspent Environmental Protection Fund expenditure assigned to Coral Reef Restoration under the then
approved 2016/17 budget. The funds enabled Reef Environmental Education Foundation (REEF) to participate
and provide essential scientific support in the collaborative long-term Grouper Moon Project. The project
involves longterm monitoring and public education and outreach for the local important Nassau grouper. The
work was previously supported by the Disney Foundation however that funding was no longer available.
Subsequently, in 2017 REEF again requested financial assistance and the DOE again sought the NCC approval to
reallocate EPF funding from the Coral Reef Restoration assignment. The Council approved this request and
once again valuable progress was made with respect to Grouper Moon. Of particular relevance and as a direct
consequence of the CI NCC EPF support approximately 8 peer-reviewed scientific publications have resulted
from this work in 2018 alone, all of which are in collaboration with the DOE.
The EPF Coral Reef Restoration account typically maintains an excess of funding towards the end of the financial
year as the funding is a contingency fund in the event of any significant coral reef damage resulting from storms,
ship groundings or other unanticipated injuries to local reef resources. The DOE does not believe this
reallocation will have any significant impact on coral restoration initiatives currently underway.
Given the now well established precedent of funding REEF to participate in the annual Grouper Moon the DOE
is once again seeking the Council’s approval to offer financial assistance to REEF to participate in January and
February 2019. REEF is a ‘not for profit’ organization that relies entirely on fundraising to support it activities.
DOE is requesting CI$30,000 to support this year’s monitoring program. The amount requested is significantly
higher than previously requested. Firstly, 2019 represents a split winter full moon and subsequently major
Nassau grouper aggregations are expected in both January and February full moons. This means the monitoring
effort is effectively doubled this year, as are expenses. Additionally, Scripps Institute of Oceanography
previously provided a donation of US$25,000 to maintain the department’s large research vessel, Sea Keeper, as
part of the project over a 5 year period. The Scripps’ funding has been exhausted and consequently Sea Keeper
is no longer funded as part of the project. The DOE requires an additional CI$10,000 to prepare Sea Keeper to
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take part in the project and to ensure she is available for future Grouper Moon work. Sea Keeper is kept as a
DOE asset solely for the purpose of Grouper Moon. The only alternative would be chartering a suitable size
vessel which represents a significantly greater cost.
2019 Grouper Moon Project in the Cayman Islands
1. REEF has provided the following breakdown of expenses.
2019 Field Work – January 19-30 and February 19-March 1
U S $19,500
Tasks will include acoustic tagging for tracking movement, laser caliper size monitoring, mark-recapture
population estimates, spawning behavior documentation, public presentations, and summary reporting.
Funds will cover research team travel in both months, research supplies, project coordination, and
management of spawning aggregation collected data and year-round passive data collection (acoustic and
abiotic).
2019 Grouper Education Program – February 12-28
US$4,000
Tasks will include teacher workshops and training on Grand Cayman and Cayman Brac, curriculum
support, and three live-from-the-field webcasts. Funds will cover Grouper Moon Project educator travel
in February and substitute time, coordination of Cayman educator workshops, distribution of curricular
material, and webcast equipment.
2019 Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries Institute – November 4-8
US$1,500
Tasks will include presentation of Grouper Moon research findings at the annual GCFI conference.
Funds will cover registration and partial travel.
2. The Department of Environment Operations Unit provides the following estimates for the
recommissioning of Sea Keeper
Launching
Cutless Bearing
Engine Re-Alignment
General recommission
Fuel x 1000 gal
Dock / month x 2

