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Updated Coastal Works Review CWL478  
Paul Czudnochowsky – Dock Extension – 33E/43 

 

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 applicant – Paul Czudnochowsky – is seeking permission to extend their existing dock on Crown property 
adjacent to Block 33E Parcel 43, which is Water Cay Road, Cayman Kai, Rum Point, North Side, Grand Cayman 
(see Figure 1).  

The submitted plans indicate that the dock will extend approximately 13 feet further into the cove and will be 
L-shaped, replacing the current T-shape of the dock. The proposed extension of the dock will be supported by 
6 inch steel-reinforced concrete filled PVC piles embedded into the seabed by drilling held on a floating marine 
spud barge. Some of the decking is to be supported on a frame of 6 inch x 3 feet 4 inch timber planks that 
match those on the existing dock. At the end of the dock, where the L-shape forms, the decking will be supported 
on a frame of 6 inch x 4 feet 8 inch timber planks. The proposed dock is shown to be 3 feet 2 inches above Mean 
Sea Level (MSL) to coincide with the level of the existing dock which is lower the DoE’s guidelines. It will also 
have the same fendering side skirt as the existing dock with 2’’ gaps between planks. There will be ½ inch 
spacing between the surface planks which coincides with the DoE’s guidelines. Existing piles from the T-shaped 
end of the dock will be pulled out with excavator aboard the barge. Existing wood framing, piles, and debris will 
be removed from the environment and transported to the dump. The application indicates that silt 
screens/turbidity barrier will be used to contain the entire area of the works whilst it is being carried out. The 
application indicates that the construction of the dock extension will be carried out with a floating marine spud 
barge containing drilling equipment, with no need for water/air jetting or hammering of piles into the seabed. 

The application states that the use of the dock will be limited to personal use of the homeowners for a personal 
watercraft up to 22 feet with an 18 inch maximum draft and another small watercraft. 

The applicant has indicated that the works will affect 66 sq. ft. of Crown property. Based on the DoE’s calculation, 
we estimate that approximately 77 square feet of Crown will be affected. The DoE estimate that the seaward 
extension to the existing dock will affect approximately 28 sq. ft. of Crown property L-shaped end of the dock 
will affect approximately 49 sq. ft. of Crown property (Figure 4). 
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Figure 1. Aerial imagery showing the application site for the proposed dock extension and plans of the existing 
dock (Aerial Imagery Source: United Kingdom Hydrographic Office, 2021; Architectural plans: Declan O’Brien, 
2023). 

 
Figure 2. Site plan of the proposed dock extension (Aerial Imagery Source: United Kingdom Hydrographic Office, 
2021; Architectural plans: Declan O’Brien, 2023).  
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Figure 3. Aerial imagery showing the existing dock outlined in blue and proposed dock extension outlined in red. 
(Source: United Kingdom Hydrographic Office, 2021). 

 

 
Figure 4. Plans provided by the applicant indicating the dimension of the proposed dock extension. (Source: 
Declan O’Brien, 2023). 

Application History 
The DoE notes that the existing dock was constructed in 2007 under a Coastal Works Licence (now a Coastal 
Works Permit). However, on 17 July 2024 the DoE was made aware that the specifications of the existing dock 
do not match what was approved under said Licence, particularly the current height above and width of the 
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dock.  As seen in Figure 5 below, the approved height and width of the existing dock are 4 feet above MSL and 
2 feet 6 inches respectively. However, as seen in Figure 6, the applicant has submitted plans that indicate the 
built height and width of the existing dock are 3 feet 2 inches and 3 feet 4 inches respectively. In addition, the 
current side skirting design (vertical side skirting boards) of the existing dock (see Figure 7 below) was not 
approved in the original Coastal Works Licence and is not one that the DoE typically recommends as it allows 
very little light penetration to the benthic habitat below.  

