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Coastal Works Review 

1956 Rum Point Drive – Construction of a Private Residential Dock  
Block: 33C  Parcel: 5 

Project Proposal 
The applicant – Catherine Fox – is seeking permission to construct a dock in the marine environment 

adjacent to 1956 Rum Point Drive as shown in Figures 1 and 2. The dock is proposed to be 24 feet long 

by 12 feet wide and 2 feet and 6 inches in height. The dock is proposed to be used for a 14-foot boat 

with a 10 inch draft for the private use of the owners.  

The work will affect approximately 288 square feet of Crown property. The plans are not clear on how 

the dock will be accessed from the ironshore. On Drawing No. 4, the plan shows three level 8-foot 

sections abutting the ironshore. The elevation shows two 8-foot sections, with a ramp to the ironshore.  

The Department of Environment reached out to the architect for the Applicant to clarify how the dock 

will be accessed from the ironshore. The architect responded that there would be a ramp to the 

ironshore. The DoE also sought clarity as to whether there would be a gap between the ironshore and 

the dock for part of the section and the architect clarified that there would be a gap.  

The dock will be constructed of 6 inch PVC pipe piles with steel jackhammered into the bedrock 

approximately 16 inches deep. The piles will be joined by 2 inch by 8 inch timber runners and overlaid 

with Trex decking with ½ inch spacing. The dock is lower than the Department of Environment’s 

guidelines, as the deck is proposed to be 2 feet 6 inches above Mean Sea Level. However, the size of the 

boat proposed to dock here is 14 feet and therefore the lower height is proposed for ease of docking 

that boat.  
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Figure 1: The proposed dock which measures 24 feet by 12 feet.   

 

 
Figure 2. The proposed dock, showing the proposed gap between the Mean High Water Mark (green) and the 

start of the dock (yellow).  
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Environmental Overview & Impacts 
The works are located on a sea turtle critical nesting beach. The beach on this site is identified as critical 

turtle nesting habitat in the National Conservation Council’s Interim Directive for the designation of 

Critical Habitat of Green turtles (Chelonia mydas), Loggerhead turtles (Caretta caretta), Hawksbill turtles 

(Eretmochelys imbricata), Leatherback turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) and all other species that may 

occur in Cayman waters including Kemp’s Ridley turtles (Lepidochelys kempii) (issued under Section 17 

(7) of the National Conservation Act (2013)). 

The site is also within a Marine Protected Area, namely a Marine Reserve (a Protected Area under the 

National Conservation Act).  

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 is rocky, sandy with some seagrass 

(Figures 3 & 4). 

 
Figure 3: DoE site visit photo from October 2021 showing the marine environment of rock, sand and some 

seagrass.  
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Figure 4: DoE site visit photo from October 2021 showing the marine environment of rock, sand and some 

seagrass.  

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 

can be 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 above Mean Sea Level. This is to ensure that some light penetration can occur under the dock to 

support marine life. However, the applicant is proposing a dock at a height of 2 feet 6 inches above 

Mean Sea Level. This will reduce the amount of light able to penetrate.  
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The site is on a critical nesting beach for sea turtles, and artificial lighting can be a significant threat to 

nesting turtles and hatchlings as they emerge from their nests at night. Therefore, the DoE would not 

support the installation of lighting on this dock.  

Precedent of Docks along this Coastline 

In the 1971 aerial imagery, there are two docks visible. The first is a very large dock by the Sea Lodges 

(33C/25) which is located 300 feet to the southeast and the second is a 130 foot dock between 33B/181 

and 33B/178 approximately 1,300 feet to the northwest. These docks are no longer present in the 1994 

aerial imagery, although the impact on the seabed and the debris from the dock is visible at the Sea 

Lodges.  

The Department has a Coastal Works Permit record for 33B/178 dating from 2002 for a 75 foot by 12 

foot dock with a 20 foot by 12 foot L-shaped terminus. The Department recommended refusal of this 

application on the basis that there were no other existing docks here, that the previous dock here was 

destroyed by high seas which is indicative of conditions along this exposed coastline, and that this dock 

was much larger than the DoE Guidelines. The application was approved on 16 July 2002 but does not 

appear to have been constructed. That approved dock was much larger than the proposed dock which is 

the subject of this review.  

The only existing dock along this coastline within the Marine Reserve is the dock associated with the 

Rum Point Club Residences at 33B/266 which was recently built. The DoE recommended this application 

for refusal but it was approved by Cabinet. 

An objection from a neighbouring property has been filed for this application on the basis that the beach 

on this side of the island is unobstructed by man-made objects, and that it will significantly impact the 

quality of the beach and the ability of neighbouring residents to use and enjoy the coast.  

Although there have been docks in this vicinity in the past, the only dock along this coastline currently 

present is the Rum Point Club Residences dock which is approximately 2,200 feet to the northeast 

(0.4 miles)  

Comments & Recommendations 
The dock would be precedent-setting along this coast, and whilst the Rum Point Club Residences were 

granted coastal works approval by Cabinet, the DoE had recommended that application for refusal. In 

addition, there have been two docks along this coast in the past which were destroyed by storms, and 

there was one additional dock which was approved but never constructed. The DoE therefore 

recommends refusal of this application.   

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.  

Technical Review Committee – Department of Environment 

On behalf of the Director, Department of Environment  