$460.00
$406.00
$1,500.00
$3,500.00
$5,000.00
$1,100.00

TOTAL

$11,966.00

RESOLUTION:
Accordingly the DOE seeks the National Conservation Council’s approval to reallocate, to the Grouper Moon
Project 2019, CI$30,000 from the 2018 approved Environmental Protection Fund Coral Reef Restoration
allocation.
____________
Timothy Austin
Deputy Director, Research and Assessment.
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2019 Grouper Moon Project in the Cayman Islands
Principle Investigators:
Christy Pattengill-Semmens, Reef Environmental Education Foundation (REEF)
Brice Semmens, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, UC San Diego
Croy McCoy, Cayman Islands Department of Environment (DoE)
Scott Heppell, Oregon State University
Background:
Large-bodied grouper species are arguably the most important fisheries in the Cayman Islands. They
also contribute to the tourism economy of the Cayman Islands by providing unique and highly soughtafter interactive diving experiences, and they play a crucial role in maintaining reef ecosystems in the
region. Unfortunately, the complex of common large-bodied grouper in the Cayman Islands (Nassau
Grouper, Epinephelus striatus; Black Grouper, Mycteroperca bonaci; Yellowfin Grouper, Mycteroperca
venenosa; Tiger Grouper, Mycteroperca tigris; Red Hind, Epinephelus guttatus) has experienced longterm heavy harvest. These species participate in mass spawning aggregations, a unique life history
event that occurs at specific places and times. Once discovered by fishermen, these spawning
aggregations are extremely vulnerable to over fishing and have been eliminated throughout the
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. Because spawning aggregations represent the primary source of juvenile
fish for replenishing the next generation, their protection is critical for sustaining local and regional
populations.
In 2001, the re-discovery and subsequent heavy harvest of a large, healthy Nassau Grouper
aggregation on the west end of Little Cayman led the Cayman Islands Marine Conservation Board to
establish seasonal spatial closures (December-March) at all known historic aggregation sites in the
Cayman Islands. These protections were recently (August 2016) replaced by Nassau Grouper
Conservation Law legislation that provides more comprehensive protections for the species, including
prohibition of harvest between December and April.
Coincident with the re-discovery in 2001, DoE partnered with REEF, a marine science non-profit, to
establish the Grouper Moon Project. The Grouper Moon Project represents a broad research
collaborative between government, non-profit, and academic entities. The aim of the project is to
better understand the ecology, population biology, and oceanography of spawning aggregations in
the Cayman Islands. Over the past decade, the Grouper Moon Project has carried out some of the
most advanced fisheries research in the Caribbean basin, all in an effort to recover vibrant
populations of grouper in the Caymans.
Funding Request:
The Grouper Moon Project is a mature research effort with considerable existing infrastructure
including by not limited to acoustic tag hydrophones, passive acoustic sound-scape hydrophones,
underwater communication equipment for the education program, and laser caliper video systems.
There is a need to establish annual funding for REEF to support ongoing coordination and execution
of the project. REEF is requesting CI$26,000 (approx. $32,000 USD) in funding to support the
continuation of the Grouper Moon Project in 2019. Funding will be used to accomplish activities in
four broad categories: aggregation season monitoring (winter months) requiring an on-site research
team and associated infrastructure; education program that engages Caymanian and global
classrooms; year-round monitoring through deployed instrumentation; and disseminating project
findings to the general public and scientific communities.
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National Conservation Council
Guidance Notes on the Legal Handling of Stingrays
Introduction
A key purpose of the National Conservation Law, and a function of the National Conservation
Council, is to promote and secure biological diversity and the sustainable use of natural
resources in the Cayman Islands. Cayman’s Southern Stingrays, particularly those found at
Stingray City and the Sandbar in Grand Cayman’s North Sound, are indisputably invaluable
natural resources for the Cayman Islands.
Under the National Conservation Law, stingrays (specifically southern stingrays, Dasyatis
Americana, Hypanus americanus) are a Part 1 listed species (under the Subclass Elasmobranchii,
with all other sharks and rays found in Cayman waters). This means that they are protected from
take at all times. Under the National Conservation Law, 2013, “‘take’ means to collect, hunt, kill,
destroy, damage, injure, disturb, harass, harm, wound, capture, molest or impede a live specimen
in any way or to attempt to do so, and includes incidental taking”. For the avoidance of doubt, an
individual holding a live stingray, or attempting to do so, would count as “take” under the
National Conservation Law, 2013.
Stingray City and the Sandbar are Protected Areas under the National Conservation Law by
virtue of being a marine park (specifically and hereafter referred to as Wildlife Interaction Zones,
or WIZs). In these WIZs it is illegal to “remove any stingray or other marine life from the
water”1. The WIZs were set up to manage human interaction with wildlife within the zones,
particularly the stingrays, interactions not allowed anywhere else in the Cayman waters. To
allow this interaction to continue in a manner that protects the health of the stingrays and
promotes the sustainable use of these natural resources of the Cayman Islands, the following
Guidance Notes are issued. These Guidance Notes were prepared for the National Conservation
Council by the Department of Environment who consulted with experts in elasmobranch
physiology during the drafting process. And with reference to the “Elasmobranch Husbandry
Manual”, 2004, by Smith, Warmolts, Thoney and Hueter (Eds.).
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Handling Restrictions
1) Any elevation of the stingray which causes the spiracles, eyes, mouth or gills to be held
out of the water will be considered “take”.
2) Holding the stingray in such a way that their wing (flap or pectoral fin) slaps against the
body of a person, e.g., a back-slap, will be considered “take”.
3) Bending any part of the stingray in any direction, whether bending their back or
bending/curling their wings (flaps or pectoral fins), claspers, etc., will be considered
“take”.
4) Gripping the stingray’s fins to immobilize them (impede their movement) will be
considered “take”.
5) Physical interaction with the midline of the stingray, identified by the blue hatched boxes
illustrated in the picture below will be considered “take”.

