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Coastal Works Review 
East End – Private Residential Dock  

Block: 69A Parcel: 140 

Project Proposal 
The applicant – Bella Carolina Beraha-Stroh – is seeking permission to construct an 804 square foot private 
residential dock on Queens Highway, East End, Grand Cayman, as shown in Figure 1. The dock will be for 
the private use of the owner and guests of the house. The application submission states that the dock will 
be used to moor a 27-foot boat with a draft of 32 inches when conditions permit, to launch and retrieve 
kayaks and paddleboards and to gain access to deeper water for swimming and snorkelling. 

Figure 1: 2018 LIS aerial imagery showing the application site and the approximate location of the proposed 
dock. 

The proposed dock will affect approximately 768 square feet of Crown property with a further 36 square 
feet landward of the mean high-water mark (MHWM). The T-shaped dock will be 86 feet long and have a 
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6-foot wide walkway. There will be a 48 square foot lowered platform at the end of the dock for easy 
water access. The dock will be supported by 8-inch diameter concrete-reinforced PVC piles that will be 
jetted into the seabed first from land then from a small floating platform as the works continue out into 
the water. The decking will comprise of 2x6 inch pressure-treated lumber and EPA decking with ½ inch 
spacing between the boards. The finished height of the dock will be 4 feet above mean sea level. The 
applicant is also proposing a dock pedestal with lighting and water at the end of the T-shaped dock, in 
addition to two folding ladders and several RGB 45-watt embedded dock lights. 

Background Regarding the Application Area 
The coastline in this area has been designated as Scenic Coastline as per the Government approved 
Development Plan 1997. The Development Plan 1997 highlights that Scenic Coastlines have been 
characterised as those coastlines that have “high landscape or scenic values forming a particularly 
attractive feature of the Island” and “panoramic views and vistas provided by these coastlines are natural 
assets which are to be safeguarded for present and future generations”.   

This area is one of the few Replenishment Zones that has not been impacted by docks. It has been a policy 
of the Department’s not to permit docks in Marine Protected Areas unless a precedent has already been 
established. Given this area is designated a Scenic Coastline and is within a Marine Protected Area, the 
Department maintains its long-standing recommendation against docks along this stretch of the coastline.  

Throughout the years there have been 3 other applications for docks along this coastline (Block: 69A 
Parcels: 78, 94 & 95), all of which have previously been refused for the same reasons:  

• This coastline is designated as a Scenic Coastline in the Development Plan 1997. 
• The site is located within a Marine Protected Area. 
• There are no other docks along this coastline and therefore approving a dock in this location 

would set a precedent and could result in a proliferation of docks along this coast, and 
• Impacts to the marine environment designated for protection of the stock of species and nursery 

grounds of such species; which includes loss of benthic habitats, turbidity etc.  

Environmental Overview & Impacts 
The proposed dock is located within the Queens Highway Replenishment Zone. The rationale for 
designating replenishment zones is to ensure that breeding and nursery areas for marine life, especially 
queen conch and spiny lobster, are protected. In-water construction can adversely impact sensitive 
marine habitats such as seagrass beds, which support these breeding and nursery areas. Outlined below 
is a summary of the key environmental impacts. 

Loss of Benthic Habitat  
The seabed in the proposed footprint of the dock consists predominately of dense seagrass beds (see 
Figure 1). Seagrass represents an important marine habitat for a variety of species. It is an important 
feature and contributor to the health of the marine ecosystem by providing living habitat, food and oxygen 
to marine fauna. Seagrass also plays a vital role in maintaining good water quality and providing some 
coastal buffering to mitigate the erosional effects of wave energy. Impacts to seagrass beds are a concern, 
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especially due to the long-term shading caused by docks which reduce vital light penetration required for 
seagrass growth and productivity.  