 
Figure 5. A screenshot of the original 2007 permit for the existing dock on 33E/43. 
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Figure 6. Plans provided by the applicant indicating the built height and width of the proposed existing dock. 
(Source: Declan O’Brien, 2023). 
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Figure 7. Current side skirting of the existing dock (Source: Ministry of Sustainability and Climate Resiliency, 
2024). 

As the existing dock was not built to its approved specifications, after-the-fact fees can be incurred for the 199 
square feet of Crown property the existing dock occupies to regularise it. In addition, the rebuild of the dock to 
match the approved specifications could be incurred but the DoE does not recommend this as it would likely 
result in adverse impacts the marine environment. The applicant’s architect has stated that the rebuild of the 
existing dock to its approved specifications would require the existing pilings to be removed and replaced with 
new, higher pilings that will be placed closer together. This will result in additional drilling/hammering of piles 
into the seabed than what is proposed in the extension application. Therefore, rebuilding the dock to its 
approved specifications will likely adversely impact the environment more than leaving the dock as it is.  

The side skirting of the existing dock was not specified in the original Coastal Works Application and, was 
therefore, not approved. The DoE does not typically recommend vertical side skirting boards as they allows very 
little light penetration to the benthic habitat within the dock footprint. The removal of the vertical side skirting 
boards will allow more light penetration to the benthic habitat below. We have minimal concerns with the 
removal of the vertical side skirting boards as it will likely have very little adverse impacts to the environment if 
debris associated with the removal of the side skirting is disposed of properly.  

In addition, the DoE was made aware that the existing dock has lighting and freshwater supply (see Figure 8). 
The DoE does not typically recommend lighting or freshwater supply on docks. Freshwater supply on docks 
increases the likelihood of wastewater, cleaning chemicals, and food waste entering the marine environment. In 
addition, the discharge of freshwater wastewater can result in localised impacts to water quality and surrounding 
seagrass beds, along with other marine organisms in the area.  

The DoE does not support or recommend the use of artificial lighting, particularly on residential docks, due to 
the effects of light pollution on the marine environment. Marine animals rely heavily on the natural light cycles 
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of the moon and stars to regulate critical physiological and behavioral processes. For example, every night 
zooplankton migrate from the depths to the surface and every morning they retreat back to the depths in a 
process called diel vertical migration (DVM). Zooplankton feed on smaller phytoplankton that reside in the 
surface waters and, at night, they are less likely to be predated by larger organisms. Zooplankton are one of the 
key building blocks of the food chain and healthy populations of these organisms promote healthy fisheries. 
Artificial lighting can affect the frequency and extent of this process which can have negative impacts on the 
zooplankton community.   

However, it should be noted that the reasoning behind the DoE’s recommendation against lighting and 
freshwater supply on docks stems from the cumulative effect that multiple docks with these features can have 
on the marine environment.  

Figure 8. Lighting and freshwater sources on the existing dock highlighted in red (Source: Ministry of 
Sustainability and Climate Resiliency, 2024). 

Environmental Overview and Impacts 
Site Overview 
The site is located within a Marine Reserve (a Protected Area under the National Conservation Act).  

The environmental impacts of the project are: 

 The construction impacts from the drilling of piles into the seabed, and 
 The loss of approximately 77 square feet of benthic habitat, namely seagrass.  

Construction Impacts 
General Construction Impacts 

Direct environmental impacts will result from the construction of the dock, mainly through the removal of the 
old dock structure and the placement of the PVC piles for the extension in the seabed. The fine silts and sand 
of the seabed are easily disturbed and suspended, resulting in detrimental sediment plumes which can impact 



Updated Coastal Works Review CWL 478 – Paul Czudnochowsky – Dock Extension – 33E/43 – 01 August 2024
 9 
 

surrounding communities of seagrass and marine organisms (especially those 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. It is also an important aspect of the project that no heavy equipment or 
machinery be used in the water. A drill attached to the marine spud barge shall be used to install the dock 
pilings. 