2

diagram of a stingray, highlighting ‘no touch’ areas

Best Practice: Apply sunscreen well in advance of handling or interacting with any marine life,
including stingrays. Certain ingredients in sunscreens may be toxic or otherwise stressful to
marine life, including stingrays, even in very low concentrations.
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Allowed Handling
Department of Environment Conservation Officers will apply their discretion and not
consider the following activities as “take” under the law:
A) Positioning stingrays flat in the water, supported by a person, e.g., arms bent at the
elbows and extended in front of the person’s body, as long as the stingray is not
gripped (see restriction No. 3 above) or bent in any significant way (see restriction
No. 2 above).
i) Best Practice: Stingray should be positioned so that its nose is towards the
person supporting the stingray, this leaves the tail relatively clear for safety
while allowing others to view the stingray or touch its wings (pectoral fins)
safely. The handler can also easily move with the stingray cradled in this
manner, extending the period of interaction without gripping the stingray in
such a way that it cannot end the interaction if it desires.
B) Physical interaction such as petting, touching, or rubbing the upper or lower
(underside) areas of the wings (pectoral fins) of the stingray is allowable. This
includes by other individuals when a stingray is positioned on another person’s arms
(A above or similar), or as the stingray passes by. The midline of the stingray should
not be interacted with (see restriction No. 4 above).
i) The slight angling of the stingray in the water to allow just the nose (area of
the stingray before but not including the mouth, spiracles or eyes) to rise
above or out of the plane of the water for physical interaction with a person, is
allowed.
C) Observing stingrays swimming, or hunting for food buried for them, is allowable and
encouraged as it reduces direct human/stingray interaction. Such a “hands off”
approach might be especially suitable for interactions at the Stingray City WIZ.
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Illustrations of Allowable Interactions

Kissing a stingray – Stingray
cradled, eyes and spiracles
submerged

‘Guests’ calmly cradling
the stingray

Cradling a stingray – Good
Handling – visitors could pet
the stingray from the side
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Illustrations of Prohibited Interactions

Stingray Back Slap –
No longer allowed
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Conclusion
Anyone seeing activity they feel is potentially illegal is encouraged to report this to the
Department of Environment DoE@gov.ky. By including a picture of the observed action, date,
location and information about the suspected offender (such as the name of the charter boat the
person being complained about worked on), Department of Environment Conservation Officers
may be able to provide further guidance to the individual or business on proper handling of
stingrays, place the individual or business under observation for the prosecution of future
actions, or even warn an individual for intended prosecution if the information provided is
substantial enough. If you are providing a photograph, please ensure the image is clear (and time
and location data is embedded in the picture’s metadata if possible). All information regarding
suspected marine offences provided to the DoE will be kept strictly confidential.
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Background Information
National Conservation Council
Guidance Notes on the Legal Handling of Stingrays

