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Coastal Works Review 

Cocoplum Ln., Newlands – Construction of a Private Residential Dock  
Block: 27C  Parcel: 711 

Project Proposal 
The applicants – Nancy & Jay Easterbrook – are seeking permission to construct a dock on Cocoplum Ln. 

Newlands as shown in Figures 1 and 2. The application form states that the dock will be for the private 

use of the owners and their family to access the North Sound without walking on seagrass and for the use 

of paddleboards, a 12-foot Laser Sailboat with an 8-inch draft and a Rowing Skull with a 4-inch draft. 

The works will affect approximately 420 square feet of Crown property. The application plans indicate 

that seaward of the Mean High Water Mark the I-shaped dock will have a shore-perpendicular walkway 

that measures 70 feet long by 6 feet wide.  

The dock will be supported by 8-inch diameter concrete reinforced PVC piles that will be installed using a 

shallow water drilling barge. The application form states that the decking material will be a solid concrete 

slab and therefore there will be no spacing. The applicants are proposing a finished dock height of 16 

inches above mean sea level. This type of dock with a sold concrete slab instead of timber or trex decking 

is not common in the Cayman Islands. 
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Figure 1: Applicant’s site plan showing the approximate size and location of the proposed dock. 

 

Figure 2: Lands and Survey 2018 aerial imagery with the proposed dock location outlined in red. 
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Environmental Overview & Impacts 
The works are not located on a turtle nesting beach but are located within a Marine Protected Area, 

namely a Marine Reserve. The rationale for designating Marine Reserves is to ensure that breeding and 

nursery areas for marine life, especially queen conch and spiny lobster, are protected. Therefore, the 

construction of a dock can have an adverse impact on habitats such as seagrass beds, which support these 

breeding and nursery areas. The sections below provide an overview of potential environmental impacts. 

Loss of Benthic Habitat  

The habitat cover in the footprint of the proposed area of works predominately consists of healthy 

seagrass beds (Figures 2 & 3) which complement the surrounding mangroves (see Figures 4-6), providing 

a healthy ecosystem for marine life and aid in the protection and stabilization of the coastline. 

 

Figure 3: DoE site visit photo from September 2021 showing healthy seagrass in the approximate area of the 

proposed dock. 

   

Figures 4-6: DoE site visit photos from September 2021 showing healthy mangroves along the coastline which 

complement the seagrass beds in the area. 
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Construction Impacts 

Direct environmental impacts will result from the construction of the dock, mainly through the placement 

of the piles into the seabed. Additional impacts may also result from the positioning of the floating 

platform to carry out the works, should this be the chosen construction methodology. The sand and fine 

silt of the seagrass beds are easily disturbed and suspended resulting in detrimental sediment plumes 

which can impact surrounding seagrass communities and marine organisms that depend on good water 

quality. For this reason, it is important to limit the impacts of sediment plumes generated during 

construction through the use of silt screens.  

The applicant has indicated the use of silt screens in their submission. Should the Cabinet be minded to 

approve the proposed dock, 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. It will also be 

important to ensure that the depth of the screen is suitable to the water depth and does not result in the 

skirt of the screen dragging along the seagrass beds causing damage. 

Operational Impacts 

The DoE’s standard recommendations for docks are that they are to be built to a minimum height of 4 

feet and for there to be ½ inch spacing between decking boards. This is to ensure that some light 

penetration can occur under the dock to support marine life. However, the applicant is proposing a full 

concrete dock with the decking being a concrete slab at a finished dock height of 16 inches above mean 

sea level. The lower dock height and full concrete composition of the dock will drastically reduce the 

amount of light penetration and will likely result in the die-off of the seagrass in the immediate dock 

footprint. 

Rationale for Structure 

Background 

In May of this year, the applicant sought pre-application feedback from the DoE regarding a dock in the 

proposed location. Our comments sent to the applicant via email were as follows: 

 The DoE questioned the need for the dock given the access to another proposed dock on the canal 

side of the property which would be much less impactful to construct and better suited to keeping 

a boat with adequate water access and depth.  

 We were concerned about boat access to an area which was considered fairly shallow and 

undisturbed.  

 Construction of the dock would have impacts and the permitting of a dock in this particular area 

is potentially precedent-setting in what is now a Marine Reserve.  

 It was recommended to the applicant that should he wish to proceed with the proposal for the 

dock, we recommend providing a cover letter to address the need for the dock and any other 

factors that might be relevant. 
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Justification for structure 

The applicant has expressed the infeasibility of navigating and accessing the sailboats and small crafts 

from the canal-side seawall. Given the size and types of vessels the applicant wishes to utilize, the 

Department can appreciate the impracticability of using the soon to be built canal side dock or the canal-

side seawall for the applicant’s proposed uses. 

The applicant’s submissions include a cover letter that states the dock is “for the benefit of the ocean 

floor”, to allow access to the water without having to walk across the seagrass daily.  However, the DoE is 

of the opinion that the construction of the dock would result in the loss of healthy seagrasses beds in the 

immediate dock footprint (due to the reduced light penetration arising from a solid concrete deck and the 

low elevation of the dock) and possible impacts to the surrounding area. Given the size of the proposed 

vessels which will utilize the dock and the proposed location of the dock (open to the North Sound), it is 

unlikely the vessels will be moored to the dock for long periods. It is not unreasonable to assume the 

vessels will likely be launched when they are to be used and removed after.  Although there will likely be 

some impacts to the seagrass in the areas from the repeated launching and removal of the small crafts 

over time, this impact is likely to be considerably less when compared to a full concrete slab dock. Figure 

7 below shows the proposed area for the dock which could serve as a launching and water access even 

without a dock structure.   

 

Figure 7: DoE site visit photo from September 2021 showing healthy mangroves along the coastline which 

complement the seagrass beds in the area. 
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Undesirable Precedent 

The applicant’s cover letter includes a section on precedent which states “Seven Mile Beach and Kaibo 
have numerous docks (50+) in a Marine Reserve area.” However, there are no docks located within the 
Seven Mile Beach Marine Reserve. The Kaibo area of North Side was historically dredged to create the 
man-made coastline we see today (the original coastline form being mangrove wetland). Additionally, the 
applicant specifically refers to 7 individual docks two of which are Government docks.  The docks that are 
being specifically referred to differ from the application site as they are located in previously dredged 
areas and the Government docks are public facilities. The DoE is of the opinion that the presence of a 
private concrete dock creates an undesirable precedent on this coastline as the application site consists 
of healthy seagrass beds in an area that has not been previously dredged. 

Comments & Recommendations 
For the above-mentioned reasons, the Department recommends this application is refused. Should the 

Cabinet be minded to grant approval for this application, the DoE recommends the standard Permit 

conditions and the below Permit fees (Royalty, Environmental Mitigation and Administration & 

Monitoring) outlined in Appendix 1. Should Cabinet be minded to grant approval, the Department would 

strongly encourage Cabinet to request decking on the dock with ½ spacing (rather than a sold concrete 

slab). 

 

Technical Review Committee – Department of Environment 

On behalf of the Director, Department of Environment  

  




