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Coastal Works Review 

Construction of Private Dock 
Block: 69A Parcel: 94 

Project Proposal 
The applicant – Great Bluff Estate Investment – is seeking permission to construct a 150ft T-shaped dock 

at 1511 Queens Highway, East End. The applicant is proposing the dock for the homeowner’s boat and for 

swim access. The boat is proposed to be 27 feet long with a 27 inch draft. The dock will impact 1,138sqft 

of Crown Property. 

The proposed dock will be secured into an existing concrete pad on the beach side. The shore 

perpendicular walk way will measure 130ft long by 6ft wide. The T-ending will measure 20ft long by 20ft 

and will have a cabana. The cabana roofing will be tiled to match the existing house. The proposed dock 

will include 10 inch diameter steel-reinforced concrete-filled PVC-cased piles. The decking is proposed to 

be constructed with a concrete frame (14”x15” concrete beams) and removable 2x6 inch trex boards with 

½ inch spacing. The proposed height of the dock is 4 feet above Mean Sea Level. For dock skirting, there 

will a single 2”x 8” runner along the sides of the dock. There will be a swim access ladder and dock lighting.      

The applicant is proposing to construct the dock using a barge and compressed air jetting system to install 

the pilings. Silt screens will be installed and no dredging is proposed. 
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FIGURE 1:  SITE PLAN EXTRACT SHOWING THE LOCATION OF THE DOCK (SOURCE:  CARIBBEAN HOME PLANS:  MARCH 2020) 

 

FIGURE 2:  LIS 2018  AERIAL IMAGERY SHOWING LOCAT ION OF PROPOSED DOCK  

Background 
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 that “panoramic views and vistas provided by these coastlines are 

natural assets which are to be safeguarded for present and future generations”.   

This area is also one of the few Replenishment Zones that have not been impacted by docks and it has 

always been the DoE’s policy to not permit docks in marine protected areas unless a precedent has 

already been established. Given that 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.  

There has previously been another dock application on this site and two other dock applications along 

this coastline which were all refused coastal works permission, as outlined below: 

 In 2000, the DoE stopped works on an unapproved dock on Block 69A 78. The property owners 

applied for an after the fact dock. The DoE recommended refusal and that the dock be removed 

from the marine environment for the following reasons : 

o The property falls under a scenic coastline and marine protected area designation, 

o There are no other docks in this location and therefore approving the dock would set a 

precedent and could result in a proliferation of docks along this coast. 
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o 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.  

o The damage arising from the removal of the dock is considered minimal in comparison 

to multiple docks along this coastline if the illegal dock is allowed and sets a precedent 

for other docks. 

The permission was refused and the dock was removed. 

 In 2007 on Block 69A Parcel 95 a dock was applied for. This application was recommended for 

refusal  for the following reasons:  

o The property falls under scenic coastline and marine protected area designations. 

o There are no other docks in this location and therefore approving the dock would set a 

precedent and could result in a proliferation of docks along this coast. 

o 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.  

Permission was refused for this dock application. 

 In 2016, on this same application site Block 69A Parcel 94, an 880sqft (80ft long) dock was 

applied for. This dock was intended  for the mooring of a boat.  This application was 

recommended for refusal for the following reasons: 

o The property falls under scenic coastline and marine protected designations. 

o There are no other docks in this location and therefore approving the dock would set a 

precedent and could result in a proliferation of docks along this coast.  

o Impacts to the marine environment designated for protection  

Permission was refused for this dock application.   

 

FIGURE 3:  SHOWING THE LOCATION OF PROPERTIES THAT WERE REFUSED PERMISSION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A DOCK WITHIN THE 

NORTH SIDE REPLENISHMENT ZONE 

2016 Coastal Works Dock Application –Refused Permission 



 4 

C
o

a
s
ta

l 
W

o
rk

s
 R

e
vi

e
w

 |
  

2
1

-A
p

r-
2

0
 

 

Environmental Impacts 
The proposed dock is located in a marine protected area; a Replenishment Zone.  The proposed works 

will impact seagrass beds. The environmental impacts of the proposed works are outlined below. 

Replenishment Zone 

The proposed dock is located in a pristine Replenishment Zone, which is a specific marine area identified 

as needing protection. The Replenishment Zones were primarily created to protect the stocks of marine 

species such as lobster and conch, including their habitats, especially seagrass that are vital for their 

survival.  Constructing a dock has the potential to impact these important habitats. 

Loss of Benthic Habitat  

The habitat cover of the footprint of the proposed works is a mixture of seagrass, sand and rocks.  Impacts 

to seagrass are a concern as the construction of the proposed dock will cause long-term shading which 

reduces vital light penetration required for seagrass growth and productivity. Seagrass 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. The proposed dock is 4 feet above 

Mean Sea Level with half-inch spacing and a concrete frame.  

Construction Impacts 

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

of the PVC pipes into the seabed. The fine silts, sediments and sands of the seabed in this area 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. The applicant has 

confirmed the use of silt screens as part of their mitigation measures.  

The applicant has indicated that a barge will be used to construct the dock; however the Department is 

uncertain whether or not a barge can actually access the application site successfully without any 

navigational hindrance within the wider lagoon itself and causing any unforeseen impacts to the sensitive 

marine resources in the area.  

Other Impacts 

There is a possibility of a navigational hazard to other users of the lagoon; given the length of the dock 

and the proximity of the dock to the shallow reef (see Figure 4). There is also uncertainty regarding the 

water depths of the wider lagoon area as to whether or not there will be difficulty navigating a barge to 

site for construction and the intended vessel for which the dock will be built for.   The applicant has also 

indicated that there will be dock lighting, however no information has been provided on the location, 

quantity or specifications of the lighting. Excessive illumination can have ecological impacts, as it can 

attract nocturnal marine animals to aggregate around the dock.   
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FIGURE 4:  LIS 2018  AERIAL IMAGERY SHOWING EXTENT OF DOCK IN RELATION TO THE SHALLOW REEF LEDGE  

Comments & Recommendations 
If the dock is approved, not only will it have the above mentioned environmental impacts, but it also sets 

the precedent for allowing docks in this pristine marine protected area. In addition it would be against the 

Department’s Policy of not supporting docks in a pristine marine protected area and the objectives of the 

established Scenic Coastline and Replenishment Zone designations. Therefore, for these reasons the 

Department recommends this application for refusal. However, if Cabinet is minded to grant approval 

there are issues that they will need to consider for example: the shallow water depths which would likely 

make construction very difficult; the potential for navigational issues for other watercraft using the lagoon 

given the excessive length of the dock; assessment of light pollution and, the irreversible change in 

character of this stretch of Scenic Coastline.   

 

Technical Review Committee – Department of Environment 

On behalf of the Director, Department of Environment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


