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Coastal Works Review

Frank Sound - Construction of a Private Residential Dock
Block: 59A Parcels: 276

Project Proposal

This review is provided by the Director of the Department of Environment under delegated authority from the National

Conservation Council (section 3 (13) of the National Conservation Act, 2013).

The applicant — ACEAD Ltd. — is secking permission to construct an 880 sq. ft. T-shaped dock and cabana on Crown
property adjacent to #228 Sea View Road, Frank Sound, as shown in Figure 1 below. The proposed 100 ft long dock

is intended for personal use for owners and guests of the property, including the occasional day mooring of small boats.

The applicant has indicated that the works will affect approximately 880 sq. ft. of Crown property. The submitted
plans indicate that the shore-perpendicular walkway will measure 80 ft long by 6 ft wide and will have a square-
shaped 20 ft by 20 ft platform with a timber framed thatched cabana at the terminal (southern) end. The proposed
dock will be supported by 6 in diameter PVC piles embedded into the seabed by water-jetting and secured by no. 5
rebar sections inserted 24 inches into the bedrock by drilling and connected using concrete. The decking will
comprise 2 in by 6 in pressure-treated timber decking with %2 inch spacing between boards. The dock is shown to be
4 ft above Mean Sea Level, in accordance with the DoE’s dock guidelines. Landward of the Mean High Water Mark,
the plans show that the dock will have two steps measuring 6 ft wide and 2 ft long in total. A silt screen will be used
to contain the entire area of the works whilst it is being carried out. The application indicates that no heavy
equipment will be used in the construction of the dock other than a shore-based air compressor and a concrete pump

truck.

The application proposes that the use of the dock be limited to the occasional day mooring of a small boat for the day

as water depths in this area would likely limit access by larger boats with a deeper draft.
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FIGURE 1: THE PROPOSED DOCK OVERLAID ON 2018 AERIAL IMAGERY.

Existing Dock on Site
There is an existing dock between the application site (59A/276) and the adjacent parcel (59A/277). This dock received
its Coastal Works Permit (previously Coastal Works Licence) on 14 May 2004 and was damaged in Hurricane Ivan that

same year. The existing dock is shown in Figures 2 & 3.
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FIGURE 2: PHOTO SHOWING EXISTING DOCK ON SITE (SOURCE: DOE, 20 OCTOBER 2022)




FIGURE 3: PHOTO SHOWING EXISTING DOCK ON SITE (SOURCE: DOE, 20 OCTOBER 2022)

After reviewing the plans, the DoE considered that it may be more appropriate to repair the existing dock. Utilising
the existing piles would avoid impacting a second area of seabed and would require less materials than constructing a
new dock approximately 50 feet to the west of the existing dock. During a site visit, it was noted that there was
significant coral growth on the existing piles, as they have been in situ for almost 20 years, and that the seagrass in the
area has recovered. Corals are Part 1 Schedule 1 Protected Species under the National Conservation Act. Seagrass is a
Part 2 Schedule 1 Protected Species under the National Conservation Act. Given the coral growth, habitat recovery
and that the dock is located in a Marine Protected Area (Marine Reserve), repairing the dock was the preferred
option. Therefore, the DoE reached out to the applicant and the contractor to find out the reason why repair and

rebuild of the existing dock was not considered.
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FIGURE 4: PHOTO SHOWING CORAL AND ALGAL GROWTH ON THE PILE (SOURCE: DOE, 20 OCTOBER 2022)

FIGURE 5: PHOTO SHOWING CORAL AND ALGAL GROWTH ON THE PILES ALONG WITH HEALTHY SEAGRASS IN OLD FOOTPRINT
(SOURCE: DOE, 20 OCTOBER 2022)
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FIGURE 6: PHOTO SHOWING CORAL AND ALGAL GROWTH ON THE PILE (SOURCE: DOE 20 OCTOBER, 2022)

FIGURE 7: PHOTO SHOWING CORAL AND ALGAL GROWTH ON PILING ALONG WITH HEALTHY SEAGRASS IN OLD FOOTPRINT (SOURCE:
DOE 20 OCTOBER, 2022)
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FIGURE 8: PHOTO SHOWING CORAL AND ALGAL GROWTH ON PILING ALONG WITH HEALTHY SEAGRASS IN OLD FOOTPRINT (SOURCE:
DOE 20 OCTOBER, 2022)
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FIGURE 9: PHOTO SHOWING CORAL AND ALGAL GROWTH ON PILES ALONG WITH HEALTHY SEAGRASS IN OLD FOOTPRINT (SOURCE:
DOE 20 OCTOBER, 2022)
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FIGURE 10: SHOWING HEALTHY SEAGRASS IN FOOTPRINT OF OLD DOCK FOOTPRINT (SOURCE DOE, 20 OCTOBER 2022)