Excessive Lighting  
The Department appreciates the proposed pedestal light at the end of the dock may be beneficial for 
navigational purposes should the Cabinet wish to approve the dock. However, we are concerned that the 
addition of 22 high-brightness 45-watt LED embedded dock lights would contribute to excessive amounts 
of light pollution and we do not support this level of illumination, especially along a Scenic Coastline within 
a Marine Protected Area. Excessively illuminating the water can have a negative effect on marine life. 
Artificial lighting can impact the nocturnal behaviour of marine species, causing them to congregate under 
the light which therefore increases the rate of predation. 

Construction Impacts 
The application form indicates that the proposed dock would begin construction from the shore and work 
out into the water, completing the construction of the dock from the water using a floating platform. The 
Department reached out to the applicant’s contractor to confirm the dimensions of the floating platform. 
The platform will measure 16 x 16 feet and is proposed to be towed into place using a 20-foot boat with 
a draft of 1-foot.  

Direct environmental impacts will result from the construction of the dock, mainly through the placement 
of the piles into the seabed and from the positioning of the small floating platform to carry out the works. 
The Department is concerned with the navigability of the vessel around the area’s shallow reefs and coral 
heads when accessing the application site and towing the platform into location. Should the Cabinet be 
minded to approve this application, the applicant’s contractor should take care to avoid damage to coral 
when accessing the site. The impacts of turbidity during construction should also be limited to the greatest 
extent possible. The applicant has indicated the use of silt screens in their submission. These silt screens 
must be deployed and anchored appropriately and remain in place for the duration of the in-water works 
to contain any suspended sediment. 

Other Considerations 
Dock Access for Large Vessels  

The Department questions the compatibility of this area and the proposed dock for mooring large vessels. 
There is uncertainty regarding the water depths of the wider lagoon area and it is unclear whether the 
intended 27-foot vessel would be able to access the dock. This concern has also been highlighted in all of 
the 4 objection letters received by the Ministry with the application. Bathymetry of the access channel 
may be required to ensure it is accessible for the intended vessel.  
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Figure 2: 2018 LIS aerial imagery showing the application site, entrance channel and the fringing reef in the area. 

In addition, the bathymetry submitted with the application shows the depth at the terminal end of the 
dock to be between -2.6 and -2.8 feet (see Figure 3) which is just shy of the intended boat’s draft of 32 
inches (approximately 2.7 decimal feet). This does not leave much clearance for the boat during extreme 
low tides or rough weather. 
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Figure 3: Extract from applicant’s plans showing the location of the proposed dock and the depth at the terminal 
end. 

Location of the Dock 

The Department reached out to the applicant’s agent for information regarding the location of the dock. 
The applicant’s agent confirmed the rationale for the location of the dock was that the applicant was 
hoping to share the cost and use of the dock with the neighbouring property (Block: 69A Parcel: 113) and 
the applicant did not want the dock to block the view of any future construction on their (Block: 69A 
Parcel: 140) site. However, it should be noted that the neighbour the applicant was hoping to share the 
use and cost of the dock with has objected to the application. Amongst environmental, navigational and 
precedent-setting concerns, the neighbours are also concerned about the amount of lighting being 
proposed for the dock and the location of the dock encroaching on Block: 69A Parcel: 113’s western 
boundary. It should also be noted that the neighbour has requested that if the Cabinet is minded to 
approve the proposed dock the applicant is required to move the dock to the west, closer to the centre 
of the applicant's property and away from their shared boundary line.  
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Conclusion & Recommendations 
For the reasons discussed throughout this review, the Department maintains its policy of no docks along 
this coastline and recommends this application is refused.  

If the Cabinet is minded to take a different opinion there are aspects of this dock application which will 
need to be taken into consideration including the location of the dock, depth of the water regarding 
navigational access if the dock is to be used for boating access (this may require bathymetry of the 
entrance channel), assessment of light pollution and construction methodology (i.e. will a barge be able 
to access the area via the channel). Should the Cabinet approve this application the standard Permit 
conditions and recommended Permit fees (Royalty, Environmental Mitigation and Administration & 
Monitoring) are outlined in Appendix 1.  

 

 

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