Elasmobranchs, such as stingrays, are susceptible to stress and can even perish in captivity due to stress.
Although the WIZ stingrays are not captive, the repeated handling they experience, their modified diet,
social structure and diurnal activity is comparable in some ways to the stresses experienced by captive
elasmobranchs. Additionally, elasmobranchs are susceptible to internal injury due to the nature of their
skeletal system. Any interaction that involves bending the animal, lifting the animal out of the water or
which otherwise causes stress to the animal is a cause for concern.
Many of the WIZ stingrays are pregnant females, bringing particular health concerns. Lifting the spiracle
or gills & mouth of the stingray out of the water can impede their breathing, which reduces oxygen
transport to the uterus and to the gestating pups, increasing the stress on pregnant females. Pregnant female
stingrays are also most likely to be pushing themselves forward for food and, therefore, are the most prone
to being stressed from over-handling. Sadly, termination of pregnancy is a common response to stress in
animals.
Physical interaction with the stingray’s eyes or spiracles, as well as its dorsal body cavity and underbelly,
anus and claspers (in males), could be harmful or stressful to the stingray. Physical interaction with the
stingray’s dorsal ridge, tail with stinger and mouth could be harmful or stressful to the human handler.
The spiracles and gills are very sensitive in rays and easily damaged if handled. The gill slits can become
infected which then affects the gills and the health of the animal. Internal organs can be damaged by even
light pressure applied to the wrong place. This risk is heightened in pregnant females and the WIZ stingray
populations contain a high percentage of pregnant females year-round.
Rays breathe using spiracles and gills. Water goes in through spiracles, and out through gills. Having the
spiracles or the gills out of water – or covered by hands or arms through inappropriate handling - impairs
the stingray’s ability to breathe and therefore their respiratory and circulatory systems. In order for
elasmobranchs to carry oxygen to their tissues, they need to transfer oxygen across their gills and they are
not able to do this when they are out of the water. Impaired oxygen transfer leads to impaired metabolic
respiration and systemic circulation. The resulting anaerobic respiration/metabolism can also cause a
build-up of lactic acid which is a toxic metabolite.
Stingrays with lesions and open sores are regularly observed at the Sandbar. Elasmobranch skin is more
delicate than people often assume and can easily be damaged. For example, a stingray that is grasped at
the same spots repeatedly over time, may suffer from increased abrasions in those areas. When their skin
is damaged, stingrays can be susceptible to secondary bacterial and fungal infections. Toxic chemicals
used in sunscreen can injure the skin or make existing skin injuries worse, leaving the rays susceptible to
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secondary infections. There is also the risk of transferring diseases from elasmobranchs to humans, or vice
versa, and this risk would be increased by any open lesions resulting from improper handling of the
stingrays.
“Unlike teleosts (i.e., bony fishes), sharks and rays have a skeleton made of cartilage and lack ribs. This
characteristic means that the internal organs and musculature of elasmobranchs are poorly protected and
susceptible to damage without horizontal support (Clark, 1963; Gruber and Keyes, 1981; Murru, 1990).”
(Elasmobranch Husbandry Manual- Mark Smith, et. Al. 2004). Therefore, they should always be held in
a horizontal position with their weight supported by the buoyancy of the water, not lifted out of the water
and especially not lifted at an angle.
While their cartilaginous skeleton makes stingrays seem flexible, they should never be bent. Cartilage is
not as solid as bone, but it is not meant to bend like rubber. When rays are bent from head to tail this can
cause harm to their backs or internal organs and holding (rolling) up the wings can put an enormous strain
on both the muscles and the spine of the ray. The repeated bending that WIZ stingrays may be subjected
to could cause chronic skeletal damage and also internal damage. This damage may not be something that
is seen immediately or even noticed by the average person. For example, elasmobranchs have a very large
liver that takes up a huge portion of the body cavity. The liver is extremely important for several reasons
but in particular the low density oils that are stored in it increase the buoyancy of the animal (helps them
be neutrally buoyant). Damage to the liver due to severe torsion and bending is a possibility.
It is important to remember that the stingrays at Stingray City and especially the Sandbar can interact
with hundreds of persons on a daily basis. While certain handling activities may seem benign or at worst
to do only minimal damage to these large and tough animals it is important to remember that the
cumulative effects of mishandling over days, weeks, months and years can have a significant effect on
the animals. A single incident of mishandling may not result in immediately apparent harm, but the same
rays are handled several times daily and impacts such as from bending, lifting while pregnant,
sunscreen, and scratches, can be cumulative and long-term. This is why stingray wing-slaps are no
longer allowed – possible cumulative impact of sunscreen, gripping or bending the stingray’s body, and
abrasions to the soft underside of the stingray from people’s clothing, etc.
Potential penalties for non-compliance with these directives (or other rules under the National
Conservation Law) include suspension or revocation of a commercial operators WIZ licence. For either
commercial operators, their staff, or private individuals non-compliance with these directives, or other
illegal activity, can result in legal prosecution under the National Conservation Law. Such prosecution
can carry a penalty, at the discretion of the presiding judge, of a fine up to $500,000, 4 years in jail, and
other penalties (vessel confiscation, etc.).
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National Conservation Council
Guidance Notes on Handling Starfish
Introduction
One of the purpose of the National Conservation Law, and a function of the National Conservation
Council, is to promote and secure biological diversity and the sustainable use of natural resources
in the Cayman Islands. The starfish of the Cayman Islands, particularly those at Ivory Key (Starfish
Point) in the North Sound of Grand Cayman, are natural tourism and recreational resources to the
Cayman Islands.
While starfish (and some other Echinodermata) are known for their ability to withstand rough
handling, including the loss of limbs and temporary removal from seawater this handling – as with
any animal – would disturb and harass, if not outright damage, injure, harm, or wound the molested
animal. Repeated or extreme mishandling can kill individual animals. Chronic mishandling can
also result in animal death, or damage which is not obvious to external observation. It can also
make animals leave an area, such as Starfish Point. Easily interpreted guidance notes – do not
remove starfish from the water, handle them gently while they are in the water – are in the best
interest of the animals and the general public who wish to continue to view and interact with these
animals sustainably and responsibly.
Under the National Conservation Law starfish (such as the West Indian or Cushion Starfish,
(Oreaster reticulatus) are a Part 1 listed species (under Echinodermata, with all of the other
Starfish, Sea-dumplings, Urchins, Sea Eggs, Sand Dollars found in Cayman waters). This means
that they are protected from take at all times. Under the National Conservation Law, 2013, “‘take’
means to collect, hunt, kill, destroy, damage, injure, disturb, harass, harm, wound, capture, molest
or impede a live specimen in any way or to attempt to do so, and includes incidental taking”. For
the avoidance of doubt the mere act of picking up or holding a live starfish by a person would
count as “take” under the National Conservation Law, 2013, even if the animal was immediately
released. (Holding or attempting to hold the live starfish would impede the animal, regardless of
their normally slow speed. The act of picking up the starfish would be a form of capture. Picking
up and holding the starfish would disturb and harass and potentially harm the animal, even if there
were no obvious outward signs of this disturbance, harassment and harm, either physically or in
the animal’s actions and reactions.)
Recognising the public interest for education, commerce, and enjoyment in interacting with
starfish but in a manner that is relatively respectful of the protected animals and promotes the
sustainable use of these natural resources of the Cayman Islands, the following Guidance Notes
are issued.
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Handling Restrictions
1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