The applicant has confirmed that he recently purchased the property and he initially considered repairing the existing
dock. However, the quotes he received to repair the existing dock were substantially higher than those to build a new
one. The dock was originally built between two properties and therefore ownership was shared between the two
properties. The applicant indicated that the co-owner were not willing to contribute to the repair. The DoE queried
whether there was an intention to remove the existing dock if the new dock was granted approval. The applicant has
indicated that they may apply to remove the existing dock at a later date, but that they considered it to be a separate
project as they hope to share costs with the co-owners. It should be noted that the costs incurred by the applicant
have not influenced our recommendations, but we have provided this information in our review for context as it

relates to the potential removal of the existing dock.

The contractor confirmed that the existing piles were not sufficiently structurally sound to be part of a usable dock as
the steel rebar within the PVC piles is twisted and bent from Hurricane Ivan and subsequent storms throughout the
years. Therefore, all the piles would need to be removed and replaced rather than re-decked. Given that a barge
cannot work in this location due to insufficient water depth, the piles would need to be removed with the use of a
crane. Therefore, if the dock were to be replaced in the same location, the piles would be removed (thereby also

removing any coral growth on them) and replaced (thereby impacting the recovered seabed in this location).

The DoE considered the impact of repairing the existing dock and the impact of constructing a new dock. If the dock
were to be repaired, it would be preferable to use the existing piles due to the growth of corals on the piles. If the
piles must be replaced, then there is only a marginal benefit to rebuilding in the same location given the recovery of

the seabed in that area. There would be additional construction impacts from the removal of these piles, both from




the seabed and then out of the marine environment entirely. Replacing the piles in the same location adds a level of

complexity to the construction.

If the removal of the existing dock does not form part of this application then the coral and the seagrass which has
recovered in this area would not be directly impacted by the proposed works. On balance, the DoE is of the opinion
that the applicant could be allowed to construct the dock as proposed and keep the existing dock in situ supporting the

marine growth on the piles, until the dock can be removed under a separate Coastal Works Permit.

Environmental Overview & Impacts

The proposed dock is located within Marine Protected Area (Marine Reserve) and over an area of healthy, dense
seagrass. The proposed dock is near to a turtle nesting beach. Outlined below is a summary of the key environmental

impacts .

Loss of Benthic Habitat

The seabed in the immediate footprint of the proposed dock consists mainly of seagrass cover which represents an
important marine habitat for many species. The primary impacts to seagrass beds from docks are the direct
construction impacts and the long-term shading caused by the dock structure 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 applicant has indicated in their submission that there will be /2 inch spacing between decking boards and the
decking will be 4 ft above Mean Sea Level, as per the DoE’s minimum recommendation, ensuring that some light

penetration can occur to support marine life under the dock.

Construction Impacts

Direct environmental impacts will result from the construction of the dock, mainly through the placement of the PVC
dock piles into the seabed by water jetting and drilling. The sand and fine silt of the seagrass beds are casily disturbed
and suspended resulting in detrimental sediment plumes which can impact surrounding seagrass communities and
marine organisms that depend on good water quality. Therefore, it is important to limit the impacts of sediment plumes
generated during construction of the dock through the use of silt screens. The applicant has indicated in their submission

that they intend to use silt screens and that no heavy machinery will be used during the works.

Turtle Nesting Beach

Although the application site is not a turtle nesting beach, the turtle nesting beach begins directly to the east of the
existing dock, starting at 59A/227. The dock submitted does not include any lighting. Artificial lighting is one of the
biggest threats to nesting females and hatchling turtles. There have been instances in the past where a nesting female
has misoriented, moved onto a dock, fallen off and became injured. Therefore, if lighting is introduced onto the dock
at any time, it should be turtle friendly. If the applicant is considering putting lighting on the dock, they should
provide a turtle friendly lighting plan for approval to the DoE.

Removal of Existing Dock

The removal of the existing dock will result in the loss of new coral growth that has attached to the existing pilling.
At this time the applicant has indicated that the removal of the dock is not part of this application. Therefore the
existing dock should not be removed and the applicant shall apply for the removal of the existing dock under a

separate application.

Comments & Recommendations
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Notwithstanding the above mentioned environmental impacts associated with the proposed dock, given that the
precedent for docks along this coastline is established, on balance, the Department recommends this application
for approval subject to the condition outlined below along with the standard Permit conditions and recommended

Permit fees (Royalty, Environmental Mitigation and Administration & Monitoring) outlined in Appendix 1.

Director, Department of Environment




