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Coastal Works Review 

OLD MAN BAY DREDGING, DOCK REMOVAL AND RECONSTRUCTION                                             
BLOCK 53A PARCEL 103 

Project Proposal 
The applicant, AMR Consulting Engineers on behalf of the Public Works Department, is seeking permission for the 
removal of the existing dock at Old Man Bay and the construction of a new, longer dock as well as excavation at the 
end of the dock to allow for improved boat access. The dock is for public use, and will replace the existing dock 
which is also used by the public. 

The decking of the existing dock will be removed manually first. The applicant is then proposing to install silt screens 
and construct a rock pad for the construction of the dock installed to the edge of the excavation area. The rock pad is 
proposed to be constructed of pre-washed quarry rock. While the fill pad is being placed, the existing PVC-encased 
piles for the existing dock will be removed. The excavator will then excavate the proposed dredging area which is 
proposed to be 37.5 feet by 72 feet. The material is proposed to be moved and stored across the road within Block 
53A Parcel 102, which is a wetland. There is an area of the wetland which has previously been filled. The applicant 
has estimated the total fill volume of material to be removed as 320 cubic yards, across an area of 2,567 square feet.  

After the dredging, the applicant is proposing to construct the dock using vibratory pile driving. This proposed 
methodology is very intensive. In this technique, a rock fill pad is required to support the vibratory hammer. The 
rock fill pad constructed for the dredging will be extended to the end of the proposed dock. The vibratory hammer 
will drive down steel piles. The piles are proposed to be constructed of a 12 inch diameter steel pile which will be 
filled with reinforced concrete. The piles will be tied together with precast reinforced concrete beams that will 
support a slab decking system. The quarry rocks will be re-excavated and removed out of the seabed as the piles are 
installed towards the shore.  

The proposed dock will be 96 feet 3 inches in length, with a shore-perpendicular section of 20 feet 3 inches. The 
dock is proposed to be 7 feet 9 inches in width. The proposed dock is lower than the Department of Environment 
(DoE)’s guidelines, at a height of 2 feet and 7 inches above Mean Sea Level. The timber decking panels which will be 
between the areas of concrete will have half inch spacing.  There is proposed to be a covered hut for fisherman to 
clean their catch. The cleaning hut will be covered with a roof which is approximately 20 feet wide and is constructed 
of concrete and timber. There is a cleaning ledge extending on either side of the dock for the fisherman.  

The applicant engaged with the Department in several pre-application meetings.  
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Figure 1. The dock (yellow) and the excavated area (red) as well as the fill pad area required for construction (blue).  

Environmental Impacts 
There has been one recorded turtle nest on the beach in the last 20 years but this density is not sufficient for the beach 
to be considered a turtle nesting beach. The proposed dock is located within a No Dive Zone. The shoreline is man-
modified and currently used as a public dock and launching ramp.  

Loss of Benthic Habitats  
The proposed seabed in the immediate footprint of the dock is a mix of seagrass and algae. These benthic habitat types 
represent important marine habitat for a variety of species. There will be direct loss of all habitat below the rock pad, 
and there will be long-term shading caused by the dock structure which reduces vital light penetration required for 
seagrass growth and productivity. Therefore, recovery beneath this dock will be slower. During the pre-application 
meetings, we recommended that a smaller fill pad be used in order to minimise the extent of the impact, however the 
Applicant indicated that the extent of the fill pad was required for the proposed methodology. The Department 
supports the applicant’s proposal to mitigate shading impacts by installing decking with a minimum of ½ inch spacing, 
as currently shown on the application plans. The proposed dock has a height of only 2 feet and 7 inches above Mean 
Sea Level, which is well below the DoE’s guidelines of 4 feet. However, the existing dock is also lower than the 
guidelines, and the boats which use this dock tend to be smaller. While we do not support lower docks for private 
purposes, in this situation, we do not oppose the height because: 

• The dock is not within a Marine Protected Area; 

•  The height of the existing dock is also lower than the guidelines and has been in place since at least 1994, 
and therefore the seagrass has already likely been impacted; 

• It is a public dock and therefore provides a public amenity especially to those without private coastal 
property (we typically do not support a variance for private docks); 

• The dock is to be used for smaller crafts; and 
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• The limited presence of seagrass at the landward end of the dock. 

  

Construction Impacts 
In addition to the direct loss of all habitat below the rock bed, the placement of the rock pad and the construction of 
the files will result in the disturbance and suspension of fine silts. These form detrimental sediment plumes which can 
impact surrounding seagrass communities and marine organisms that depend on good water quality. Therefore it will 
be important to limit the impacts of sediment plumes generated during construction of the dock through the use of 
silt screens and by pre-washing the quarry rock below placement. Given the shallow water depths and to prevent 
additional disturbance to the seabed, we would recommend that the skirt of the silt screen is no more than 2 feet 
deep. Additionally, the filling of the PVC pilings with cement should be done with the PVC sleeve properly 
embedded into the seabed in order to avoid leaking.  

The applicant has proposed to place the excavated fill pad material and dredged material on the Crown-owned lot on 
the opposite side of North Side Road. This area is a wetland, although it has been impacted by the placement of 
previously-dredged material from Old Man Bay Dock. The Ministry of Planning has indicated that on 18 October 
2011 Cabinet gave approval for Block 53A Parcel 102 to be developed as a public beach with associated facilities. This 
fill to be excavated as part of these proposed works will eventually be used to create a section of the parking area for 
that project for vehicles and boat trailers. On 30 April 2014 CPA approval was given for the project.   

 

Figure 2: Site visit photo of the area of the dock (DOE, 2020) 
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Comments & Recommendations 
 Notwithstanding the above mentioned environmental impacts associated with the proposed dock, on balance the 
Department recommends this application for approval subject to the standard Permit conditions and 
recommended Permit fees (Royalty, Environmental Mitigation and Administration & Monitoring) outlined in 
Appendix 1.  

Technical Review Committee – Department of Environment 
On behalf of the Director, Department of Environment 


	Project Proposal
	Environmental Impacts
	Loss of Benthic Habitats
	Construction Impacts

	Comments & Recommendations
	3. Obligations of the Permit holder
	Satisfy Conditions Prior to Commencement of Works
	4. Termination of Permit

	1. Commencement and Duration
	2. Permit Fees

