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Coastal Works Review

Heritage Holdings Ltd, Crighton Drive, Grand Cayman-Proposed dredging of a
channel and construction of a breakwater - Block 17A Parcel 198

Project Proposal

The applicant —Heritage Holdings Ltd — is secking coastal works permission for the dredging of a 63,385 sq. ft.
channel and a 3,700 sq. ft. stone breakwater, as shown on Figures 1 and 2. This is the second application for this
proposal; the first was refused by Cabinet in a letter dated 27 April 2017. The channel, which will have graded edges,
will be dredged to -8ft, yielding 7,442 cubic yards of material. It ranges from 80 to 90 ft. in width and extends 650
ft. off shore. The applicant has indicated that a rock fill pad will be created in the sea and the excavation will be
carried out by an excavator. The proposed channel is intended to lead into a canal which will serve proposed

properties along the shoreline (which will be the subject of a separate planning application).

The proposed breakwater will be comprised of boulders ranging from 1,200 to 10,000 lbs, with the base of the
breakwater being approximately 14 to 15ft wide at the deepest point, tapering to approximately 4ft wide in shallower

water. Mangroves are to be planted along the southern edge of the breakwater.

The duration of the coastal works are anticipated to be approximately two months. The applicant has indicated that

silt screens will be used to contain turbidity during the works.

FIGURE 1: PROPOSED WORKS (SOURCE: TRIO ARCHITECTURE, DWG SP-1.0)

Environmental Overview

The application site is not within an existing or proposed Marine Protected Area. However, the near shore marine
habitat in this location is characterised by healthy seagrass beds (adjacent to dense seagrass beds further offshore) and
consists of consolidated coarse sediments colonized with marine algae, sponges, and coral colonies which are
considered valuable marine habitats, being relatively unique for North Sound. Closer to shore the substrate is

dominated by fine sediments and sands.
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Pre-Application Discussions with Applicant

The DoE has been in pre-application discussions with the applicant since September 2016 regarding the proposed
works. The applicant solicited feedback from the Department in order to achieve the least environmentally damaging
option to provide canal access to the land-based development. As a result of these discussions, the proposed works
have been reduced from approximately 203,964 sq. ft. of Crown seabed directly impacted to approximately 67,085
sq. ft. During these discussions, the DoE indicated its preference for boat access and berthing that does not require
dredging in the North Sound, such as using off-site docking arrangements e.g. Yacht Club berths, or attempting to
gain access from the west via the existing Governor’s Harbour canal system. The applicant advised that these options
had been considered but were not commercially preferable given the demand for direct private docking and canal
access and the difficulty and cost of opening up a canal into the area from Governor’s Harbour using a bridge. The
DOE also recommended that the applicant investigate the option to relocate the proposed access channel further to
the south where it would terminate in the existing dredged area offshore from the Holiday Inn . This alignment
would potentially reduce the length of the channel to approximately as 620ft. rather than the currently proposed
channel’s 750ft length (measured along its entire length with the curved section alongside the breakwater). This
recommendation was not taken forward by the applicant due to concern regarding access to the channel by boat

traffic and potential water quality issues within the canal itself.

Notwithstanding the significant negative environmental impacts from the proposed works, outlined below, and the
DOE recommendation to relocate the proposed access channel, the DoE considers that the applicant has attempted to
design a scheme which takes into account some of the concerns raised by the DoE, whilst delivering their

development aspirations.
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Principle of Dredging in North Sound

The CH2MHill study regarding dredging in North Sound, published in 2002, concluded that there had been a
significant loss (more than 20 percent) of the unique shallow transitional habitat linking mangroves with seagrass beds
along the western and southern shores of North Sound and that there was ample evidence that seagrasses and
associated fish and invertebrate communities had not successfully recolonised dredging pit borrow areas, even after
many years. Prohibiting further major dredging projects in the North Sound for aggregate and fill acquisition was thus
a primary recommendation of that report. This policy and the recommendations of CH2MHill have, in the main,
been adhered to by successive governments in recent years. Whilst the proposed dredging is not deemed to be a
‘major’ dredging project when compared to historic borrow pit dredging for aggregate the effects of this project
should be considered as a part of a larger cumulative impact to this habitat type (and North Sound on a whole) from

incremental, smaller projects proposed or approved over time.

