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Coastal Works Review CWL473
Richard & Berry Foster-Residential Dock - 33B/178

Project Proposal

This review is provided by the Director of the Department of Environment (DoE) under delegated authority
from the National Conservation Council (section 3(1) of the National Conservation Act, 2013).

The applicants — Richard and Berry Foster - are seeking permission to construct a dock on Crown property
adjacent to Block 33B Parcel 178, which is 2084 Rum Point Drive (see Figure 1).

The submitted plans indicate that the dock will extend seaward 100 ft from the Mean High Water Mark. The
proposed dock will be supported by 6 inch concrete-reinforced PVC piles embedded into the seabed by water
jetting and drilling. The dock surface will consist of 2 inch by 6 inch Trex decking with 2 inch spacing between
boards. The dock is shown to be 3 feet above Mean Sea Level, however the applications states that the
decking will be 4 feet above Mean Sea Level, therefore we have included a recommended condition that
revised plans be submitted before being stamped to show that the dock will be 4 feet above Mean Sea Level.

The application form indicates that silt screens/turbidity barriers will be used to contain the entire area of the
works whilst it is being carried out. The application form indicates that the construction of the dock will take
place from a floating platform. The contractor has confirmed that the platform when fully loaded has a draft of
28 inches (2.3 ft).

The application form proposes that the use of the dock is for the mooring of a 24 foot long boat with 16 inch
draft. The applicant has indicated that the works will affect 600 sq ft of Crown property. Based on the
information submitted, the DoE has verified to the best of our understanding that this estimate is correct.

The applicant has estimated that the total area of coral to be affected is 240 sq ft with no mention of seagrass.
Therefore, the DoE conducted a site visit to confirm this. From the site visit, it is noted that there is seagrass,
coral and sand, rocks, and rubble within the footprint of the dock and not just coral as outlined by the
applicant in the application form.
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Figure 1: Aertal imagery showing the application site (outlined in dark green) for the proposed dock (outlined in
orange) (Source: United Kingdom Hydrographic Office, 2021).
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thure 2: Aerial imagery showing the proposed dock outlined in orange (Source United Ktngdom Hydrographtc
Office, 2021).
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Application History

The DoE has a record of one Coastal Works Permit from 2002 at the application site and there have been
recent applications for docks in the near vicinity. These include:

e Louise Cook on Block 33B Parcel 178 - Recommended refusal by the DoE,

e CWL417 Catherine Fox on Block 33C Parcel 5 which is approximately 1300 ft (396.24 m or 0.25 miles),
to the east of the application site — Refused by Cabinet in July 2022, and

e (CWL436 BAM Holdings on Block 33B Parcel 181 which is immediately adjacent to the east of the
appllcatlon site — Recommended for refusal by the DoE.
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Environmental Overview and Impacts

Site Overview

The site is located within a Marine Reserve (a Protected Area under the National Conservation Act) and
adjacent to designated sea turtle critical habitat. The beach 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 environmental impacts of the project are:
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e The construction impacts from the construction of the dock, specifically the inserting the pilings into
the seabed,

e The loss of benthic habitat, namely seagrass and some coral, including long-term shading impacts,
and

e The likelihood that the proposed dock will trap and accumulate sargassum.

Construction Impacts

General 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.

Use of a Barge/Floating Platform in Shallow Depths

There will be direct environmental impacts resulting from the construction of the dock due to the length of
the dock, the shallow water depths, the amount of time requested to conduct the works, and the
methodology proposed for construction. The area around the proposed location of the dock is up to
approximately 3 feet deep with the shallowest being 0.1 feet deep in this area and the floating platform fully
loaded has a draft of 2.3 feet (28 inches) and, if not positioned carefully and correctly, is likely to dig into the
seabed and destroy coral and surrounding seagrass beds.

If Cabinet is minded to grant approval, we have recommended a condition which would require the applicant
to provide supplementary plans which identify where the floating platform will be positioned when
constructing the dock and where it will be parked when not operational and to provide a written methodology
that confirms that the contractor is aware and able to only operate in shallows waters at high tide and there
will be no need to create a causeway or drive equipment over the seabed.

