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Coastal Works Review 

Dock and Cabana, South Sound Road                         Block: 21E Parcel: 131 

Project Proposal 

The applicant – ZJ Limited – is seeking permission to construction a dock with a cabana above Crown 

property adjacent to Block 21E Parcel 131. The dock is located within a Marine Protected Area, namely 

the South Sound Replenishment Zone.  

The L-shaped dock runs perpendicular to the shore on the eastern boundary (182.5 ft long by 6 ft 4 in 

wide), with the “L” ending running  parallel to shore, at the terminal end of the walk way (17 ft 6 in long 

and 24 ft 10 in wide). There will be steps on either sides of the shore terminal end of the dock. There is a 

small spur off the main length of the dock proposed to be used for paddle board access. This spur will 

have an area of 11 ft 4 in by 11 ft and is located 80 ft from the shore terminal end of the walkway. The 

dock will be supported by 10 inch steel-reinforced concrete-filled PVC-cased piles or 12 inch marine-

treated timber piles that will be driven into the predrilled holes in the seabed using a barge. The decking 

will comprise of 6 inch Ipe (a hardwood) or pressure treated pine, 4 ft above water level and installed 

with ½ inch spacing between boards. A wooden frame cabana cladded in Ipe will be constructed on the 

“L” ending of the dock. The cabana will have a thatch roof.  

The application form indicates that the purpose of the dock is to secure the applicant’s boat, which is a 

20 to 25 ft recreational boat. The draft of the boat is unknown as it is not stated in the application. The 

depth of the water near the end of the dock is approximately 2.7 ft to 3.0 ft.  

The application confirms that all piles will be installed by drilling equipment mounted on floating marine 

spud barge with a draft of 18inches. There will be no water, air jetting or hammerings of piles for 

installation. 
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Figure 1: Aerial imagery showing the proposed dock 

(Source: DoE 2019, LIS 2013) 

Background 

A similar L-shaped dock was previously approved at the subject parcel on 10 March 2014. 

The Department of Environment (DoE) has no record of whether a Coastal Works Permit (or Licence) 

was issued or fees paid for this dock, we have therefore included fee recommendations given that no 

fees were paid by the previous applicant.  

The proposed dock uses larger piles (12 or 10 inch PVC piles are now proposed) and is longer by 10 ft, 

but has a smaller width (1 ft 8 in smaller). The L-shaped section has a slightly smaller area (434.6 sq ft in 

area in the proposed dock compared to 875 sq ft in the approved dock). The overall effect is an area 

slightly smaller than the previously-approved dock (a reduction of approximately 132 sq ft).  

Environmental Impacts 

The proposed dock affects 1,813 sq ft of Crown Property, and will be located within the South Sound 

Replenishment Zone. The proposed dock will impact seagrass benthic habitat. There are other docks 

along this coastline of a similar length. The bathymetry provided with the application indicates that 

water depths are shallow along the length of the dock footprint. 

Marine Protected Area: Replenishment Zone 

The Replenishment Zone was created to protect the stock of marine species such as lobster and conch, 

including their habitats. Seagrasses are especially vital for the survival of these culturally and 

environmentally important species as they are the habitat used in the larval stages and beyond. 

Therefore, constructing the proposed dock has the potential to impact these important habitats. The 

impacts to seagrass beds are a concern especially with long term shading from the dock and cabana. 

Construction Impacts  

There will be direct environment impacts resulting from turbidity during the installation of pilings. The 

application form states that silt screens will be used during the construction of the dock in order to 

mitigate this impact.  

In 2017, the construction of a dock using the same methodology as proposed with this application 

resulted in severe environmental damage to the seagrass beds. The dock is also located in the South 

Sound Replenishment Zone. A large area of prime seagrass bed was extensively damaged. There was 

clear evidence of seagrass beds devoided of all seagrass and rhizome tissue, consistent with the shape of 

the barge used to construct the dock. The damaged seagrass area was calculated as a total of 7,520.8 sq 

feet (698.67 m2). Of the damaged seagrass area, 6,647 sq ft (617.5 m2) was heavily impacted and the 

likelihood of seagrass recovery is considered to be nil. Recovery may be possible in the remaining area of 

873.8 sq ft (81.17 m2). Figure 2 shows a clear before and after the construction of the dock. The damage 

shown in the picture occurred when the barge was moored during the construction project. 
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Figure 2: Left: Before (14 September 2016) and Right: After (15 August 2017)  

The construction of the proposed dock is nearly identical to the methodology which resulted in the 

destruction of the seagrass, as described below.  