Loss of benthic habitat

The near shore marine habitat in this location is adjacent to dense seagrass beds and consists of consolidated coarse
sediments colonised with marine algae, sea grasses, sponges, and coral colonies which are considered valuable marine
habitats, being relatively unique for North Sound. This habitat type, referred to as transitional habitat, has been
greatly reduced and impacted by previous dredging activity off the western perimeter of North Sound making the
remaining habitats significantly important. The further removal of these arcas and their ecosystems by the proposed
dredging of seabed and the placement of the stone breakwater would account for a total approximate area of 67, 085
sq. ft. (1.5 acres). There would be irretrievable loss of habitat and resources to the footprint of the permanent
breakwater. Given that the proposed dredging depth of -8 ft. is within the depth limitation recommended by the
Wickstead Report and supported by CH2MHill’s observations of impact recovery, it is likely that recovery of seagrass
and other organisms will happen over time within the channel footprint. However, what cannot be understated is the
ecosystem services lost during this recovery timeframe, estimated to be 10 years in coarse sediment environs such as
that found at the project site, nor the likelihood that the density and complexity of communities replaced may be
different than what originally existed. Even with eventual recovery of the area the habitat will remain a man modified
remnant of the currently existing ecosystem. The DoE acknowledges that the three dimensional structure created by

the construction of the rock breakwater will provide habitat benefits in the long—term.

Water Quality Impacts

The primary impact of marine dredging is the direct removal of the bottom substrate; however, dredging has been
known to change water circulation, tidal flow, and water levels, as well as augment the likelihood of creating anoxic
(oxygen-deprived) waters on the sea floor of canals. Poor water quality arising from past dredging activities remains
evident in the North Sound. Dredging operations generate transient plumes of sediment as the material is being
removed, regardless of the type of equipment used, although some are less impactful than others. The water column
will be temporarily affected by turbidity during active dredging, reducing water quality, potentially impacting fish
and other marine species, as well as smothering nearby seagrass beds and corals. This can be mitigated to some extent
by the appropriate use of silt screens but not entirely. The applicant has revised the proposed excavation depth to -8ft
which is within the Wickstead report’s recommended depth of canals and connecting channels that the DoE has
endorsed over the years to prevent poor water quality conditions in interior water bodies and at the interface with the
North Sound. However, the DoE maintains its concern that the proposed works could contribute to existing water
quality issues in the North Sound. The water quality within the canals is also of potential concern given the lack of
apparent circulation and water flushing in the layout and design. This presents a potential water quality issue, not only
to the area within the canal but also the North Sound generally due to the discharge of affected water during change in
water current directions. The proposal would have benefitted from consultation with a Coastal Engineer especially

with regards toa ﬂushing analysis.




Response to Applicants Comments Regarding Previous Coastal
Works Review

As a part of the current Coastal Works application the applicant submitted a table of comments regarding the
previous Coastal Works review of their initial proposal. The DOE has assessed these comments and provides the
following summary in response which primarily focused on four aspects: the assessment of the value of the marine
ecosystem within the access channel footprint, the reference made to and the applicability of the CH2MHill report,
the granting of Coastal Works permission to similar projects in the past and the merit of proposed mitigation
measures; we deal with eat in turn below.

Marine Ecosystem within the Proposed Channel Footprint

As previously stated, the benthic habitat type of this area of North Sound is hardbottom (or consolidated coarse
sediments) colonised by seagrass beds with algae, sea grasses, sponges, and coral colonies which typically support a
variety of infauna, invertebrate and fish communities(see site visit photo in Figure 3 below), often referred to as
‘transitional habitat’. Although some mangroves stands remain near to the northern-most parcel boundary, much of
the landward mangroves are man-modified remnants of the naturally occurring habitat due to filling of the parcels for
development in the past. Irrespective of the site being relatively devoid of tidal/fringing mangroves, the shallow
transitional habitat in the footprint of the proposed access channel forms a part of a wider link between coastal and

marine ecosystems along this coast of North Sound and is considered an important ecological resource.

