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Coastal Works Review CWL# 501   

Diane and Domenic Faro – Residential Dock at 642 South Sound Road 
– 21E/19 

 

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 – Diane and Domenic Faro – are seeking permission to remove the existing dock and rebuild a new 
dock within the existing footprint and construct a 200 square foot extension on Crown property adjacent to Block 
21E Parcel 19, which is 642 South Sound Road, George Town, Grand Cayman (see Figure 1).  

The submitted plans indicate that the dock will extend 205 ft-0 in from the Mean High Water Mark (MHWM).  The 
proposed dock will be supported by 8 inch concrete-filled, PVC piles embedded into the seabed via jetting. It is 
not fully clear from the plans whether all existing piles can be reused or if there is a need to construct new piles.  At 
least 4 new piles will be required to support the dock addition.   

In a departure from the existing dock on-site, the decking will be supported with a reinforced concrete sub-frame 
and a timber 2 inch x 6 inch decking system with ½ inch spacing between planks. The application drawings show 
the proposed dock and extension at 4 ft-0 in above Mean Sea Level (MSL), although the existing dock does not 
appear to be 4 feet above MSL. Therefore, it is not clear how the height will be accomplished while reusing the 
existing piles.  In addition, the plans indicate that the beams supporting the concrete dock will be 2 feet in height 
and  impermeable and therefore light will only be able to penetrate from the sides for 2 feet or less.  

The entry of the dock is proposed to be constructed with a deep concrete pad below the ramp, and the 
reinstatement of an existing rock seawall in front of it.  The application proposes that the use of the dock will be for 
a boat 45 ft in length with a draft of 18 inches.  

The application indicates that the works will affect a total 1,563 sq ft of Crown property. Based on the proposed 
information submitted, the DoE has verified to the best of our understanding that this estimate is correct.  



Coastal Works Review CWL#501 – Diane & Domenic Faro – Residential Dock – 21E/19 – 15 Jan 2025 3 
 

 
Figure 1: Aerial imagery showing the application site for the proposed dock, note that the existing dock and 
proposed extension are located within a Marine Reserve (Source: United Kingdom Hydrographic Office, 2021) 

 
Figure 2: Aerial imagery of the existing dock (Source: United Kingdom Hydrographic Office, 2021)   
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Application History 

Aerial imagery shows that a dock of some form has existed on the property since the 1990s. The original dock is 
absent in the 2008 Lands and Survey aerial imagery and it is understood to have suffered storm damage. It is 
understood that the existing dock on the property was constructed between 2008 and 2013. Historical aerial 
imagery for the years 1994, 2008 and 2013 are shown in Figures 3 to 5. In the 2008 image, the impact from the 
construction of the original dock can clearly be seen as the area beneath the dock is devoid of seagrass. As per 
Figures 1 and 2, there has been some recovery in the area surrounding the dock, but the direct footprint of the 
dock still shows impacts and has not recovered fully.  

 
Figure 3: 1994 aerial imagery showing the first instance of a dock at the application site (Source: Cayman Land 
Info)  
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Figure 4: 2008 Aerial imagery showing that the dock on the site has been destroyed, and the impacts to the 
seagrass beds are clear (Source: Cayman Land Info) 

 
Figure 5: 2013 Aerial imagery showing the first appearance of the existing dock at the application site with new or 
continued impacts to the seagrass beds (Source: Cayman Land Info) 



Coastal Works Review CWL#501 – Diane & Domenic Faro – Residential Dock – 21E/19 – 15 Jan 2025 6 
 

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 direct impacts from the construction of the new dock, and 
 The loss of an additional 200 square feet of benthic habitat, namely seagrass, algae, coral including long-

term shading impacts.  
  

Construction Impacts 

General Construction Impacts 

Direct environmental impacts will result from the construction of the dock, mainly through the removal of the 
existing dock structure, and the placement of the new PVC piles into the seabed. There will be permanent loss of 
the seabed under the area of the dock ramp and the reinstatement of the rock seawall because of the excavation 
and construction of a concrete pad.  The sand and fine silt of the seagrass beds 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. Therefore, it is important to limit the impacts of sediment 
plumes generated during construction of the dock through the use of silt screens. 

Use of a Barge in a Shallow Lagoon  

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 type of construction proposed including the removal of existing piles and the 
construction of concrete beams between the piles is likely to worsen the construction effects of the dock. The sea 
is approximately 1 to 2 feet deep in this area and a weighted barge, if not positioned carefully and correctly, is 
highly likely to dig into the seabed and destroy the seagrass.  

In 2017, the construction of a dock using a similar methodology resulted in severe environmental damage to the 
seagrass beds. The dock is also located in the South Sound Replenishment Zone. A large area of prime seagrass 
bed was extensively damaged. There was clear evidence of seagrass beds devoid of all seagrass and rhizome 
tissue, consistent with the shape of the barge used to construct the dock. The damaged seagrass area was 
calculated as a total of 7,520.8 sq feet (698.67 m2). Of the damaged seagrass area, 6,647 sq ft (617.5 m2) was 
heavily impacted and the likelihood of seagrass recovery is considered to be nil. Recovery may be possible in the 
remaining area of 873.8 sq ft (81.17 m2). Figure 6 shows a clear before and after the construction of the dock. The 
damage shown in the picture occurred when the barge was moored during the construction project. 
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Figure 6: Left: before construction of the dock (14 September 2016); Right: after construction (15 August 2017).  

The construction of the proposed dock is nearly identical to the methodology which resulted in the destruction of 
the seagrass, as described below.  