 Both docks are 200 ft long.  

 Both docks are located within the South Sound Replenishment Zone and are separated by a 

house lot (within 99ft of each other).  

 The benthic habitat at the location of both docks is/was dense healthy seagrass beds in a 

shallow area.  

 The same barge and contractor is proposed to be used (barge-mounted drill rig).   

 The proposed dock is estimated to take 6 months, whereas the damaging dock was proposed to 

take 3 months (although it took longer). The longer the barge remains in place, the greater the 

damage to the seabed.  

Even with such damaging practices used, the barge was not able to fully construct the dock due to the 

shallow depths. As a result, excavators entered the water to construct the landward portion of the dock 

causing further damage.  

There was extensive damage caused by the construction and the poor performance of the barge under 

the environmental conditions in the area (see Figure 3). We raised our concerns with the architect and 
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contractor in two meetings. Additional bathymetric data, additional plans, and a written construction 

methodology were provided. The written methodology states that the equipment will only be operating 

in shallow waters at high tide and that the barge will be moved to the designated area directly after 

working in the shallow inshore water areas. The applicant also revised the construction time period to 

16 weeks (4 months) rather than the 6 months stated and that the construction will be timed to avoid 

low tides.  

  

 

 

Figure 3: Areas of once-healthy dense seagrass which were destroyed by the barge   

 

Sargassum Influxes 

The Department notes that during periods of high influxes of sargassum, docks that have side skirting 

tend to trap and hold in place sargassum, compared those docks that have no skirting and is at the 

recommend height of 4ft above mean sea level. From the plans the dock does not appear to have 

skirting except on the terminal end of the dock. The lack of skirting along the main dock walkway will 

not only assist with mitigating shading impacts but will assist in preventing sargassum accumulation.  

Comments & Recommendations 

The Department recommends this application for approval on the condition that a bond of $30,000 is 

held. The bond is critical to ensure that the construction is performed well, and without a bond, the 

Department would not recommend approval. Although the supplementary information provided has 
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given some assurance, a bond would be the best way to ensure the contractor operates inside of the 

permit conditions.  

An incident report was prepared following the incident in July 2017 and the area and extent of damage 

was measured. A monetary value was assigned to the damage in that incident, based on the restoration 

cost of similar seagrass damage from court cases in the USA. Using that restoration cost, there was a 

monetary value of CI$30,394.66 for the 2017 incident.  Given the similarities between the proposed 

dock and the 2017 incident, we strongly recommend that a bond of $30,000 be used.  

Under Section 31(3)a of the National Conservation Law, “the Cabinet may as a condition of granting a 

permit and having regard to the potential damage to natural resources from the activity and the costs to 

remedy that damage, require the applicant to post a bond in a form acceptable to the Cabinet in such 

amount as the Cabinet may determine.”    

Additionally, the DoE recommends that the following conditions are included on the coastal works 

permit: 

 

 The construction machinery operating from shore shall not, at any time, be driven over the 

seabed nor shall a causeway be built out into the sea to assist with the construction of the dock 

as the methodology submitted does not included this and therefore the associated impacts have 

not been assessed. If there is a change to the methodology, it should be submitted to the 

Ministry and reviewed by the DoE prior to the issuance of the Permit. 

 The barge should not be positioned in water depths; not sufficient for its draft and not be left in 

one place for more than one day. The barge shall only be moved into position when and where 

water depth and tide height is sufficient to avoid grounding the vessel.  

 If no works are occurring on the dock, the barge should be moved into deeper water or taken off 

site to prevent damage to seagrass beds in the area. 

 If there is any damage to seagrass outside the footprint of the dock, resulting from the use of 

the floating platform, works shall immediately stop and shall not recommence until authorized 

by the DoE.  

 Public access along the foreshore shall be retained and not blocked by any means 

_____________________________ 

Director – Department of Environment 

On behalf of the National Conservation Council 

  