Operational Impacts

Compliance with DoE Standards and Guidelines

The Dok has standard recommendations for docks to be built to a minimum height of 4 feet above Mean Sea
Level and with ¥z inch spacing between decking boards. This is to ensure that some light penetration can occur
under the dock to support marine life in its footprint. It is noted the site plans indicate a height 3 ft above Mean
Sea Level, but the application form states a height of 4 ft above Mean Sea Level. Therefore, if approved the
applicant should be required to revise their plans to reflect that the dock has a minimum height of 4 ft above
Mean Sea Level.

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. The submitted plans do not indicate any lighting
to be installed. The DoE would not support the installation of any lighting on this dock. Therefore, if any lighting
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is to be proposed on the dock in the future, it should be in accordance with a Turtle Friendly Lighting Plan
submitted and approved by the DoE prior to installation.

Loss of Benthic Habitats

The characteristics of the seabed in the immediate footprint of the proposed dock are a mix of seagrass, algal
cover, coral and rock and rubble. These habitats are all important in playing a key role for various marine
species such as providing shelter and food. However, the significant impacts will be to the seagrass and corals
with in the footprint.

Seagrass

Within the footprint of the dock there are turtle grass beds (Thalassia testudinum) which is a Part 2 Schedule 1
protected species under the NCA (see Figure 3).

Figure 4a&b: Healthy seagrass is present within the proposed dock footprint (Source: DoE, 2023).

In addition to the direct impacts within the 600 sq ft of the proposed dock, there will be impacts from long-
term shading. Sea grass requires light to grow, and the dock structure will reduce vital light penetration
required. Therefore shading will inhibit further growth and ultimately result in loss of seagrass. While the
applicant has follow the Department’s guidelines in order to mitigate shading impacts by installing decking
with a minimum of %2 inch spacing, as currently shown on the application plans, there will be additional
impacts to the surrounding seabed and benthic habitats through the operation of boat traffic and potentially
resulting propeller wash and grounding incidents.

One of the vital functions of seagrass beds is to provide habitat. Shallow seagrass beds are important habitat
for a considerable array of species, in particular juvenile lobster and conch. Juvenile lobsters are only a few
inches long or smaller and settle from the ocean to the safety of the seagrass meadows to hide from predators
and hunt for prey. Juvenile conch also settle from their free floating life stages to spend most of their early life
buried among the seagrass roots hiding from predators, emerging occasionally to eat algae off of the turtle
grass and other substrate.
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Seagrasses also one of the most valuable and vulnerable ecosystems.” Given the climate change predictions
for the region, which include rising temperatures, sea level rise and increased intensity of storm events
(including storm surge), another beneficial function of seagrass beds is that they provide flood reduction and
reduce erosion from wave action aiding in shore protection, particularly along beaches and shallow areas.
Seagrass also helps to maintain good water quality by binding sediment together. Although often overlooked
in comparison to mangroves, seagrasses are also nutrient sinks, buffering or filtering nutrient and chemical
inputs to the marine environment aiding in water quality. The deposition and stabilisation of sediments
provided by seagrasses assist other important adjacent marine ecosystems such as coral reefs.

Seagrass communities are also important carbon sinks and contribute to our islands’ natural capital. Carbon
accumulates in seagrasses over time and is stored almost entirely in the marine sediments incorporated in the
root systems. This means that the direct removal of seagrass results in carbon being released back into the
atmosphere. Although in-depth local studies have not been undertaken, the Blue Carbon Initiative (a global
program working to mitigate climate change through the restoration and sustainable use of coastal and
marine ecosystems) acknowledges that ‘although seagrasses account for less than 0.2% of the world’s oceans,
they sequester approximately 10% of the carbon buried in ocean sediment annually (27.4Tg of carbon per year)*.
Per hectare, seagrasses can store up to twice as much carbon than terrestrial forests*. The global seagrass
ecosystem organic carbon pool could be as high as 19.9 billion metric tons*.”? Per hectare, seagrasses can store
up to twice as much carbon than terrestrial forests*. The global seagrass ecosystem organic carbon pool could be
as high as 19.9 billion metric tons*.”

Corals

Corals are Part 1 Schedule 1 protected species under the NCA. Corals not only provide habitat and food for
marine fauna but assist in mitigating against storm and erosion impacts on the coastlines. Given that there is
coral growth and recovery within the dock footprint, there will be direct impacts to the corals within the
footprint of the dock.