Figure 3: A site visit photo showing typical benthic bottom type of algae, sea grasses, sponges, and coral within the
proposed dredging footprint (DOE 2017)

Applicability of the CH2MHill Report and the Environmental Impacts of Dredging

As outlined in the CH2MHill report, all dredging results in impact to the marine ecosystems within and potentially
around the footprint of the works; as previously stated, even with eventual recovery of seagrass within the area the
habitat would remain a man modified remnant of the currently existing ecosystem. Although other dredged arcas
have been recolonised by seagrasses etc., the impact of dredging inevitably results in the removal of an area of
ecological value for the period of time that recovery requires. In the case of Morgan's Harbour, Salt Creek, and The
Shores dredged channels the communities evident today have had 14 to 30 years to re-establish. Additionally, once an
area has recolonised it is generally different in character to the previous un-impacted habitat. The recolonisation of an
area by seagrass and algae should not be considered total ecological recovery as it does not account for the loss and
continued absence of any other marine life supported in its previously undisturbed state.

Grant of Permission for Similar Projects
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Although not of the same scale as the dredged ‘borrow pits,” the effects of this project should be considered as a part
of a larger cumulative impact to this habitat type (and North Sound on a whole) from incremental, smaller projects
proposed or approved over time and since the CH2MHill study was published. Good governance requires that
decisions are not made in isolation of the overall picture, including the environmental health of the North Sound
regarding damage to ecosystems and loss of resources (public goods) for the financial benefit of a single private
company and what may trickle down into the economy as a result of the project. Despite (and similarly to) the
granting of similar projects in the past, the DoE considers the determination of this proposal to be potentially
precedent setting for substantial dredging projects within the North Sound for the establishment of boat access to a
single residential development project.

Merit of Proposed Mitigation Measures

The excavation of canals in an inland area should not be considered expanding a marine ecosystem of comparative
value to its natural state. The loss of shallow transitional habitat within the footprint of the proposed access channel
and the mangroves (which have already been removed and the ecosystem services they provide) cannot be said to be
compensated by the area of canals which might replace them. Likewise, the relocation of coral from the proposed
dredging footprint, as suggested by the applicant in their comments regarding the last Coastal Works Review, will
likely not completely mitigate against the loss of coral and other relocated marine organisms. The viability of such an
exercise would need to be considered in terms of costs and benefits (prospects of success) in an assessment submitted
to the DOE for consideration prior to the commencement of works.

In terms of the mangrove planting scheme, this is something that the DoE supports although a detailed methodology
for this aspect of the project will also need to be prepared by the applicant for submission to and agreement with the
DOE prior to the commencement of works. If Cabinet is minded to grant approval for this Coastal Works application
then any mitigation measures (including the potential for relocation of coral and sponges, the planting of mangroves,
and any construction methodology strategies for the minimisation of impacts) should be further refined and outlined
in a management plan as a condition of approval and therefore included in the Coastal Works Permit itself. This has
been included as a condition in the draft permit conditions in Appendix 1 below.

Comments & Recommendations

Whilst the DoE commends the applicant for the effort taken to minimise the environmental impacts of the proposed
channel and breakwater, the DoE would note that the current proposal is not significantly different from the original
application which Cabinet considered and denied for the reasons noted above, namely: the resultant loss of
increasingly unique benthic habitat, the precedent of permitting the dredging of boating access for a small private
development (i.e. with limited public benefit) and the residual effects of turbidity on water quality in the North
Sound. If Cabinet is minded to approve the proposed works, the DOE would first recommend that the applicant
further explore the option to relocate the proposed access channel further to the south of the current proposed area
in order to reduce the length and area of the channel and for it to terminate in the previously dredged area offshore. It
would also be important for mitigation measures (such as mangrove planting and coral relocation) to be refined and
outlined in an environmental management plan to be implemented with the proposed project. Please do not hesitate

to contact the Department should you have any questions.

Technical Review Committee
For Director of Environment

On behalf of the National Conservation Council




