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Coastal Works Review 

Construction of Private Boat Launching Ramp 
Block: 69A Parcel: 89 

Project Proposal 
The applicant – Great Bluff Estates Investment – is seeking permission to construct a boat launching ramp 

at 1511 Queens Highway, East End as shown in Figure 1 below. The applicant is proposing the launching 

ramp for the homeowner’s boat which is to be 27 ft long with a 2 ft draft. The ramp will impact an area of 

1,138 sq ft of Crown Property. 

The proposed boat launching ramp will be made of a steel reinforced concrete pad, poured in situ-on the 

beach. The ramp will measure 25 ft long by 13ft 2in to 16ft wide offshore from the mean high water mark. 

The ramp will also extend inland with a 30 ft 6 in long by 13 ft 3 in wide section connecting it to the existing 

concrete pathway onshore. The application proposes to construct the ramp using an excavator which will 

be used to excavate and level the area and embed the ramp. Silt screens will be installed around the area 

of the launching ramp to reduce the risk of the spread of turbidity and no dredging outside of the footprint 

of the ramp is proposed. 

 

FIGURE 1: SITE PLAN EXTRACT SHOWING THE LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED RAMP (ORANGE) AND THE 

ONSHORE CONCRETE PATHWAY FOR BOAT TRAILER ACCESS (RED) (SOURCE: LANDS AND SURVEY 2018) 
 



 2 

C
o

a
s
ta

l 
W

o
rk

s
 R

e
vi

e
w

 |
  

2
3

-S
e

p
-2

2
 

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 Marine Reserves (Marine Protected Areas under the National Conservation Act) that have not yet 

been impacted by coastal works structures such as docks and launching ramps. It is the DoE’s policy to 

not recommend coastal works for approval in Marine Protected Areas unless a precedent has already 

been established in that area. Given that this area is designated a Scenic Coastline and is within a Marine 

Protected Area, the Department maintains its long-standing recommendation against coastal works 

structures along this stretch of the coastline.  

There has previously been two other coastal works applications for docks on this site (neighbouring parcel) 

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 Parcel 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 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, including 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. 

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, including loss of benthic habitats, turbidity etc.  

Permission was refused for this dock application. 

 

 In 2016, on the neighbouring site Block 69A Parcel 94 for the same applicant, an 880 sq ft (80 ft 

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 Area designations. 
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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.   

 

 In 2021, on the neighbouring site Block 69A Parcel 94 for the same applicant, a 1,138 sq ft (130 ft 

long by 6 ft wide with 20 ft by 20 ft cabana platform) dock was applied for (shown in Figure 2). 

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 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  

Permission was refused for this dock application.   

 

 

FIGURE 2: AERIAL IMAGERY SHOWING THE LOCATION OF PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED DOCK (RED) WHICH WAS 

REFUSED PERMISSION IN 2021 (SOURCE: LANDS AND SURVEY 2018) 

Environmental Impacts 
The proposed boat launching ramp is located in a Marine Protected Area, namely a Marine Reserve, in 

the vicinity of dense seagrass beds and coral reef fringing the lagoon, as shown in Figure 3 below.  
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Figure 3: Aerial imagery showing the proposed boat ramp and the wider surrounding 
coastline (SOURCE: DOE, 2022 AND LANDS AND SURVEY, 2018) 

 

 

FIGURE 4: AERIAL IMAGERY SHOWING TERRESTRIAL HABITAT OF THE SUBJECT PARCEL (OUTLINED IN BLUE) 
(SOURCE: DOE, 2022 AND LANDS AND SURVEY, 2018) 
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Loss of Benthic Habitat  

The habitat cover of the footprint of the proposed works is predominantly a mixture of hard bottom 

seabed, sand and rocks. Impacts to the surrounding area, which includes seagrass beds and coral reef, are 

likely due to the proposed excavation of the ramp footprint and are of concern. 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.  

Construction Impacts 

Direct environmental impacts will result from the construction of the boat launching ramp, mainly through 

the excavation of the seabed to embed the ramp structure. 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.  

Terrestrial Impacts 

The shoreline in this area is also primary native vegetation (coastal and dry shrubland), as shown in Figure 

4 above. Primary habitat is mature habitat in its natural state, otherwise uninfluenced by human activity 

where ecological processes are not significantly disturbed. These habitats are often very old, existing long 

before humans and may consist of many endemic and ecologically important species. Primary habitat is 

in severe decline and becoming a scare and highly threatened resource as a result of development. 

Other Impacts 

There are also concerns regarding the water depths of the wider lagoon area. It will be difficult to navigate 

the intended vessel in the lagoon.  The boat described in the application form has a 2 ft draft and the 

depth of the seabed at the seaward end of the launching ramp is 2 ft (as shown in Figure 5 below) it 

appears that there would be a risk that the boat would be resting on the seabed when launched or 

retrieved, or that a dredging application would later come forward. The wider lagoon area is also very 

shallow and therefore operating a boat with a 2 ft draft risks damaging the seagrass beds and coral within 

it. Propeller scarring of shallow marine habitats is recognised as a significant impact and threat to habitats.  

 

Figure 5: A plan extract showing the bathymetry surrounding the end of the boat ramp  

(SOURCE: CARIBBEAN HOME PLANNERS 2022) 
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Comments & Recommendations 
If the launching ramp is approved, not only will it have the above-mentioned environmental impacts, but 

it also sets the precedent for allowing other coastal works structures in this pristine Marine Protected 

Area. Approval would cause irreversible change in character of this stretch of Scenic Coastline. It is against 

the Department’s policy of not supporting launching ramp in a pristine marine protected area and the 

objectives of the established Scenic Coastline and Marine Reserve designations. In addition, the shallow 

water depths would likely restrict use of this ramp to only very small watercraft. Therefore, for these 

reasons the Department recommends this application for refusal.  

 

Director, Department of Environment 