Corals will be displaced through the placement of the piles and long-term shading from the inflatable
structures will limit sunlight required for the zooxanthellae which provide oxygen and food for corals via a
symbiotic relationship. The shading and periodic exposure to full light levels following long periods of
shading will stress the corals within the footprint, resulting in sub-lethal effects including reduced growth
rates, bleaching and disease, eventually leading to increased risk of coral mortality.

1 United Nations Environment Programme (2020) The State of Nearshore Marine Habitats in the Wider Caribbean.

Available at: https://wedocs.unep.org/20.500.11822/36352 (Accessed: 30 August 2022)

2 The Blue Carbon Initiative (2019) About Blue Carbon. Available at: https://www.thebluecarboninitiative.org/about

(Accessed: 30 August 2022).

3 The Blue Carbon Initiative (2019) About Blue Carbon. Available at: https://www.thebluecarboninitiative.org/about

(Accessed: 30 August 2022).
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Figure 5a&b: Coral formation within the proposed dock footprint: (Source: Dok, 2023).
Sargassum

The proposed dock will have not have the typical side skirting but there will be a single row of 2 ft by 8 ft
timber runners on the sides of the dock. It is strongly recommend that this side planking be at least 1 ft above
Mean Sea Level to allow for sargassum to flow under the dock minimise the amount that can accumulate
under and be trapped.

Sargassum is a naturally-occurring seaweed that floats in the Atlantic Ocean. Since 2014, seasonally larger
than normal blooms of this usually open ocean seaweed have been washed ashore in considerable quantities
causing a number of environmental issues.

The Department notes that during periods of high influxes of sargassum, docks that have side skirting and
horizontal framing structures and beams at the water level tend to trap and hold sargassum in situ, compared
to those docks that have no skirting and fewer obstacles for increased water movement. When sargassum
remains in shallow waters it presents negative impacts for property owners (unpleasant odours, minor
respiratory issues, poor water quality) and on the marine environment.

These impacts can be minimised by ensuring that the dock is positioned 4 feet above Mean Sea Level and
ensuring that side planking is positioned as high above the water as possible, to allow for rafting sargassum to
flow under the dock freely and leave the area.

Precedent of Docks Along This Coastline

In the 1971 aerial imagery, there is a dock visible at the boundary of this site and 33B/178. There is also a dock
by the Sea Lodges (33C/25) which is located 1,700 feet to the southeast. These docks are no longer present in

the 1994 aerial imagery although there is evidence of impact on the seabed and debris from the dock at both

locations, particularly at the Sea Lodges.

The Department has a Coastal Works Permit application 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.
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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.

Given that there are no existing docks along this coastline, except the Rum Point Club dock located at the
northwest tip of Rum Point and that the two that have been constructed have been destroyed, we do not
support the precedent of docks along this coastline. In addition, this dock is proposed within a Port Authority-
designated Watersports Area and the presence of the dock may impact the Watersports Area.

As previously mentioned we are also aware that the docks that were proposed at 33C/5 (Catherine Fox,
CWL417) which was refused and 33B/181 (BAM Holdings, CWL436) which was recommended for refusal.

Comments and Recommendations

The DoE recommends refusal of this application on the basis that:

e the approval of this dock would set a precedent for the construction of private residential docks along
this coastline,

e the site is critical turtle nesting habitat and a Marine Reserve and therefore environmentally sensitive,

e the dock is within a Port-Authority designated Watersports Area,

e anearby dock was recently refused in July 2022 by Cabinet, and

e the only two docks built along this coast in the past were destroyed by storms due to the exposed
nature of the coastline, resulting in environmental impacts to the seabed from construction, debris from
destruction and resource consumption.

If Cabinet is minded to approve the proposed dock, the DoE recommends the standard Permit conditions and
the below Permit fees (Royalty, Environmental Mitigation and Administration & Monitoring) outlined in
Appendix 1, and conditions to ensure that the applicant:

e provides revised plans showing the dock height of 4 ft above Mean Sea Level,

e provides supplementary plans which identify where the floating platform will be positioned when
constructing the dock and where it will be parked when not operational, and

e provides a written methodology that confirms that the equipment will only be operating in shallows
waters at high tide and there will be no need to create a causeway or drive equipment over the
seabed.

Director, Department of Environment
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