Any elevation of any part of the starfish (or any other Echinodermata) out of or above
the water, will be considered “take” and prosecuted as such.
Bending any part of the starfish (or any other Echinodermata) in any direction,
including manipulating their arms, will be considered “take” and prosecuted as such.
Holding the starfish (or any other Echinodermata) by the feet, or inserting anything into
any part of or opening into the animal, will be considered “take” and prosecuted as
such.
Physical interaction with the starfish (or any other Echinodermata) in such a manner as
to break off a piece of the starfish (or any other Echinodermata), i.e., wounding, e.g.,
to cause a foot or arm to become separated from the main body, even if only partially.
Physical interaction with the starfish (or any other Echinodermata) in such a manner as
to break or pierce the skin or outer integument of the starfish (or any other
Echinodermata), i.e., damage.

Best Practice: Apply sunscreen well in advance of handling or interacting with any marine life,
including starfish (or any other Echinodermata). Certain ingredients in sunscreens may be toxic or
otherwise stressful to marine life, even in very low concentrations.
Allowed Handling
Department of Environment Conservation Officers will apply their discretion and not consider
as “take” under the Law the following activities:
A) Positioning the starfish (or any other Echinodermata) flat in the water, supported by a
person, e.g., in a person’s hands, including inverting the starfish.
B) Gentle physical interaction such as petting, touching, or rubbing the starfish (or any other
Echinodermata), including its feet.
Conclusion
Anyone seeing activity which they feel is potentially illegal is encouraged to report this to the
Department of Environment DoE@gov.ky. By including a picture of the observed action, date and
location and information on who the suspected offender was, Department of Environment
Conservation Officers may be able to provide further guidance to the individual or business on
proper handling of starfish (or any other Echinodermata), place the individual or business under
observation for the prosecution of future actions, or even warn an individual for intended
prosecution if the information provided is substantial enough (clear photograph with location and
time data embedded).
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