Use of a Barge in a Shallow Cove  

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 is approximately 3.5 to 5 feet deep in this area and the marine spud barge, 
if not positioned carefully and correctly, could dig into the seabed and destroy the seagrass.   

Loss of Benthic Habitats 
Seagrass 

As seen in Figure 9 and 10, the benthic cover beneath the proposed dock extension is healthy seagrass and 
sand.  

 
Figure 9. Healthy seagrass is present at the site (Source: DoE, 2023).  
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Figure 10. Healthy seagrass is present at the site (Source: DoE, 2023).  

The proposal would result in impacts to approximately 77 square feet of turtle grass (Thalassia testudimum) and 
manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme). These species of seagrass are Part 2 Schedule 1 Protected Species.  

In addition to the direct impacts within the 77 square feet of the proposed dock extension, there will be impacts 
from long-term shading. Seagrass 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. We 
support the applicant’s proposal to mitigate shading impacts by installing decking with a minimum of ½ inch 
spacing, as currently shown on the application plans, though we note that the vertical skirting board will reduce 
light penetration from the sides of the dock. Additionally, as a result of the surrounding shallow waters there 
will likely be disruption to the seabed and benthic habitats through the operation of boat traffic and resulting 
propeller wash and grounding incidents. 

Deviations from the Department of Environment’s Dock Guidelines   
There are two deviations from the DoE’s Dock Guidelines.  

1. The dock extension will be 3 feet 2 inches above MSL and does not coincide with the recommended 
guidelines of 4 feet above MSL nor the original permitted height of the original dock. However, the DoE 
notes that the existing dock is 3 feet 2 inches above mean sea level and the extension is meant to match 
the current dock. Based on the relatively small additional area, we believe that continuing the dock at 
the existing height is reasonable, provided that ½ inch spacing is maintained on the decking boards.  

2. The dock extension is proposed to have vertical skirting boards that will match the vertical side skirting 
on the existing dock. This design will block light penetration from the sides and it is not one that the 
DoE supports as it impacts the environment with little utility or purpose. Designs that we have very 
minimal environmental concerns with include horizontal boards with a at least 2-inch spacing between 
planks or two boards crossed to form an ‘X’ (see Figure 11 below). 
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Figure 11. Schematic sketches of side skirting designs that the DoE has minimal environmental concerns with, 
provided they are minimized to the greatest extent possible and only added to areas where boats dock (Source: 
DoE, 2024). 

Comments and Recommendations 
We have considered the environmental impacts associated with the proposed dock extension above and the 
mitigation measures proposed by the applicant. On this basis, the DoE recommends this application for 
approval subject to the conditions outlined below with the standard Permit conditions and recommended 
Permit fees (Royalty, Environmental Mitigation and Administrations & Monitoring) outlined in Appendix 1 
Section 3: 

 Silt screens shall be put in place to contain the entire area of the works whilst it is being carried out. 
 There shall be no heavy equipment or machinery be used in the water, only drilling from a floating 

marine spud barge will be used to install the dock pilings.  
 Any existing piles, vertical side skirting boards, and debris to be removed shall be removed using an 

excavator onboard the barge. No debris shall remain on the seabed and all debris shall be removed and 
disposed of.  

The DoE have no major environmental concerns with the proposed dock extension and we support the 
mitigation measures proposed by the applicant. However, on 17 July 2024 it was brought to the DoE’s attention 
that the specifications of the existing dock were not approved in the original 2007 Coastal Works Licence. 
Therefore, in order to regularise it and take account of the environmental impact and use of Crown property, 
we have included after-the-fact fees for the existing dock. Recommended after-the-fact fees (Royalty, 
Environmental Mitigation and Administration & Monitoring) for the existing dock that occupies approximately 
199 square feet of Crown property are outlined in Appendix 1 Section 4.  

_______________________________________________ 

Director, Department of Environment  

 

 

  