• Both docks are roughly 200 ft long;  
• Both docks are located within the South Sound Marine Reserve and are within 500 feet of each other;  
• The benthic habitat at the location of both docks is/was dense healthy seagrass beds in a shallow 

area; and 
• The proposed dock was estimated to take 6 months, whereas the damaging dock was proposed to 

take 3 months (although it took longer). The longer the barge remains in place, the greater the 
damage to the seabed.  

Even with such damaging practices used, the barge was not able to fully construct the dock due to the shallow 
depths. As a result, excavators entered the water to construct the landward portion of the dock causing further 
damage. There was extensive damage caused by the construction and the poor performance of the barge under 
the environmental conditions in the area. 

Since the construction of that dock in 2017, the DoE has made efforts to reduce environmental impacts by, for 
example, recommending a bond, seeking to agree the positioning of the barge as part of the Coastal Works 
Permit, monitoring construction closely, briefing and close-working with contractors.  However, these efforts have 
not been able to eliminate environmental impacts from construction outside of the dock footprint. The area is too 
shallow and too environmentally sensitive to eliminate impacts, and therefore the environmental consequences of 
proposed Coastal Works must be compared carefully against any social benefit.  

Construction Methods 

Although the original dock was constructed using PVC piles and timber framing, the rebuild application is for a 
dock framed in reinforced concrete. The construction of a reinforced concrete dock has a greater potential for 
ecosystem disruption, and this is something that should be especially considered given that the dock is located 
within a Marine Protected Area. If not appropriately managed, dust and particulate matter from cement can enter 
the marine environment. The construction of a concrete dock also means a longer construction period than would 
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be required of timer to allow for curing times. There may also be the need for chemical admixtures, such as curing 
agents or bonding agents that are harmful to marine life.  

Loss of Benthic Habitats 

Seagrass 

The benthic cover beneath the proposed dock consists of seagrass beds and vegetated sand (see Figure 7).  

 
Figure 7: Healthy seagrass is present at the site (Source: DoE Benthic Habitat Map, 2024).  

In addition to that which has already been impacted by the existing dock, the proposal would result in direct 
impacts to 200 square feet of seagrass within the proposed dock extension. Seagrasses, including Turtle grass 
(Thalassia testudimum) and manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme) are Part 2 Schedule 1 Protected Species.  

In addition to the direct impacts within the footprint of the proposed dock extension, there will be impacts from 
long-term shading, including along the length of the existing dock to be reconstructed. Sea grass requires light to 
grow, and the dock structure will reduce vital light penetration required. This shading will inhibit further growth 
and ultimately result in loss of seagrass. The Department supports 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, 
however the proposed concrete frame will add to shading impacts. Given previously-mentioned concerns 
regarding the height of the dock as well as the change to the dock frame, the maximum distance where light will 
be able to penetrate is 2 feet. It may be lower if the decking height of 4 ft above MSL is not achieved. Additionally, 
as a result of the surrounding shallow waters there will likely be severe disruption to the seabed and benthic 
habitats through the operation of boat traffic and 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. While only a few inches long or smaller, 
juvenile lobster 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 
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the seagrass roots hiding from predators, emerging occasionally to eat algae off of the turtle grass and other 
substrate.  

Sargassum  

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 MSL. We note that the 
proposed dock design does not include side skirting, allowing for sargassum to flow under the dock freely and 
leave the area.  

Deviations from the Department of Environment’s Dock Guidelines   

It is not clear if a dock height of 4 feet above MSL is achievable without replacing all of the piles as the existing 
dock height does not appear to be 4 feet above MSL. In that event, the two most likely options both have 
additional environmental impacts. If the piles are removed and replaced, there is additional impact to the 
environment. If the piles are kept and the height of the dock is lowered, the amount of light penetration will  be 
reduced significantly due to the presence of the horizontal concrete beams.   

We do not support the reinstatement of the electrical and water supply to the dock. It is likely that these were not 
included in the original permit. While it is stated that the lights will be turtle friendly, there is no evidence to support 
this  and no specification sheets for turtle friendly lighting were included. We do not support permanent lighting on 
the dock. The inclusion of electrical and water supply results in debris and waste entering the Marine Protected 
Area and is not necessary.  

Comments and Recommendations 

In light of the above-mentioned environmental impacts and on balance, the Department recommends this 
application for refusal based on the detailed design of the proposal.  

The Department does not object to the principle of a dock at this location. However, the proposed construction of 
a reinforced concrete dock with an additional 200 square foot extension is not compatible with the 
environmentally sensitive nature of the Marine Protected Area. There is already a dock in that location that can be 
repaired easily and brought back into use. Removal of the existing dock and construction of a larger concrete 
dock will only provide very minor social benefits while causing as much environmental damage as a new dock. 
The dock is not a publicly accessible dock and the existing dock is already very long and provides access to 
sufficient depth of water for boating. This must be taken into account when considering the environmental 
impacts.  

As such, we recommend that Cabinet refuses this application. A repair of the dock in line with the original 
construction specification would be justified but the proposed changes are not warranted in our view, given the 
environmental impact.  

Should Cabinet be minded to grant approval for this application, the Department recommends the inclusion of the 
below conditions as well as the standard Permit conditions and recommended Permit fees (Royalty, 
Environmental Mitigation and Administration & Monitoring) outlined in Appendix 1.  

 Prior to the issuance of a Coastal Works Permit, the plans shall be revised to remove the electrical and 
water supply. There shall be no electrical or lighting supply installed at any time on the dock.  

_______________________________________________ 

Director, Department of Environment  

  


